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’Callfornla, Colorado, Florida, Mlchlganf New Mex1co and Texas.

" Finance Division of NUC, proposed this cooperative research

. PREFACE * . L
- . .- - : ‘. ’ .“ N
“The Intercultural Development Research Assocxatlon (nxm)muth

’

supﬁfrt from the\ﬁatjonal Institute of Educatlon (Contract No.

« A

400-76- 0136) undertook a stud& of the impact of recent school . T

flnance reforms oh poor and mlnorlty students in six states--

3 . i
- ‘

-

The objectlve of the ,study was to track the dlstrlbutlon of

dollars for education among districts with puplls of d1fferent : ih
. ¢ 3
ethn1c and income groups - from before to after "reform" legls- e

"\

lation was implemented. The ultimate goal of this research was’,

to inform policy makers on the state and"federal levels about
whether and to what extent leglslatlve reforms of the flrst half

of the '1970's have redls%rlbuted educatlon resources in a manner .

{
whlch is more equltable for poor and m1nor1ty students so that

future pOllCleS mlght be ﬂmasured by such a standard of equlty
Thé resea;ch, while sponsored by IDRA of San Antonio,‘

was a cooperative effort w1th several school flnance stddy . .

-

projects originated byathe Natlonal Urban _Coalition (NUC) of

Washlngton, D C. Robert Bofhwell former director of the Educédtion -

e ‘

‘ <
effort. The purpose of the joint research effort was not only

. to study the 1mpact of schoal f1nance reforms on poor and minority

puplls, but also to prov1de thelschool finance reform projects .
f i
with the data and statlstlcal tools necéssary to continue to

»

monitor school finange lEglslatlon in their respectlve states well

« s

beyond the tlrmlnatlon of this study. ’f ’




. ThHe fihdings of the study are reported in nine volumes.'
[ ’ J N

-

. tpls zeport (Volume 3) detalls the findings on the 1mpact of

- ‘ - 2.

. ‘the 1972 school finance law 1n Callfornla 1SB 90) on' poor and
i mlnorzyé/chlldren. oThe pr1nc1pal author, Robeét.slngleton, is

formet director of the Educatlon Flnance Reform Project of Los

[ 4
Angeles. Joseph Garcia and Ruben Esplnoeaa co- 1nvest1gators in
. SN
the study, represent the California School glnance Reform

- Progect at San Diego State Unlver51ty ) F//

5 <t
. o

The effec?s of,the Callfornla reform are compared with th%se

M 53 . * ' . * |
<y,

) of the five other states in Volume l: An Impact Study of Six

s t 1 - R > R i

' States.. . o - /% . | .

o Volumes %é 4, 5 and 6 are 1nd1vadual state reports on Texas,

qurlda(amew Mexico and -Colorado, respectively.' Each report'

. r glves an’ hlstdrlcal overview of school finance legislation, a .

* - [0} -- , A

. detailed descr;ptlon of the reform, and an in-depth analysis of

) N

the outcomes of the school finance system before and.after ‘the’

| 3 - > R .
‘reform wae'implemented. 4

- N ~ . ~ " -

Volume- 7: A Statistical Note on a New Case for Discrimina-

] ‘ £ 0
-~

‘o tion in Texas -School Finance preeents the type of statistical

-

analys¥s which might be.employgd in coﬁrt to prove, discrimina-

;I % tion % agalnst poor and mlnortty chlldren in- fundlng education.
. . . Volume 8: A Hlstory of School Flnance Reform—;1t1gatlon and’
’ N the Interests of Urban, Poor and'Mlnotlty'Chlldren gives an over-
: s .viewlof‘schqpi finance refdrm litigatiqn in the. context of other

educational reform iitigation efforts in{behalf of poor and minq&—

ity children. . .
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. 3 S Tor the 19 957,304 Callfornla resldents in 1970, 74% were Anglo
L4 ’.—\ . LY v .
N 3 +15,5% were, Chicamo, 7. 0% were Black, and 2. 7% were As1an Amerlcan
-7 Native Amerlcans and othérs constltuted less than one percent of

' v

. .l '. . A - * . .
., the tQtal populatlon( - ' i

Accordlng to the U.S. Census of Populatlon for 1970, 9.1%

% " of the 17,36?3725 persons in Ca11forn1é famllles lived below

poverty.- Pd?ertf‘statistics varied widely by race and ethnicity._
‘. N .’ . ) 1Y . - 5 /¢.
Eight percent of the white family members not of Hispanic origin

+

Y, . (herein ”S;gfos") lived below poverty, while 15.4% of Hispanie
M 4 g .

» whites (h ein J'Chicanos™) lived below poverty. The percentage

of Blacks living below poveéfy was 23.4%. Although 39e census fails
1o glve an adequate breakdown of other minority ethnic groups
collectlvely tney had 10.3% living below poverty.

,Median school years completed in 1979 for the population,

aged 14 years and older, was '12,3 years. Angios ranked sligh}ly
) ) '(,' , . N . ,
. higher than the average. For Chicanos, the median was 10.7 years,

’ & ” » ?
and for Blacks, the medign was 11.7 years. Th%s, the‘average Anglo

.

hdd some colléée, while the average Black and Chicano had not
¢ o ¥

-

- cqppleted high school.:- ]
- A3 "‘ ” ’ i
. A ' slU S. Buréau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, De-

tailed Characterlstics _Final Report PC (1)-D6. California. Section
1 Tables 138 and 148. 6ectlon 2, Table 207. 1975 data are from /-
California Department ‘of F1nance Californig Statistical Abstract,
1975, p. viii.

]
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The temperate climate_of the stafé, especially in Southern

L5

California, has attracted millions of pqgﬁle to its coastal cit;es
during/phe past century. The populat;én apbfoximately doubled

fivé times in that period, or once,every_zo years, Thi% phepomenal

rate of growtﬁ'has placed an enormous burgen on'Uyaedgeatién
‘;§ef$ices in the cities, altHough the inéreése has slowed sOmewhat ¢
in recent }ears. In the pést fi&e years, California hés'gained

.

about 200 new residents per'day. Durigg’tpe five-years from 1963 -
1967, however, lthe average annual increase was 454,600 -- more tha;n

a thousand per day. On July 1, 1975, ‘California had a totai popu-

~ N

* lation of 21,113,000. ' y

/4

HISTORY OF SCHOD?, FINANCE REFORM IN CALIFORNIA

The litigation in California began with the landmark school

~

finance case in Serrano v. Priest. The, 1971 ruling, known within
2

the school fﬁn@nce research community as Serrano I™, held tha% the

k4

California school finance éystem violated the equal protection clause
of thé state constitution because it made the quality of education
* 4

dependenp on the taxable wealth of local school districts.3
The plaintiffs in the case were school children, including those

Y

of 'John Serrano, and their taxpayer pdrents. Defendants were the °

P

: 2Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d. 584, 96 Cal. Rptr., 601, 487, P 2d
1241 (1971). It 1s assumed that the reader is familiar with the lit-
erature on this ruling. Where this,is. not true, the reader is directed
to a proponent's view in Karst, '"Serrano v. Priest: A State Court's
Responsibilities.and Opportunities in the Development of Federal
Constitutional Law," 60 California Law Rev. 720 (1972) and a critical
review in Goldstein, "Int?rdis%rict Inequalities in School Financing:
U. Pa. L.Rev., 504 (1972). :

3Lawyers’ Committee for bivil Rights Under Law, Summafy of
Statewide Finance Cases Since 1973, February 2; 1977, p. 3.

)

»
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State TreaSurer (Ivy Baker Priesty), fthe State Contrdller and the
State Superinté;dent of Dublic Instruction as well as theif counter-

parts at the county level. A number of wealthy school districts

- ¢

intervened onzzpe side qf the defendants.% '

The comp int,allegeqhdiscrimination against both children and

o=

taxpayers in ‘poor districts Plaintiffs claimed that there were -«
substantial disparities among school districts in Qalifornia in |
per pupil wealth an that th disparities in tyrn, produced
‘substantial dispaf?ties amehg districts in’ per pupil expenditures

) for public education qith'the result that the educational oppor-

2
tunities availahle i“tgx poor districts were substantially inferior

x

R ‘
to those awvailable tq children in wealthier districts.

Originally‘filaion August 23, 1968, the complaint was dismissed

~
-

by the Californfa Superior Court. The dismissal was affirmed by the

‘California Court of\Appeals on August 30 1971. The Califormnia
S
Supreme Court demurred reversed the decision dismissin the com-

L

'plaint, and remanded the case to'the trial court for a trial on

the facts._ e, California Supreme Court upheld. the complainx

v

primarily the bas1s that the education finance mechanism in %

~¢
California perate§ in such a*way that it makes the quality of -
- education for. school age childrensin California a function of the

b
wealth of'?he cﬁildfs parents and neighbors, as measured by the &

)
3

. ) o
> . »
‘Beverl] ﬂills Cnified Schoo1 District, one of the richest
districts in the state, galvanized the others to form an organiza-
tion-kno%n as "Schools for Sound Finance'" (QFZ) which "1led the
opposition against-wealth equalizing implicatiohs of Serrano I-
and the subsequent appeal which produced Serrano II. .
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tax base of the school district in'which the child resides. The

plaintiffs had only to prove their allegations at trial in ordefr

+
fok’the ‘California school fiannce system to be’ held unconstitu-

. . \
tjonal. ‘ " L , .\\k '

The plaintiffs prevailed, and on April 10, 19%4 after a

five-month trial, the trial court declared the system of. school

fipance in California in violation of the equal protection” pro- .

¥ - . ‘
fvision‘of the State Constitution. In his opinion, Judgt Jefferson *

?

- found that the ‘current financing scheme in Lalifornia, ﬁotwith—

-~ »

standing the substantial 1ncrease 1n the state's share brought about
by the—1972 Tégislation still related the .quality of education to

local district tax bases. Contributing features in thé Eystem

to which the court objected . were: . ) ts
. 1. The ability of voters to vote tax_ overrides within each .
‘? y ,district and thereby raise unlimited revenue,
2. A constitutionally required payment of $120 per 'pupil
called ”Bas;grAid " whyich went even to pupils of wealthy )
- ‘ districts. .
/ i .
. 3. Disparities in ,wealth greater than $100 per pupil expen-’' -
ditures and variatiods in tax rates between school districts,
7 -

State officials supported the plaintiffs, while county officials

and wealthy districts appealed the decision to the California —
. ) Supreme- Court whichﬁaffirmed the trial court's findings in an }‘
opinion known as- “Serrano II' on December 30, 1976.5 _
’ . . ’ ', l/ o —/" . - h 4
California School Finance Prior to 1972-73 Y

roo. . /!
oo, Prior to the enactment of reform legislation in 1972, the . ’

. . . LI . . . .
+sCalifornia school finance system consisted of a relatively conven-

SSerrano v. Priest, 45 U.S. L.W.,‘E34O (December 30, 1976).,




tional*foundation plan. To understand it, one must first realizé

that California has three kinds of school,districtsﬂ elelentary

-

L4

school districts, high school distribts, and unified school‘districts.
‘Fdr school finance purposes un1f1ed districts are treated as"if

they are séparate elementary and high school districts with coter-

minous boundaries. Elementary school districts were guaranteed a
foundation of $355 per pupil in average daily'attendance, and high

school districts were guaranteed $48§ per pupil, - The foundation- o
. % . . , \
was $20 higher in both categories for pupils in unified distrjcts.

’

To determine the amount Qf the state contribution, a '"computational

L
‘ ta& rate" was calculated for each school district. The equalized

n

:.assessed valuation per elementary ADA of the district was multi-
plied by, a tax rate of $1.00 per s180. 1f this raised .less than

‘\fhe $335 zuarantee the difference would at first approx1mate the state
aid due Similarly, a tax rate of $0.80 per $100 was used in Ealcula~

. ting the\district share for high school students, and the difference
between this and\$488 per pup11 constitftes a first estimate of the
.,state aid due on account of high school pupils. Y
- State aid .consists of Lbasic aid" and‘"equalization aid.'" Each

-’

t

" district'was entifled to $125 per pupil basic aid, regardless of its
'\ ‘ wealth.~ The pcsitive difference (if an§3 netWEen total state aid
and basic aigd Was called equalization aid. As an example, let us'take
a2 unified-distriet with l,OOO elemenéary‘pupils, 400 high school pupils,
’,and an equaliZed assessed?value of 320,060,000, The calculation would
y

be .as follows: ' . ,

Elementary AV/ADA = $20,000,000/1,000 = $20,000
0 1 ’ -

7 - , ' . . .
District conmtribution = 320,000 x .01=%200 = Ly
! ‘. ’ ¢
10 )
&L ) '

re
A} s . . 4




. -\
Foundation guarantee = $335 + $20 unjification bonus = 3355
S

State aid = (8355 - $200)ex 1,000 = $155,000 for eYementary
students ) p

/ADA

High school = $20,000,000/400 = $50,000

District contributfion = $50,000 x .008 = %400 +

¢ Foundation guarantew.= $488 + $20 ‘unification bonus = $508 -
State aid per pupil =/(3$508 - $400) x 400 = $43,200 fdr high-
school students : .
gotal district aid = $155,000 + 343,200 ='$198,200 -
o “Basic aid = $125 x 11,400 pupils )= $175,000 -
Equalization aid = $198,000 - $175,000 = $23 000
. In addltion ‘school districts with assessed valuations per .

I pupil below specified limits qualified for supplemental aid, the
: . P
L '
amount begng a function of the extgnt to which its property tax

rate exceed the statutory minimum rate for that district.

\ .
There was also “area aid," which was designed to achieve some
' )

redistribution of wealth over a larger area. This é%plied when

*

. there had been a unification election in antarea'which had failed.

A-Iax at a specified rate ﬁés levied on all of the area involved in
<

‘the election, and Ehé money raised was distribu ed amoné the

b ]

districts'according tq ADA , It was usually the rich districts that
‘ defeated unification (thev stood to lose in the deal) but this |

was a method of edistribution - g i .

. ]
Y

In addition to fhis genmerzl aid, “there were some categorical
v ’ Py ¥

aid programs: ~

w

\; 1. Soecial education. und% were approprlated for educatlng

the mentally retarded and the physlcally handlcapped A

. . cost reimbursemenf formula ‘was used to pay the distrlct -
N ~ hd -60 *

\. ~ . I3 -
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- ' *
¢ for the extra expense of this type of éducation, up to a

s specified max1mum cost ‘per pupil. C

2. Special compensatorv education programs fo?ithe disadvan-

: ‘ ,taged. Rather minor in scope before 197%, these programs
included a special teachers employment program a pre-

. school follow-up pro;Lam and demonstration programs in l

. reading and math for low achieving pupils

..

3. Transportation. A transportation allowance was giéen

“
limited to the statew1de average expenditure per bus per

» day plus 25%. The expenSes covered included operating
expensgs, repairsi insurdnce, replacement,of equipment,
payments to parentg in'lieu of transportation, and pay-

a\,ments to public carriers. Local districts"had to absorb

the original cost of equipment and operating expenses

'
'

in excess of the state allowance. ' B

4, 'Construction. Loans were’'made available, depending upon
- ,

district weaIth. Title to buildings and land remained

with the state until ‘the loan is repaid

Vi

// The local contr}bution to revenue came a%tmost entirely:from
prooerty taxes The tax rate could be either greater or less than
the computational tax used for determlning state aid There was a

tax rate limit, but it could be’exceeded by- 1local vote, and most
P i A

I

diStricts had done‘soi ' : ‘-

The pre-1972 school finance system theh was one‘in which
large disparities in expenditures and tax rates ex1sted because of
differences in districti?Ealth that were uncompbnsated by sta%e a%g.,

-

The main reasons for the inadequate compensation were the basic

s
« %y
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( -, .
aid of $125 ber pup11 that went to all d1strlcts the low level

of the foundation guarantee, and the fact that most distrlcts

A [

/ - .
raised unequallzed local revenue above.the level of the computa-~
. . * )

F

; -«
» tional tax. ’ .
Early Reform Legislation oo . z;, ‘ \
There were two daJor waves of determined’effort at reform after
Serrano~' The first followed on the heels nf Serrano I and was ’ ’

j\

essentlally a reintrodﬁcxion of pet solutions conceived by legis-
lators who were5concerned with the problem of inequality of educa-
. tional resources lkong before that ruling. For a brief look at some
of the competing proposals, see itt aehwent 1. The second wave was
,,siimulated-bywSerranp:II; " The result of the first flurry of pro— ..

posals was a compromlse between Governor Reagan and Speaker of the ) {

wlh

6
Assembly woretti known as' SB 90. The result of the second salvo

was the current'law; AB 65.

2 -\
. Reform: SB 90 ¢1972) -

-

+ SB 90 (Dills) emerged as the comprOmise preposal in response '
to the Serrago mandeté In the “last days of the 1972 legislative
session, the Governor and the Assembly Speaker 1ncorporated a.
number of thT proposals meutioned above in an admitted "short ~term
opt%en" plen, which did,not satlsfy Serrano but made some. strideés in B
that direction. Cel (\

—

Total .Amount. SB 90 increased the state's share from 35% to &

3
43% and added $225 million in additional siate money for general
3 A
« . o

6SB 90, Ch. 1406 (1972) Cal. 'Stats., 2931 as amenfed, AB 1267, )
‘Ch, 208 (1973), Cal. Stats. y

»

i e
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school support. 1It,alsp provided $220 million to reduce tax rates

in high.tax, low wealth districts and to increase property tax -

~,

exemptions for hqmeown%ws. In addition, $82 million went to finmanfe

the Brown factor for special assistance to urban districts, and $25
. / 12

million went to early éhildhodd education, a program subported by-

’

‘*the Superlntendent of Public Tnstruction Wilson Riles.

e (' '{& By Program Type. SB 90 permitteq the raising of. the foundation
(4.' . Yevel through increased state equalization aid for the lowest wealth
> v

‘ districts. It set eijéndlture llmltationf (revenue limits) on the

- dlstricts maklng it fienceforth p0551b1e to.raise taxes only through

.justlfiable inflation costs and set the inflation adjustmpnt for

high wealth districts lower than for low wealth districts., Voters
- ‘ ~
in each district could raise the tax rate through what are called

L
"voted overrides" at tax elections. As will be discussed below,,
' o
this was one of the major flaws,of SB 90. ' ,

The 1972 "reform" 1eg%slation-actually made 1§gtlé change in “
the wayv state money:was distributed. It had fwo important effects:
) 1. A lot ﬁore monéy was put into éducation,‘hnd it was done
’ in a soﬁe&hat mq;e equal manner. The-founﬁatibn guarantee

: 1 , . . Y
was roughly doubledv as was 'the computational tax rate.

~ -

Basic aid stayea the sar‘ne,‘ but was a smallex? percentage of

. -the guafahtee: The effect of\this was to give more money
to the poor districts than to the rich, as evidenced by the f

following: : . ' ~
Before: -
\

T District A: Asse€sgd Waluation per ADA = $10,000.°

-

Disfrict contr bution, Based on $1.00 per $100 of

= $100. State Guarajitee = $355. . Srate Aid = $255

_or 70% of guarantee.




After: s ’ ) .

~

3

Distrrct B: Assessed Valuation per ADA = -Ql{ 000. - g
District contribution based on $1 00 per $1oo of .

. AV = §300. sdhte Guaranzé - $355. state Aid - $3§

or*?ZA of guarantee. .. . T ) -

— . . N

> '
District A: $10,000 AV per ADA. “State g‘nfrantee‘,=o$909,,,

. district cqntfibutien based on $2.28 tax rate = $223.
s : .53 \
State aid = $686, or 75% of guarantee. <;‘ v,

7’

District B:_ $30,000 AV per ADA. State guarantee = $909,
district é‘ontribﬁt'ion based on $2.23 tax ‘rate =:$669. s ’l

State aid ='$240, or 26% of guarantee: '

’

A revenue limit Was.establisheﬁ, replacing the former tax *
rage limits. . This limited the amount a,disérict could raise

from state ané local sourees to its$.1972 revenue plus ‘
allowed increases;' A district spending at. the state’average

was gllowed to increase its expenniture,by up to 6% a yvear.

A district spending below the limit was allowed to increase

its expenditure by up to 15% a year while a district spend-

L

ing above the state average was allowed to increase its

spending at.less than 6% per year. One spending at. twice “
the state average, for example' could increase its spending'
only at 3% pér year The net effect of sthis was gradually

to bring the spending of all districts toward the state
average. ‘However, the time necessary to get the spending

7 * ) .
of all Within 4 narrow trange has been estimated at up to

4

tpirty years’. In addition, districts are allowed to exceed -
‘ the revenue limit. through a local' tax ‘override vote. The

" additional amount thus raised is unequalized, and rich dis-

L]
.




tricts will be more 11ke1y to vote favorably than poor

districts There is an exception to th1§ districts

- N .

, spending more than 150% of the‘étate average which vote to i
v increese their t;xes were to have some of the excess;money
Yaised reeéptured and redistributed to ﬁoor districts.
The revenue limits have been Jjustly crltlclzed on two counts:
they do not sufficiently contribute to equalizing per pupil expen- .
ditures because they can be exceeded by local vote, and they do
nothing for Eakpayer equity. The reason fof the latter is that
dist;icts subject t® the revenue }imit‘stay within it by reducing
Ehei; loeal tax rate ée t@é as;essed ealculation gqes‘up. In -
één Francisco, for example, where they‘have not’fouhd it possible.to,
pass an -excess levy, the tax rete has deelined ﬁrecipifously since

N

1972. ;
N st . . b
In addition to imposing revenue limits and increasing the

amount of state monies while disfributing it in a more qualizing
fashion, there were some important’ categorical programs ehacted

from 1972 to 1976., ”' h , -

1. 'Educationally disadvantaged youfh programs. TheSe programs
. . 2

‘"were enacted ge'parf of the 1972 reforms. The apporfionment

of funds 1is based on distrief need, as determined by the

* .

following three factors:

~

S (a) JLaﬂguage barriers.. An index of bilingual’/bicultural
Ty need is calculated by dividing ;he percent of”pupils
. With Sbghish and Oriental surnames gnd Ingian pupils
by the gtétewide aygerage percentagel

I3

"




__student. was based on the average of these three indices. The

. -
R .
, .
>
L4
. [ /
. .
.

t

- .

(b) fncomef‘ A poverty index is calculated/by d1v1d1ng

q/? B the,distrlcquercentage of Title I ESFA studénts by

he statewide avenrage.

.

'(c) Mobility An index of pupil ‘transience is célcuiated‘

as district transience dividedwﬁy state averegé

- N " R -~
transience. . s .
. District eligibility and level of .funding for each poverty
. . ‘ . AR ]
amgunt of money was comnstant (3128 for 1975-76 times average
index times number of poverty children). With'the addition of

this program to the Special‘Coﬁpensatdry Education Programs £oOr

® § - —
the Disadé%ntaged described: above, Caiiybrnia's total state com- °*

»

" pensatory education allocations increased by 232% between 1971-72

< =y . -
3 4 .

and *1974-75.

2. Bilingual EducatiOn Act of 1972. Appropriations between

,.1972-73 and 1974- 75 increased from $1 million to $4 million. *

*

In 1976, the Bilingual/Bioultural Education Act was passkd.
Programs funded under the 1972 act will eventually be

absorbed into or eliminated by those funded under the 1976
. K} . i . . ’

act. . . —

§ <

3. “Barly Childhood Education frograms.  These programs were 5
. 7

-

. ' 1 P N
epacted as part of the:legislative reforms for the re-
structuring of grades K-3. For 1973 74 325 million was
allccated* and for 1974 75 that figure was $40.million

-

.(compared to 382 million allocated'for tPe Educationally

»

. Disadvantaged Youth programs). . .




A DESCRIPTION OF DISPARITIES IN THE ‘CALIFORNIA PUBLIC SCHOOL |
~ » FINANCE SYSTEM : , ;

’ -~ .

~ Measures of Central Tendency and Dlspersion on Selected School

- -

Finance Variables

-

- . ‘Presented below is an analysis of éisparlties reLathe ‘to the.
legislatiye pOlicy goals as’ stlpulated by the 1972 reform law.

8B 90 was very specific in its legislative intent relatlve to the

16  These included:’

¥ policy‘goals it.intended'to achieve.
1. Property taé\nélief to high tax, low wealth districts,

.~

. . s - v 1] .o
- 2, Increased state sHare of education resources, . e
’ ’ / : [ ) «
3. §eductioh ‘of "slippage "i.e. a decline Jn state shares

- of educational resources ﬁhich|result from,continued growth
in dlstrict’azgzgggd valuation, i oo
- 4, Increased program foundation leveIs;‘ L ‘
5. Expenditure controls in the form of revenue {;mits
g Elimination of permlssime tax overrides ¢ )
¥ 7: Automatic inflation adjustments, and h . .
~ 8 -

) Increased fund*ng for categorical edueational programs.
o .

;The,analysis particular to e®ch of the aboye legislative .

: policy éOals will he'discussed separately. However, in order to
present an overv1ew of the scope of the problem, it is essent1 to
1dentzfykthe actual dispar1t1es in wealth, expenditures and afes 1

Standard descriptlve statistics are used in describing the major

e

school finance variables. The _State-means; median and standard de-"
~ Al
viation values, as well as ranges between m1n1mum “and maximums &111
$ o

ig used to summarize the system, Also thmse same measures w111 be )

(* [

_used to show. the baslc trends of each magor finance variable over

a’' four-year period. . C o . o -




The coefficient of wariation will be used as a'measure of

S . Q

¥ equality in order to éxamin trends in the data. - The coefficient
of nariation isran equity measure caloulated\ty dividing the_stan-
dard deViation bylthe megn. ' . " . , N
’ Although the legislat1§§:1nten§ language did not specify it, ’T
4 N m ) v

the argument used to’win passage of SB 90 was that it would comply

1 -

. with the Serrano decision by reduCing the district ] dependence on

~

its wealth Prior to passage of the school finance reﬁorm legis-~

. ,lation the standard deviation (average varfability from the mean) -

of the modified assessed valuation (MAV)\per pupil for unified school
districts was $6,873.) The mean MAV was $14,032 per pupil for unified i

districts. 'Three 'years after passage of SB 90 the standard deviation =
~ L

increased to $9,458. * (See Table 1,) The range for MAV per pupil

J’ — PR

prior to SB 90 was $100 855 three yeara after passage of 'SB 90, the
. range had increased to $128, 534 Both measu;es stanpdard deviation and
. the range, "indicate that the disparitieé between the districts with low
weafth and high wealth as measured by modified assessed valuation had
..inﬁreased substantially Fur hermore, since MAV is the current

_g< % ;s *
‘;maSuTe for determining local school district wealth, which in turn
bt

‘serves as a basis for generating local revenue, the increase in dispar-

ities- suggests that- the school finance reform legislation should con-

tain provisions to offset the increased disparities in MAV per pupil

. Thgheffecfs of the 1972 reforms on these disparities can be more

easily seen in Table 2, which was derived from the data in Table 1.

» t

.3

.Table 2 shows five measures frequently used by school finance policy

analysts to’ describe the impact oé?%e;orm e
- - R . . LY 14

7Some of these measures require definition The range is the ‘
ost familiar of the five. It is the difference between the minimum
and max1mum values that were used to describe the disparities bove

. [}

N
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Table 2 presents, the coefficient of variation on the‘fverage mod-
ified aséessed valuation.per pupil from 1972§to 1976 ?he coefficient
of variation was .490 in l972-73,which suggests tha‘?ﬁhere is duite a
bit of ineguality'in modified assessed valuatﬁon or that the distribu-
.tion of valuesshowssubstantial dispersion waever, the’variation in

-

the degree of inequality of modified assessed valuation over the four

o

- year’ period was slight. That is the MAV scores showed substantial
inequality in" 1972-73 and co:tinued to show nea.rly the‘ exact amount'
of inequality until 1975-76. So, it does appear that the peform law
clearly had no effect or control on district wealth;.which is the
main generator'of local revenue and distriet expenditufes. -

v The picture lodks brighter’relative to local tax rates. Prior
tb SB 90, the standafdMeviation of local tax rate for upified school

“districts was $.77 and the mean was $4.51. (See Table 1.) Three

£,

~
But these are extreme values only, and are usually not representative
of all observable data points.’ The "restricted range' observes only
the differences in the. values at the 5th and 95th percentiles of the
cumulative frequency distrikution, thereby ignéring the "tails" which
contain the least representa ive observations

The "Federal Reserve rafige ratio” is a variant of the réstricted
range. It divides the 95 percentile value of the cumulative digtri-
bution'by the 5 pexc¢ntile value to produce a quotient which can be
used more comparably between variables of differing orders of magni-
tude. .. « - t

Variation (the standard deviation squared) is another familiar
measure of disparity, which takes into account all values of the vari-
#able. But since variance is expressed in terms of the magnitudes,of
the variable measured, some variables, such as #ssessed valuation and
“total expenditures, result in exfremely large variances which are *

hard to compare :igarthose of smaller magnitudes such as tax rates.

©

A standardi measure of variance is obtained by dividing the
standard deviation which is the square root of the variance, by the
mean. This measure, called the coeffigient' of variation is, like the
Federal Reserve range ratio, comparable. between.variables of widely
differing magnLtudes precisely because it is a ratio.

2

’ o




@%ABLE 1 -,

s

SUMMARY STATISTICS ON SELECTED SCHOOL FINANCE

AND DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FOR CALIFORNIA 1972-73 THROUGH 1975 76

1

1973-74 .

[}
{ .
VARIABLE ~ 11972-73 E 1974-75 ' 1975-76
. i -
.
MODIFIED ASSESSED . | ' *
VALUATION PER PUPIL L,
.- 1 . . ,
State Mean $ 14033 | $ 15286 $. 16308 $ 18039
.State Median 13781 - | 15450. 16209 .17096
Standard Deyiation 6873.‘{ 7520 8043 9458
Minimum ‘ 2095 | 2363 2150 2424
Maximum 102950 | 124073 111274 130958
7 1 s . 0
LOCAL TAX RATE PER $100 MAV 5
- , 7] .
. N 72}
State Mean $ 4.51 g $ 3.99 $ 4.24 $ 4.32
State Medjan 4,36 3.94 4.22 4,37
Standard Deviation 0.77 = -0.79 ‘0.62 5.59
Minimum - &: N1 3 0.00 0.85 0.78
Maximum ) 7:43 = 6.69 6.62 6.63
— . B :
LOCAL REVENUE PER PUPIL 2
Ry * m N
State, Mean . $ 673, | $ 631 $ 676 $ 761
State Median @ 664 . : 659 711 783,
St rd Deviation 243 1 264 ° 270 302
Minimum 75 | 98 113 94
Maximum 2510 | 2807 2509 « 3076
S PN ]
STATE REVENUE PER PUPIL ! ,
|
State Mean - $ 333 |. $§ 500 g 531 g 593
State Median* 295 . } 459 476 556
Standard Deviation 79 ; 132 .- 143 162
Minimum - - 167 | 202 153 175
Maximum 660 1 909 915 1225
|
& I
STATE, AND LOCAL REVENUE a y
PER PUPIL !
sfate Mean “~—"3 1006 | $ 1131 $ 1207 g 1354
State Median 985 |, 1102 1190 1334
Standard Deviation 188 ; 186 175 206
Minimum . 677 849 941 646
Maximun 2907 | 3421 «\2923 3815
i




, > z , W ‘, ' .f; ,\‘ 7 q‘ . . |
Ta,ple 1 continued, B ' ,
— = — > ;
F4 - - 2’ ’*. < - N
VARIABLE -~ - 1972-73. 1973-74 1974-75 -  1975-76
5 i - . . } » "
FEDERAL REVENUE PER o . e .
PUPII.[ o ’ .- . ’ > { .
. State Mean -"“, 3 81 $ 7,75, %8 N92 0§ 9l
State Median .!- R 71 ~ - 88 }
Standard’Deviation - &%, 60 54 65 e - 58
’ L{inimum o . . “,3 v 1 4 N 3
* Maximum . oy 1557 1296 1700 752
- . . . R . , e’
TOTAL REVENUE PER ° . ’ .
PUPIL ~ : - B '
State Mean! = = $ 1090 + $ 1208 8 1300 $ 1449
State Medihn - _ 1050 1182 T1291 '1436 .
Standard Devidtion 207 " 203 200 219
: Minimum % 766 931 1037 1068
Maximim R I 3021 . 3512 y 339 3862
) TOTAL GENERAL. FUND J
EXPENDITURES PER - S .
PUPIL . L ‘
- State Mean' - $ 1033 ' $ 1174 $ 1288  $ _1396
. State Median- . 1018 - 1153 1260 1392 &
Standard Dev:.a.tlo‘ 196 .. 214 .208 218*
. Minimum - 758 858 987 1085
‘Maximum % 2908 . 3338 3233 3828 .
VAR s
o ) \ . . .
;’ e ; " . i ) 3

-




wt ¢ * TABLE‘ 2! ' - v: a4
/L : . ' -
. . L ' - T e . /
' FIVE MEASURES OF EQUALITY ON SELECTED SCHOOL FINANCE ° N 1
.- . ="’ VARIABLES FOR CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS, : .-
e ~1972-73 THROUGH 1975-76 , ,,/ v
s . L ' " FEDERA - . . COEFFICIENT
: ‘ ' . -RANGE  RESTRICTED RANGEL\V'ARIANCE OF |
o o T ! .RANGE RATIO ~ . VARIATHON
EQUALIZED 1972-73 100855 23523 3.70 48 x 10° ~.490
EVALUATION e - REFORM LAW PASSED=---m=m=mmm- gL
# PER PUPIL 1973-74 121710 25231 3.56 57 x 102 ~ 492 ,
’ 1974-75 . 109124 27616 3.73 65 x 10g 493
. 1976-76 128534 29595 3.67 89 x 10° & 524
OPERATING.  1972-73" 6.28 ., 2.56 .735 .588 . ,* 171,
VILLAGE L REFORM LAW PASSED=m--=s-emcecem o ccm e o
-RATE 1973-74 6.69 2.43 .807 .624 . .198 .
. 1974-75 5.77 - 2,07 . .609 T~—B890 147,
, 1975-76. 5.85 ° | 2,17 .693 .313 .130.
LOCAL - 1972-73 . .2435 691 2.13 . 58897 ¢ .36l
REVENUE R ————— ———————— REFORM LAW PASSED~-wm=—mmome—iccmeeee —————— :
PER PUPIL 1973-74 2709 819 ° 3.17 6993Q - .418
1974-75 2396 888 3.08 72901 . .899°
1975-76 - 2982 968 2.88 91041 . .397
- STATE 1972 73 494 259 1.16 6196 - .237 i
NUE = —etmmceceeeeee e REFORM LAW PASSED-g-i-—mmammmnlole oo ———
PER PUPIL 1973-74 707 408 1.39 17397 264 -t
: 1974-75 ' 762 - 453 1.50 20570 . .269. °
1975-76 | 1051 . 547 - ' 1.69° 26319 .273
e . . ;
SRTE - 1972-73 2231 540 - .890 © 35170 .187 - .
AfD LOCAL  ~———mmmcmmcmccmeemeeee REFORM LAW PASSED~-memmmo oo e ,
REVENUE 1973-74 2572 = 492 .520 . 34605 .164
- PERR PUPIL 1974-75 1982 . 471 .458 ' 30780 ' .145
: 1975-76 3169 528 449 42415 152
FEDERAL 1972-73 1554 155 ° 7.75., 3547 T, 741 .
REVENUE =~ —~-ccmmmees e e REFORM LAW PASSED~-mm=—m—um— pmm—mmm e e --
PER PUPIL 197374 1204 -l44a - 7.58 2951 .720 ;
- .+ 1974-75 1696 170 8.50 4232 .707 x
K : 1975-75; 748 177 7.70° 3384 .637 .
TOTAL . 1972-73 2256 563 676, 43035. .190
REVENUE mm——=qee-mmmmmmeeso—-_REFORM LAW pAsqm)---------------f-'---—‘---ﬂ -----
PER PUPIL 1973-74 . 2581 569 567 41201 .168
1974-75 - 2298 _ 514 472 40118 o .154
’ 1975-76 2795 . 547 , .445 47814 . .15L s
[ Y ! ’
% &NERAL FUND 1979.73 2150 534 .654 .38561 1
€XPENDITURES __ "~ "~ . REFORM LAW PASSED-----—-—--——-—----------?g--7---
?ﬁﬁ PUPIL  1973-74 - . 2486— 575 .611 45740 .182 =
Q- ) 1974-75 2246 605 1575 * = 43060 .161
FRIC— < _1975-76 2743 - 1732 31e3s 47741 . 156
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iears aftom.passaée‘of SB 90, the standard deviation decreased to $0.56
.(rounded) and the mean decr%ased to $4.32. The range for local tax rate:
prior to SB 90 Wasﬁ§6 28, and.only $5.85 after passage of SB 90. Th .
dJsparities vetfeen districts with high local effort and thm§3w1th ?ow
Vlocal effort decreased as a. result of the school fina;ce reform legis— |
lation. Although the duration of the effect‘is positive (decrease in

disparities), the net desirable effect (the ability to generate equal

dollars for similar effort) ‘has not been attained. ’ ', f

Table 2 prgsents the coefficient of variatign,ﬁesults on local

Y 14

tax rates for unified hool districts from 1972-73 to 1075-76. Th .

3'eneral thes//resul are similar to those already described. In

1972 the coefficient of variation was .1lJ1 or 17%, and in 1975-76,

it was .130 or 13%.>» In.general, these resultsrshow a decrease.in ‘

the amount of variatioh aﬁoﬁgvtax rates. While these results are

not, dramatic, they are clearly going in an equitable direction.
State revenﬂe: which isuintended to supplement and help equalize .

local‘district reven is hampered in that aim because of the state

-

nt of providing a flat grant of. $125 per

‘constitu iohal requi
pupil, ‘regardless of the districts' ability to ralse revenue. Conse-
quently, the variation in 1972~73 'state revenue per pupil was much less
than other fiscal variables—-theamaximum value being only four times
the minimum. 7 // ; g \ E

\ . ' .
~ N —
Table 2 presents, the coefficient of variation resulgs on state

~ revenue per-pupil. In’19§2-73 the coefficient of variation was . 237 <

A +
on state revenue per pupil. The variation increased to .273 in
. - ’

L)

- . \ *
1975- 76 These results show a slight increase in: the variatifn of

state revenue values.” Whether the variation of these results are in

s
« R f .

a more equitable direction will be addressed in another section of the
. ) . ; -

results. ) ' . ‘7 . . ' i
4 i . ' r
32 ‘ !
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Table 2 presents data that shows' that the coefficient of varia-
r
tion dn’ general fund expendltures“ms .190 in 1972-73 and decreased to.

156 in 1975-76. These results show a slight tendency towards less

L3

appear*to be in an' equitable direction, the changes ‘do not appear

-

. L . ~
variatlon of expenditures over the_ four-year period. While tﬁe results \\\

to be that great.® -7 ‘> o ' :
+ . The increase in the range and-restricted range, in wealthf (modified

.

/

+ assessed valuation) from 1972-73 to 1973-74, ‘the fiscal :;;if just
prior to and immediately-after the 1972 reform, fwas in p#ft a.reflection

of the growth in wealthie; property values in California that is still

: . s
continuing unabateq at this writing. Table 1 showed that mean wealth
A ' \ . /
increased each year, from $14,032 at the beginning of the period Qe

$18,03§ at the end. SB 90 did nothing to arrest this _growth.j Clearly,

an attempt to corral runaway growth in expenditures must.begin with

4

,Strong provision\ regarding acfess to wealth bases and tax effort.

Most school]l finance scﬁolars believe that the most trustworthy

L3

‘of the varlous measures of dfsparity is the coeff1c1ent of variation.

‘

The othe{s are e\éher Sensitive to changes in levels .or depend on
extremes of the dlstributlon TabIe 2 shows in the case of MAV per
pupil asmall increase in the coefflclent of vagriation from 1973-73

to 1974-75.

Tax Relief | . . ' ‘

o

, Table 1 shows that ;he stated policy goal of tax relief for the

property\owneg was reached to some extent. Prior to.SB 20 (1972-73),

the aéeiage tax rate for unified districts was S;f?l per $100‘of\ .

assessed value.; By 1973-74, the mean had fallen_ to $3.99, 52¢ decrease.
g -

Relief was achieved by a combinazion of inereased stgte contri-

1

butions and prohibitions against increases in expepditu; except by
v ’ -




./

voted tax overrides. This meant that many distriets which may have
. ? .
opted to taki\:::antage of the new state funds by increasing spending

at their old t rate were iorced by the sgirdingmlimits to roll back

‘ oﬁ‘ ' * )
taxes instead’

-

1’ . ‘1 . ! - .
Analysis over a longer period, however, 'Shows that the tax relief

e

‘. may have been of short duration. By 1975-75, as Table 1 shows, the

meah tax'bad crept back up to .$4.23, and rose again in 1975-76 to $4.32.

‘ Sti%l it remalned, on the average, below'1972-73 levels. . The results

-

summarized on taxes earller showed that in g®neral there was tax relief

+
> »

“after the reform. ‘ J ' ’ N

*

N

Increased State Shares

. & . .
The sum of local and state average revenues in a given year
provides a view of the state's share in the support of ,schools: . Table.l
shows that in 1972-73 the state's share was 33% (333/(673 + 333))., A

year'after SB 90, it had increased to'44%. ‘But more importantly, the

'average local revenue decllned slightly, while the state revenue in-

- ’ [

creased and more than offset the local decline. These results have been

dlscussed separately in a previous sectlon . s

&
In terms of the méasures in Table 2, the coefficient of variation
for local revenues increased from 1972-73 but decreased thereafter.
Thus it appears that the local revenue disparities increased as a

t ' :
*result of the reform legislation. ; Sipce the reform was ngt designed

to effect this area, the continuation and growth of local revenue
disparities is understandable. A .

In conclusion, while SB 90 met its intended goe; of increasingk
the state's”share of the edyhation burdeg at the time of its passage,
that commitdént‘was not sustarned, and theflocal share began to

increase again thereafter, a}beit and the’differences in state plus

-

local revenues itend ' to remain proportionally inequitable.

21 34 /\ ’ ) T,

’
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The Reducgtion of Slippage

The reversal in state and local shares after SB 90 improyements
y i; the result_of "slippage," thebtendency for state appogg&gnmdnys
té‘local districts to decline as assessed values grow over time.
This qccurs because districts ®hich were previously wealthy ard exper-
ienced increases in‘assessed value, received less equalization aid.. ' .

Poor districts, as measured by 50dified asseséed valuation, do not

) ! M 4 h > >
receive less state aid simce they may experience relative decreases

*in local wealth. . - ‘

Table 1 shows that while 'state revenues increased by:5031% from
*1972-73 to 1973-74, assessed values grew by oéiy 8.9%. In that year
no, slippage occﬁrred. .But in the next two years: 1973-75, assesseq
values increased by lS%'and.state revenues by only 18.6%. It appears !
tha;‘sli%page ocgurred, desPite SB 90's intentions to‘the‘contrdry.

-

. Increased Fouﬁdation Levels

EES

A_éirect result of SB 90 was the i;gislated increase in foundation

*

level amounts for unified districts from $335 in 197é-73‘to 3209 in
. - ’i

1973-74. The success of this policy goal is reflected in the increased
1 . actual average expendiéureé from 1972-73 to 1973-74, as_showh in
Table 1. By 1975-76, additional "cleandub" legislation (AB 1267, SB 220,
- ‘ %B 1641) had increased the average expenditgz?_to $1396 for ugified
districts. ° f
. The restricted range reveals that much of this fluctuation'iﬁ the
range was, appareptly due to districts at either end of the rqngé. This

measure shows a steady increase from 1972-73 Eo 1974-75, iﬁdicating -~

jthat the reform law’did little to reduce diéparitieé within the main
t . . ) .

-
‘n

body of the districts. . ‘ I‘{

T w

The coéfficientoof sariation--the ?standardizei}variance”-- showed (

.a slight, but sbeadﬁ decline in expenditure inequaliéy'over all yeafs




< - N
of'ébaiiable data. The explanation of this observation is that the

mean expenditure (theggenominator) grgv by 35% from $1033 to $1398,

while the d deviation (the numerator) grew by 11%. Again, this
' .

« b ' ' :
that at which disparities were affected. In short, the increase in
foundation funding by the state resulted in some reduction in the overal

inequalitv in expenditures:

Expendituxe Caps (Revenue Limits)

SB 90 addressed the problem?of runaway education expenditures by
establishing "revenue limits " j.,e., a limit on the'amount a district
could increase its expenditures Without a vote of the electorate.

The limit was defined in terms of a ''revenue bas/,V which was the amount
that the district was sbending in séecified accounts in the "base year"
of 1972 73¢ After SB 90, districts were not allowed to increase the

-~ ¥ =

expenditure per student beyond limits specified in the bill, the greatez
=N , . .
amount of which was called an automatic "inflation adjustment.” Infla-

tion ad3ustments w1ll be discussed in greater detail below.

- »

Eliminating Permissive Overrides

California school finance formulas have traditionally contained
two types of possible overrides of the gducation tax rafe One wa
the change in these rates voted by the taxpayer himself called /'voted
overrides The other allowed district boards of education to increase
4certai? rates by specified amounts when they saw fit These were caiied
permissive overrides " SB 90 reduced the latter option to a maximum
of 15% a viar,in order to'keep the expenditure increases within iimits.

— . . '
It did not remove voted overrides, however, because of its implications
' - ’

-

for curtailing local control.

. e
. :‘: ) . 23 36 v
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While the elimination of many permissive;overrides did reduce
» the expenditure increases to.some extent, later reséarch showed ;hat

it was voted overrides, not permissive overrides, which contributed

-

'mostly to expenditure disparitﬁes.' It was the high wealth, low tax

rate district which was most likely to vote a tax override' the low
) 70
wealth, high tax rate district was most likely to resort to per-
missiye Overrides after voted override attempts failed.

Inflation Adjustments and Serrano Compliance : *

SB 90's most direct effort to comply with Serrano's requirement

-
- x -

to remove the relationship between expenditures and wealth wasithev

differential inflation adjustment factor. Low. spending districts
\ . . ) .

+ .
-

were authorized to increase expenditures yearly by as much as 15%
while high spending district3vere limdted'to increases as low as 6%.
Over time, the architects of the legislation {ntended the low spenders.
‘to converge with the high spenders ) |
Judg Jefferson who pres1ded over Serrano I declared that the
* rate of onvergence was not adequa;e to compﬁy with the mandate
-, of Ser ano, which set a time limit of five years after the ruling

.
for compliance. XY ’ ‘L.

‘Special Categorical Features fr
SB 90 also made money available for categorical aid programs
supported bx;%he Superintendent of Public Instruction and the
Chairman of the Assembly Ways and Means ‘Committee.
' The Ways and Means Chalrman 1ntroduced a rival bill to SB 90

which contained a formula for the allocation of® monej‘zo the disad-

"

vantaged‘(defined by Title f criteria) at a factor of 1.75 times 2

o * *

basic grant set by the bill. . . .
— * .-
' 8(:‘_1;{'-«*(\;{ and Go o+ - T PrTotect lotionoInT o L=ate .

s:ief, and a Srief in tue scupceme Court'of Caillornia, L%
v. Priest, on appeal from the Superior Court.
A ——————

] A ‘
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These funds were ngt to be dispensed in the form of general aid,

however. Districts would have té apply for them and wbqld receive

L
4

the maximum only if they would show plans for improvement of educa-

‘v, ’ ' i ',. &
tional achievement by low incope ahd disadvantaged students.

P The bill IOSféfBRI the Chairman required that dny bills .seeking °

serious consideratfion bi his committee contain his formula and gn

s

'appropriation to implement it. SB 90 contained $82 million for this

3

PuUrpose. ‘ . .
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’ P FISCAL HWEUTRALITY: SERRANO COMPLIANCE . ¢
Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients between a’ number [}

~
0y

,of finance variables and d1strict wealth for un1fied and glementary .

districts Elementary districts are introduced here for compar-

ative purposes to show the extent to which the analysis of/un'

districts can be generalized to other type districts.
I ™

In

tion as in the unified district for most major variables, albeit

there are differences in the magnitude of the correlation)\ As a

comparisorns., " . ‘
» . . -

Tax Effort and Wealth o T

The relationship between local tax effort and wealth shows
definite non-compliance with the “Serrano order for both types
in 1972-73, i.e., as wealth increases, tax''rdtes decline signifi-

cantly. But after the reform law was passed, the relationship .' ¢

-
v

between wealth and effort for both type districts was ended in .
1973-74. 1In the next two years, however, the system reverted to

non-compliance w1th the fiscal neutrality mandate of Serrano.
- —P_‘

- -

'Wealth and effort were ‘again significantly inversely related by

- a .

'11975-~76. . - . \

’

- Expenditures Per Pupil and Weal - .
(7 - .
y Fiscal neutrality implies an i significant correlation between

wealth and spending'ability, i.e., the state’'s equalization or

recapture program would be sufficient to offset the unequal ability -
a g - » &

to rdise local ~tvenue for education. Table 3 reveals, however,

for both type districts that the higher,the district wealth, the

L
» . '

v ) -




TABLE 3 . ‘

PEARSON CORRELATIONS RELATING SCHOOL FINANCE VARIABLES TO DISTRICT:
WEALTH FOR CALIPORNIA UNIFIED AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOD,DISTRICTS, -
1972-73 THROUGH 1975-76 ‘

>

. - - - b

v

. 4 MODIFIED ASSESSED VALUATION*PE&\PUPIL
SCHOOL FINANCE YEAR - : 7

MEASURES : L
* " UNIFIED . ELEMENTARY. '/
EQUALIZED TAX RATE 1972-73 = - ,471%x . - .223%x%
4 o mmeme———— 4m—=----reform law passed----- S mmmm————
1973-74 1,016 " . 038
, 197475 — .197%* ' ~ . 123%%
. . 7 1975-76 - \392%x © - . 205%x
LOCAL REVENUE 1972-73 851K ' . B99%%. .
PER PURIL® = oo reform law passed-—---—-—e—e——oe—o-
- . 973-74 . - .880 749k _
- o .1974-75 . 859** L TL7**
x \  1975-78 . 8T5*k . 652%%
STATE REVENUE 1972-73 - .786%% ~ .432%%
PER PUPIL.;*¥ -=-—==-—mea-—-—reform law passed-—--——-~——r—m-—--
. ’ ‘ 1973-74 — . T69%x ~ .55T*% |
' N , 1974-75 - LTT5*% - L 4T2%*
1975-76 . - . 746%% — .406%*
STATE + LOCAL 1972-73 T 814%* C L B5TX
REVENUE PER . o -——c——————-=reform law passed---——c———eee—--
- PUPIL 1973-74 _~ 778 %% . 678%x
1974-75 L TEL** 669k -
hors-76 LTBT*% . 543%x
FEDERAL REVENUE = 1972-73 - ..090 - L 164%*
PER '‘PUPIL ] ettt reform law passedZ----- m———— e
.. 1973-74 ™ . 050 - . 153%x
1974-75 067 - , — L134%x
‘-~ 1975-76 . ° .015§ ~ .088
TOTAL ’ 1972-73 L T33%% . 583%% ,
EXPENDITURES = = ~——=—- r——————— reform law passed--—-—-——-——<————___
BER PUPIL . 1973-74 - L T39%* Go**x
: 1974-75 . 695%% -~ . R
- ) | 1975-76 L T40** .480%*

* Significant at ‘.01 .
¥* Significant at .001 ~ 4n

27 -~

v
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. greater total expeﬂditures per, pupil in 1972-73 ‘with no significant
effects ﬁrom the reform for uqified districts and only slight
. improvemeﬂt in elemengLry districts--from 0. 58 in 1972 73 to a

M

Ustill significant 0, 48 in 1975 76. ‘ ‘ B

7

-

LY

Local Revenqe Per’ Pupil and Wealth .

L 'qu—exﬁaéiéd Yelationshi\\between the\ability to raise local ’ ’
L
- . revenue and wealth iﬁ a fiscally neutral system would depend on

T the type of system. Full state assumption would divobce°the dis-
A\‘trict from its wealth .base, and o relationgﬁip would: be expectedA

¢

~—

since the state would require each district to tax itself against
the statewide average. O‘her fiscally neutral schema may include .
" recapture--for exampleﬁ di%trict power equalizing—-and a signifi—
< ,qu:t relatiq}‘hlp between wealth and local levies could exist

")
the ‘revenue raising stage only to be equalized at the-distribution

’,

-

stage by means of a statewide schedule of {axes :spending to
I'4 . L .

which a1} districts would be required.to conform. . -
ce SB 90 contains no recapture provisions and&g}nce the ’

equalization formulas remaiw'real despite incrgased foundation
€ s

levels -the positive and significant cqrrelations between locgl
. o ‘
] revenue| per pupil and ‘wealth must be regarded as a reflection of

iance, i.e., the ability of’ wbalthier districtg to raise -
. A j aR ' )

v .o

+ ' Sthte Revenue Per Pupil nd~Weal€? .
. : = - .

The expected relationship betw;éﬁawrgte revenué and wealth *in o «
f L 4 . -1

all systems sfiscally neutral or nbt would be exactly as shown .

non-com

[ « .

~

win Table 3~-hig Y significant and negative coefficients ~indicating
<f that the lower the equalization aid for. distfé&ts--the higher the

. wealth If basic aid were subtracted from the total the re1ation-




e ., . * » F‘\Q. ’ ‘ ’5
* ship would be negative and even greater betwetn wealth and equali-.

~zation aid alone * The notable—fact however, is-. that one would ¢

~ expect an increasing negative correlation between wealth and state
. ¢
- . *ald as a result of ‘réform. The trend was in fact just the opposite:

o 'School Finande Variables byﬁDistrictrWealth Quintiles ~

e * *
. . o d

\} \ Tables 4 through 7 arrange the .data on the impact of SB do

by pupil quintiles ranked by-modified assegsgd/yaluation per pupil
* by year for unified school distﬂ‘cts Comparisons of 1972-73
and 1973 74 data reveal the short term effects of SB 90, while
comparisons with subsequent years reveal longer term effects of
SB 90 and its trailer bills' (AB 1267, SB 220, etc.) v .
. : Table 4 shows the number of students and districts—dctually
comprising each quintile, as well(as the ethnic percentaées withinm

each. The large size of the Los Angeles Unifjed Schgpi Digtrict

¥

requires that it be.given an entire quintile, indeed it is larger
~than all but one of the others.
Black and Chicano pupils each constitute 25% of Los Angeles
. s

«-«@_schoof'distriet. Chicanos are fairly evenly distributed among the

other four quintiles, ranging from 14% to 19% and Blacks range from

.

. 7% to 14% in these quintiles. ' \\\\i~
o The census definition of’ urban presents some difficulties--

" 91% of Qalifornia unified school distridts qualify, which makes this

variablé almost useless for analysis. This problem will be discussed

-

. beIOW - ’ ¢
The number of districts in each wealth quintile varies widely,

oot froma low of one (Los Angeles) to a high of 129 for the highest

- . . ¢

-

. 6; wealth quintile ClearIy the wealthier ‘districts have smaller num-

: ] bers'of students. .




" | TABLE 4 ' .

-~ -

DEMOGRAPEIC CHARACTERISTICS OF QUINTILES OF PUPILS IN CALIFORNIA ' ~7
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS RANKED BY MODIFIED ASSESSED
VALUATION PER PUPIL: 1973-74

Modified - ) Percent = Percent

Assessed = Blacdk Chicano Urban . Number Number
,Valuation * Student Student Student -of of

(Quintiles)* Enrollment Enrollment -Enrollment Districts Students®
(1973-74) (1973-74) (1970)

A\
1973-74 Average  13% Ty 91% ,
Significance  _t#* #ax , e ‘
less than $9,820 10 -1l .es 41 539,668 -
$ 9,820-812,571 7 . - 16 .‘J 83 - . 38+ 556,577 '
$12,572-315, 578 s 14 86 44 g, 489,064
$15,597 (L.A) 25 . 25 100 1, " 639,934
$15,598 or more 14 13 88 " 120 757,574

*Each quintile contains approximately one-fifth of all pupils in
average daily attendance in the state

Significance level: ' .-
kkk = .001 P
-




Serrano Lompliance
Gompliance with the Serrano ruling is revealed in the data
: - ——————— ) . H

as a lessening of the relationship between district wealth and

»

other fiscal variables Ssuch as tax rate, district revenue, per .

LAY

oo T "
« ‘pupil expenditures, e#t In 1972- 73‘ equalizedtax rates ‘of pupil

. quintiles ranked by district Wealth were highest for the lowest »

.,

wealth levels ($4. 89) and lowest for' the highest Wealth levels v
" ($4.20), (See Table 5 ) In 1973 74, however, after SB 90, -mean tax

rates are lowest for the ‘lowest wealth quintiles and highest for
the highest quin “I‘he short run effect of SB 90 in terms

¢

"of_the relationship between wealth and tax effort was certainly y/,ﬁ

.
P

impressive. * .

- R \

’ Fl

The short run effects'were less ¥fpressive for local district
revenues, however ‘ Tagle 5, column 2 shdws that desPite the fact
that the rgﬂa;ionship between wealth and tax rates reversed in the
extreme quintiles from 1972 23 to 1973 74, the relationshlp between

wealth and’ local reVenue remained the same over all the years 1

1
.

shown, aIHEit €$'£§§emporarlly lower level.
‘ ,.e . -

In 1975 78 'Serrano compliance was weaker than in 1973-74,

* The highest wgalth levels, again, had the lowest tax rates although
-~

the lOWeSt .wealth quintile as no longer among ‘the highest tax

ﬁ

~ .

s . leVying districts.

AR

-~ 4 ”
P .

In suengB 90 coémplied hriefly in terms of the wealth and,tax
» ’, i ‘t P . , “ ) . . -
. rate’relati ship. But this broke down over time.

Tax Relief -t

R . . - N

The previous findings are not surprising when one knows the

legislative histony of SB 90. As discussed earlier, SB 90 was,

»
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MEAN EQUALIZED LOCAL TAX RATE AND LOCAL

.
REVENUE,

PER PUPIL FOR QUINTILES -OF PUPILS: IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED ¥ .
DISTRICTS. RANKED BY.MODIFIED' ASSESSED VALUE OF ‘ .o
o PROPERTY' PER .PUPIL: 1972-3 TO 1975-6 '
- Y f
4*7 : - .
« Modified . _ Local ’ )
Assessed Local : Revenue ~
Valuation'® Tax ~ High-Low Per High-Low \ =
(Quintiles)* , Rate (High/Low) Pupil (High/Low)
1972¢3 Average 4.51 .c§g§g/
Significance *kk v S kkk
less than $8,673 -4.89" 378
$ 8,673-$11,403 5402 $-0.69 507 $ 561
$11,404-514,637 - 4.62  _ '(.859) 628 (2.48)
$14,650 (L.A.) 4.01" 809 v "
$14,651 er more 4.20 C .- 939 -
C—— ———— -Reform Law Passed-==-====--=-=ssoosTooT m=ce==-
. i - -
1973-4 Average. 3.99 $ 631 '
Significance * k% . * K % '
less than $9,820 3.56 314 .
$ 9,820-$12,571 4,01 g 466
$13,572-515,578 3.96 - {81 ‘627 3 642
_ - $15,597 (L.A.) 3294 1.22) 659 (3.04)
$15,598'or more 4.35 956 e
_________ P - - mememe= === smmesm
“ [ ]
1974-5 Average 4.24 $ 696
Significance v kkk Aok K )
less than 3116218 3.96 365 .
$11,118-$16, 4.30 - 574 | ’ o
* $16,209 (L.A.) 4.59 $(°§%g) 751 - é?'gé)
 $16,210-$19,594 4.45 , .. 787 \ ) ™~
$19,585 or more 3.86; 1086 _ o
-~ ' L 3
.1975-6 Average 4.32 " $ 761
Significance Kk * K *
' less than $12,162 4.29 ‘ 413 * .
$12,162-$16,635 4.31 go 31 " 611 $787
-4517,097 (L.A.) 4.40 (.928) 783 (2.91)
* $17,098-$20,320 4.60 o . 881
.$20,321 or more - 3.98 120 Y

—

*Each quintile ‘contains approximately one-fifth of all pupi%s in
average daily atténdance in the stdte

Signifrcanceflevels:

LR
*E -

.05
.01

*et - .001

-
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first and foremost,'a tax relief measure compromised by Serrano
B e — e et

concerns only for purposes of successful passage through the 1872-73

legislative ‘session. ¢ : : 3

Increased- State Shares,' 4

Another gtated godl of SB 90 was the increase in the state's
share of expenditures per child. Table 6 shows the change in mean
"state revenues (column 1% and mean state and local revenue

s

<(columg 2) rghked by weighted wealth quiﬁtileé, as well as the state's

share aﬁﬁa pérdentaée of state amd—docal revenues (column 3), sim-

A Y N s
ilarly ranked. The only clear loser is the. quintile containing

Los Angeles,, which has a dispropbrtionagély large percentage of

v

both Black and Chicano students. This will be discussed in further
degail below. ‘

-

Reduction of Slippage -

Still anotherstated goal of SB 90 was a reduction of slippage,

which is the tendency for growth and assessed valuation to cause
. - i
decreases in ‘the state's share.of the education bill. .

The state's shame of state and local revenue per pupil is

given In Table §. As column 3 shows, SB 90 was quite successful

-

in its goél of reductiogﬁ9£ élippage be%ween 1972-73 and 1973-74,
overall.. The state’'s share rose from 33% to 44%. The increase was
even.greater for the low wealth quintiles. Between 1973-74 and
1975-76, however, gfate shares have not cﬁanged‘éverall.

In sum, SB 90 seems to have been successful at reduS&ng'

slippage in the’'short run, but-this reduction has not increased

-

in the long run. E ' _ .

»

A

_Increaséd Foundation Levels - '

»

In a sense, the achievement of this goal was ,a direct one.

~

' 3 .. >~  dg ' ;

] , T, .o ~ s .

-
’
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a "'+ . TABLE 6 : ' .
4 - . :
MEAN STATE REVENUE PER PUPIL, LOCAL + STATE REVENUE PER
PUPIL AND STATE SHARE FOR QUINTILES OF PUPILS IN CALIFORNIA *© . ~
UNIFIED DISTRICTS RANKED BY MODIFIED ASSESSED VALUE OF ;
. PROPERTY PER PUPIL: 1972-73:TO 1975-%6

1

ﬁodified State

State + = State
. Assessed Revenue Local Share as
Valuation . Per High-Low Revenue High-Low % of Loc.
(Quintiles) Pupil (High/Low) Per Pupil (High/Low) + State -
1972-3 ‘Average $333 ///”‘ $1006 ff*
Significance ) * % % * %% .
less than $8,673 455 o o- 834 55
$ 8,673-S11,403  13gg $-200,  / 895 $360 43
$11,404-514,637 316 (.560) 944 (1.43) 34
340650 or more 332 1104 28
or more -
ii-i -------------------- Reform Law Passeds-- 3L S —— 21
'1973-4 Average $500 $1131. é%*
" significance * %k * 3k ’
less than $9,820' 692 10086 69
$ 9,820-$12,571 603 1069 56
$12,572-815,578 457 $-327 1085 © $3814 42
"$15,597 (L.A.) 443 (.527) 1102 ¢1.31) 40
$15,598 or more 365 1320 _ 28
«
1974-5 Average $531 $1207 44.
significance * Kk < kkk
+ less than $11,118 729 1094 67 -
$11,118-$16,106 575 .1148 . .80
$16,209 (L.A.) .476 $-378 ° 1227 $342 g 39
$16,210-$19,594 423 (.481) 1211 (1.31) 35
$19,595 or more 351 ‘ 1436 24
1975~6 Average  $593 $1354 - 44
Significance ' *K K * Kk '
less than $12,162 812 1225 66
$1%,162-$16,635 667 $-414 1278 - $367 52
$17,097 (L.A.) 556 (.490) 1338 (1.30) 42
$17,098-$20,320 485 _ 1366 38
'$20,321 or more QES' 1598 25
: —

’J*Each~quiﬁtile contains approximately one-fift

average daily attendance in the state

Significance levels:

h of all pupils in
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TABLE 7 . | N

. o : L '
MEAN FEDERAL TITLE I, TOTAL FEDERAL AND TOTAL REVENUE' PER -
PUPIL FOR QUINTILES OF PUPILS IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED .
DISTRICTS. RANKED BY MODIFIED ASSESSED VALUE OF
PROPERTY PER PUPIL: 1972-73 TO 1975-76

i

' »
4 . .

. Modified Title I _ Federal_ _ Total
' Assessed Entitlement ‘Revenue Revenue .
~ Valuation Per High-Low Per High-Low - ‘Per High-Low
* (Quintiles)* ADA (High/Low) Pupil (High/Low) Pupil (High/Low)
“ N ‘ B ¥

1972-3 Average  $27 : " $81 $1089 :
Significance kEk " NS ' *Kk ‘
less than $8,673 21 . 75 o11 ' .
$ 8,673-511,403 23 Y 72 $9 ©971
$11,404-514,637 19 ' (1.33) 1) ©(1.12 1017 $370
$14,650 (L.A.) 41, . . foo (1.12) 1101 (1.41%
$14,651 or more 28 84 - , 1281

| eeeemceee—ee—- ‘f:-f_,,f,,,i-Ref,orx@ Law Easledg,w,r, 2 ———

1973-4 Average $30 . 875 4 ' . $1208
Significance’ o . NS ' ‘ R
less than $9,820 23 - . ;6 . }.085

$ 9,820-812,571 26 9 ‘ . 142
§12,572-515,578 20 33 70 (1$31) 1157 (fség)
-$15,597 (L.A.) - 46, * 81 - * 1182 . .
815,598 or more . 30 . Lo 77 , '1400. .
1974-5 Average  $29 .- g9z $1301
Significance ok NS el
less than $11,118 23 83 - : 1179
$11,118-$16,106 28 79 . 1229 .
$16,209 (L.A.) 41 (3%, . 106 (ilgz) . 1333 $361.

. $16,210-$19,594 26 «€%) - gq - (L. 1305 (.31)
$19,595 or more 29 ’ 101 1540 . : -
1975-6 Average  $30 $ 91 : $1449
Significance hkk / NS - *kx
less than $12,162° 25/ - 81 1319. )
5171098-5201329 29. R 103 - 1470 i

7 .$20,321 or more 27 : 85 . ' 1685 .
*Each quaintile contains approximately one-£ifth of all pupils ‘in
“ o dverage daily attendance in the. state .
Siénificance levels: -
* = QS ’
L 001 ’ S

At o (001 y . . 4m :
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SB 90 simply 1egis1ated that the foundation levels be raised for

211 pupils in elementary, high school, and unified districts.

The success of this mandate is reflected in Table 6, as the growth
in state and local per pupil revenues, except for Los Angeles’ as_has

been seen, has clearly increased.

Expenditure Caps (Revenue Limits) ) —

7

SB 90 forbade districts to spend beyond a specified increase

- ——

in their revenue, base, which it defined as the amount spent in
certain specified accounts in the ''base year" (1972-73) unless the
district electorate voted in favor of a taxeoverride Districts
whose revenues might have exceeded the specified growth rate were
'required to decrease the tax rate.,ffhus, the tax relief seen in
.Table 5 is, in part, a reflection of the success of this aspect

'
of SB 90.

More specifically,‘districts spending below the statewide,
average in.1972-73 were allowed to increase sbending at a rate.
'faster than those‘spending.anove the'average in the\base yearL“
The effects of this provision are visible in Table 6. an11972'u>1§73,"
‘the average increase in state revenue was $167 but for 1owest
wealth quintile districts, the increase was more (3237) and for v
highest wealth quintile districts, the increase was less ($110).

However, when the net effects of tax decreases and new state.
“aid are viewed, there was little change. Table 7 shows that the
statewidevincrease in'total,revenue expenditdres (Sllé) from 1972-73
to 1973-74 was approxinately equal to the increase of everw wealth

quintile as well, from the lowest (3174f to the highest (3119).
Federal Aid: Does It bontribute to Fiscal Neutrality?

e

Table 7 shows Title I entitlement per ADA as well as ovenall




-

.pér pupil federa}:revenue by?wealth quinti&es. The difference
between low and high wealth'duintiles_isgno more than $10 over
the three-year period The quintile aggregates are probably too
gross te® answer the question raised in the section heading, but
the one quintile containing Los Angeles sho;s consistently high
federal reve%ﬁe per pupil. ‘Table 4 showed a disproportionately]é}ge

numbér of both Blacks and Chicanos in Los Angeles ’

Federal revenue comprised only 7.4% of all revénue per pupil
in 1972-73 and in 1973-74 it“fell slightly to 6.2%. It was signi-
ficantly higher in the Ipwest\wealth quintile.

In short, while Table 7 indicates no’evidence of federAl
. contribution to fiscal neutrality, it,shows a definite federal

contribution to the disadvantaged.

DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES AMONG ETHNIC AND INCOME GROUPS

Dist#ibutién of Ethnic Pupils
Assessment of the impact of the current school finence system
g .
_especially as it affects minority and poor students, requires the

AN

'identification of districts where ethnic m1nority children are
concentrated, andanalysis of their geographic and demographic charac-‘
teristics Once these districts have been ident1fied,it is then
possible to test for differential variables on ethnic minority groups:
Table 8 presents the number and percent of ethnic minorit9¢’
students attending -the Calirornia public schools during 1973-74.
Spanish surname students represent the largest ethnic minority
group in the public schools with 1;.2 percent, foilowed by Blacks
with 9.8 percent, AsianAmericanswith 3. O percent, and American ‘

Indians with 0.5 percent. The total student ethnic minority popu-

lation is 30.5’percent. D .




'%able 8
: P . | \

. I
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ETHNIC MINORITY STUDENTS ATTENDING
PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN CALIFORNIA DURING 1973-74

¢ -

> t

American Asian Black Spanish All Total
Indian American Surname Others
" No. 22,327 133,717 433,793 . 765, 883 . 3,092,389 4,448, 069 < ' ’
% 0.5 3.0 9.8 17.2 69.5 100

. .
-« [N

Tables 9 and 10 provide perspectives on the degree tes~whieh
ethnic*%roqps are isolated in districts containing-both iarge numbers
and large proportions of each group.

- * -

Table 9 arrdnges the.unifiedfgistricts by descending categories

of numbers of students of own ethnie/gfﬂuqk(beginning with a category
~of "above 40,000." Onl; Black and Chicano students have sufficient
numbers to register in this tSB\category | That district‘aside )
(Los Angeles), Chicanos tend_not to be as,numei'i as Blacks in large
districts (above 20 800), while Blacks hdve subczzntiél numhprs in
the 30-40 000 and 20-30,,000 of own group categories. Indeed, two-

’ thirds of Blacks are in districts in which more than 20,000 of their

. own group attend, while Chicanos and Asians have only about thirty

»

Iiercent of their students attending districts with more than 20,000
of their own groups. Native Amerieans,'because of their small ;

absolute numbers in California, tend not to he found in districts.

»

with substantial numbers of their own group It is quite possible

‘ 1

for minority ethnic group students to attend d1stricts with small
numbers,of their own group. These numbers, however, may consititute v

large proportions, especially in the case.@f small districts,

¥ ,

o1

~ 38

&
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'i Table - 0 ranks districts by dec;ining gercenfages oflstudent ethnic
group/ to illustrate this*perspective “"

Only Chicanos attend dlstrlcts wrth more _than n1nety percen}

-
' 9

___of their own .group. ’ But the two districts that fit that description -
are small. Blacks tend to be 1n larger distrlcts, even at these

high concentratlons‘ of own group students.' There were eigh%7d1strlcts
with more than 35% of own group, and these contained 35% of all Black
students. By contrast, there were 39 districts with moré than 22%

of all Chicano students in districts of 30%'or more Chicano enrollments.

-t
Another way of viewing the same tables to get an indication of

. -

the degree of racial isolatlon is to examine the tab 7 beginning
at the bottom. Districts y;th small numbers.or 0.0% of a-particular
ethnic group are }arger in number. Distriets with 2 tudents who
wereﬁSpan}sh surname numberedonlyfout, while for Blacks the number
‘was 57, for Native Americans -- 45, and for Asian Americans-m718.’
Districts with 1.0% to'4 9% of Spanish surname students numbered
65 districts.. There were 213 such districts for As1an Apericans,
193 for“Native Américpns, and 151 for Black students - The pupils
in thege less-than-5% categories amounted_to onlng% for Spanish
surname students, and 4%,for.Blacks: but 81% for Natfve Americans,
and 64% for Asian Americans. - ‘
These findings allow us to conclude that Chicano students are
_.more widely d1spersed throughout the state than any other ethn;c

’u

- minority group, and that Black students are the most concentrated.

-~

‘e
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' / K
DISTRIBUTION OF AMERICAN INDIAN, AS!AN_AHEKICAN, BLACK AND SPANISHE SORNAMED STUDENTS
BY S1ZE OF THEIR ENROLLMENT IN CALIFORNIA DNIFLED SCHOOL Dt RICIS, 1973-%4 - ]
. 4
U, — . — - - i
- — ——— oy~ ——
' N V) - -Spanish
" MAmerican fndian Students Asian American Students } Black Students Surname Studeats
Range of ] T . ’
Ethnic No. of  Number Cumala- No. of  HNumber TCimja- No. of Number Cimula- No. of HNumber Cumuia-
Studeat Dis~ of tive X Bis~ of tive 2 Dis- of tive X Dia- of tive 2
Count tricts  Pupils Pupils trivts  Pupila Pupils tricta  Pupilas Pupits tricts  Pupils  Pupils i
“.Above 40,000 0 0 0 0o 1)/ ) i 166,572 41 1 162,543 Q1
. i
30,001-40,000 .8 0 0 0 0 D 2 69,625 59 0 0 b
20, 001- 30,000 0 0 0 t 28,157 a8 1 23,213 64 ‘ 0 0 3
16,001-2(”000 Q 0 0 1 17,204 45 3- 40,151 14 6 13,747 45
. : . B A * . . .
5,001~ 10,000 0 0 0 ) 0 45 1 47,839 86 10 70,167 58
- 4,000- 5,000 0o o 0 S a9 50 2 A#y,002 88 io 44,453 b6
%00 4000 o o "o a3 41, il s 0 B3 D
2,001~ 3,000 0 0 . 0 3 6,803 60 3 7,550 91 14 43,472 -8}
1,001~ 2,000 TS T )T | 8 9,215 69 9 11,366 94 " 40 57,356 92
501- 1,000 ¥ g 0 I 15 10,980 80 f16 10,736 96 N 22,268 oA
1 -
101- 500 27 5,31 57 68 15,278 96 . 40° 9,744 99 56 15,415 © 99
. . . N . —
&l 100 128 . 4,577 97 16 3,550 99 n + 3,065 99 | 56 3,135 99
¥ . A
I~ 10 49 253 a0 58 273 100 37 162 190 8 49 « 100
0. 45 0 100 18 o o 57 0 100 4 0° 100,
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¥ DISTRIBUTION OF AMERICAN INDIAN, ASIAN AMERICAN, BLACK AND SPANISH\SURNAMED STUDENTS
BY THEIR PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ENKOLLMENT 1N CALLFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL RICTST  1973-74 .
- : 7 c R - ¢ Spanish . o
American laudian Students Aglan American Students Black Students Surname Students
Student . J
Ethnlc Ho. vf , Number Cumula- Hoa of  Humber Cumula- Ho. of HNumber Cumula- Ho. of . Humber Cumula-
Percentage bis- of tive Z Dis- wof  tive 7 ¥ pie- of tive Z. Dis- ‘of tive X
Berice Pupils Pupils . tricts Pupilas Pupils tricts  Pupilas Pupils . tricts Rupils Pupila
.- ’ - | 2 5 L
40~ 100 o - 0 ] 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 2 5,833 1
80- 89.9 0 o F o0 0 0 o ° 1, 27,829 7 o_ 0 1
- 79.9 .0, :/ 0. 0 0 ‘0 0 0 7 31 16,019 4
- ¥ , 13
60- 69.9 0 0’ c0 0 0 2 %,022 16 o - 0 4
80~ 59.9 0 ; o o ) 0 o 1 7,77 18 g 431,583 0 -
A0- 49,9 1T 326 2 . I R o {* 6,1i9 20 - o ,9, . 25,120 ";,:
. . @ )
- 19,9 K 657 . 8 0 0 N 3 42,745 k1 ° l6 39,642 22
20- 29.9 o . o 8 17,204 17 7 177,648, 77 0 246,11 69
- 19.9 2 501 13 ¢ - 1 296 . 17 12 51,402 90 6l 110,771 * 40
5= Y.y * 12 784 19 17 18,19 3" 20 376 96 sl 38,277 47, *
‘ . . L . . «u,\ .
- 4.9 193 9,158 100 213 62,7010 . 100 151 14,535 100 65 « 12,261 100 -
- . . -
0= .99 9 o 100 .18 - 0, 100 s2 - ¢ wo 4 o 100
. = f ¢ 14
~ ~
3
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‘and major diffef%nces exist in geographic distributions of the four

- 65 Chicano,-

A Caveat on #yths and M nterpretations ’ y y .

Many’research studies suggest that,. different ethniQQgroups can
° [
be lumped together\and‘viewed as a single homogeneous minority

group, usually identified as "deprived " "disadvantaged " or p
~- — ]

culturally different " Our findings are that both’ similarities

ethnic groups. For example, Spanish surname and Black students oa
both tend to be concéntrated Ain urban school districts'sucﬂl!L'

Los Angeles San Diego, and San Franéﬁsco However, the’major

difference between Black and Sparish surname student§~in terms of ) ‘

Eeographio location is that Spanish surname studentgh@re heavily
'

coneentrated in urban and rural school districts throughout the

N
ﬁé@fx‘of California, while BiacK .students tend to be heavily con-
- ‘ . - . L
centrated only in urban areas. .

percent of any single ethnic mingrity aroup, San Benito and’ Imperial

Counties. These two counties have ove: 50 percent Chicano pupils

)

"It is also true that while different ethnic minorities may®be
in the same districts, particularly urbar® settings, they are not
necessarily in. theksame schoqls For_example, in 1972-73 in o

. 5 @ ‘
Los Angeles' Gfgrgchools, 177 had 90 percent or more ethnic minority

v s

concentrati Of the 177 schools, 109 were predominately Black,- %

. ~

‘nd 3 were 4sian American These results suggest that con-

' i AN
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. Distribution of District Wealth within Ethnic Groups

»
o -~

Table 11 shows decile points of modified assessed Qalnation

1 when weigh;ed by the respective ethnic groups shown in the coluﬁn t

headin Columns with duplicate decile values 1nd1cate districts & i
N . “‘. L] '
which are larger in size than one decile for thatagregn,r

A pattern emerges from this array by using Anglo pupils as a

yardstick for measurinﬁ'the possible relatlonships among gIrouRs.

* -

Notable is the tendency for Black and poor weglth-per-pupil figures

- Al »

to be greater than Anglo wealth-per-pupil in deciles below the med-

ians and to be less than the Anglo figure above the median. Asians

-

angh}merlcan Indians, meanwhile, tend to efteed the Anglo wealth
. -values in every decile Chicanos ﬁave a mixed pattern below the - .
median, but above thg mediwzn, they, like Blacks and the pdbr tend

to have less wealth per pupil than do Anglos:

'«

Interpreting these patterns is} at best, risky. Later tables

~will provide additional insights which w1ll assist in this pursuit Q

P

At th1s p01nt it is seful to briefly preview the findings that
districts with the h ghest percentages of Black pupils have low per

. ) —pupll wealth despite the fact that the weighted Black average per. &
< ? -
. pupil wealth is hlgher than the Anglo equlvalent average The

» influence of Los Angeles where many Black pupils- reside, overwhelms

.. that statewide average, but not the highest percent Black categories
in Table 11, « -~ . - ; -
Sta“%wide Ethnic Groub Means - ) <

Iy
-

Table 12 dramatically reinforces maqy of the observations made

I
earlier from cher perspectives ‘The weighted mean per pupil wealth

R » . -
; “3 - .
. ..
:
.

N
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"TABLE 11

X .
DISTRIBUTION OF EACH ETHNIC GROUP IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED

SCHOOL DISTRICTS RANKED BY MODIFIED ASSESSED’ VALUE OF
TAXABLE PROPEIRTY PER PUPIL IN ADA, 1975-76 '

- - e - . . . - L - . - - o

N

?

fﬁp‘l ' . Distribution of Modified Assessed Value Per ADA By Ethnic

Percentile B?igkanomﬁhsgggg Asfan Am. Tndien Anzlo ' roor
wes t 2424 2424 2424 2626 2424 2424
10 o 8946 9061 11072 10192 9061 9527 /)

20 13827 10782 . 14947 12162 11455 . 12327
3. . 17097 13083 17097 - 13827 13286 13863
40 | ﬂ 17097 . 15778 }3097 . 15861 15264 L6635
55 (medizn) 17097 17097 . 17997 17097 16635 16635
60, - & 17097 17097 18738 . 18836 17097 16635
70 - - 17097 17007 20258 21766 18820 =~ 17937 .
80 18836 . 18836 27217 26154 2622¢ 20049
95 _. 24990 - 24132 49924 29517 . 25993 25730
Highest 130958 130958 130958 130950  130053° ° 130958

T

‘Los Angeles MAV =" 17,097

P
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for all -ethnic groups, ipown in the first éolﬁmn,.echoéé an earlier

rgmarkfrégaéd}ng the different foqtings on which ethnic groups
“'start fﬁeir ;ducafionél’cour$§.~ Blacg: Asi%n and Aﬁerican .
Indién ﬁﬁpils are actually better ;ff than Angléé in térms of mean
- property wealth per pupi;’of the schgol d;sfricts'ln which thef'

liVe: Chie&nos are slightly worse off, .

® . The income data changeé this picture. Statewide weighted

@

ingome’means show Black pupils to be located in the lowest income

-

districts, followed by Chicanos, Indians and Asians. The average ¢

income for di#tricts in which Anglo pupils attend school i§ sub-

. "~ stantially higher than for any o; the p%her eéhnic groups. Siﬂcey
eddcation taXJrevenues are levied against district"wealéh, butjcolJ

L3
»

“lected out of family inépmé, the

ulas

bsen of the personal incohe
. varidble Troh‘séhoql,fiﬁaﬁce I:

S a disequalizing effect.

. . ¢
According to @he ensus definition of "urban," 9{:1 percent

of all California‘pupils/zgxﬁhiiiii districts attend school in urban

areas. (See.Table 12) 'Black and Asian, pupils hre most urbahnized.

’

EEQiap pupils are 3(¢% less urban than Blacks. Chicano pupils are

- e v

more urban than the statewide average for unified districts. f

. Tax Relitf: Mead Local Millage and Local R9veﬂue,

Iflthe legfglétiog failéd to achieve cgmplianbe throuéh wealth
equaliza?ion, 3% certaikly hga sbme’equalizing effects in terms of
ﬂ tax reiief for reiati&ely high~taxing districts and taxpincreases‘
for the relatively'low tax districts. From our wealth qﬁintile

" . category analysis, we observed that this effect dia\épdeed occur,

But when the categories are sﬁitched to ethnic groups, new insights

-

are gained. : ) 3 - .

<\N

/




TABIE 12 °

mmmcmﬁlmwmmm

e

DISTRICTS BY ETHNIC' GROUP: 1972-76
_ - Modified - Percent  Mean *
Ethnic- . Assessed MAV MAV MAV Urban Family ,
__Groups Valuation  1973-74 . 1974-75  1975-76 1970~ Income
‘ 1972-73 1969 .
State Average $14,032 $15,273 ~ $16,330  $18,064 91.1  $11,965
- Significance S NS NS NS NS~ NS -
Indians 15,086 17,106 18,132 19,407  68.1 10,083,
Blacks 14,854 16,263 16,928 18,580  98.7 8,202
Orientals - 17,700 '19,315 20,145 23,089 960 11,204
Chicanos 13,493 14,537 15,417 16,906 9.4 9,888 .
Anglos 137807 15,057 16,250 18,000  89.0 13,368 .

~
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As Table 13 shows, only Blacks were' taxed higher than Anglos

for edycation prior to the teform. The effect of the reform was

-

to provide tax relief for all groups, but differently. Anglos'
i

achieved the greatest degree of ftax relief, followed closely b§ ',

. ~ . .
Chrcanos. Blacks and Indians fared about the same, while Orientals

_got the least tax relief. .As a rédsult, in the year'just,after

the reform;'bﬁth Blacks and Orientals were taxed higher than Anglos,
whiie Chicanqs were taxed abqut the same as Anglos. By the second
year after reform (1974-;52 taxes had risen for all groups again,
and 6niy Indians had,lower tax rates thaﬁ\Anglosi

State Share of State-and Local Revenues ‘

e

/1s51é 14 shows the effect of the establishment of revenue

d

limits on the’ s?ate's ‘share’ ‘0t state ‘and 1oca1 révénue per ‘pupil:? w
Tntereétinéi;, Anglos received the highest per pupil state~rev-'
enue prior to reform. After reform, Chicanos received more than
AngIcs, but the.other groups continued to get less. 1In supsequent
years, Blacksalso-began to get more per pupil state revenue than
Anglos; buthndians an:\ZE&ans continued to get less.

Prior to refefm,’tpe state's share of revenue' was 33%, with

a low of 28% going to Asians and 4 high of 34% going to Anglos and

Chicanos. Immediately after reform, the state's share 1ncreased N
to 44% overall, but again this varied from a high of 46% going.to
Chicanos'to a low of138% going te Asians. Blacks.and°Indrans

received a smaller share than Anglos both before and a%ter.reform.

-~
e

-

9It would be more. accurate to say.that tax-rates in districts,
where Blacks are located. weré higher-than tax rates in districts R
where Anglos attended school. From the data we do not know who ’
actually pays the taxes, ‘

AN




‘TABLE 13 T

kY

MEAN LOCAL TAX RATE AND LOCAL REVENUE PER PUPIL BY ETHNIC GROUP
IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 1972-1976

Local . Local
Ethnic ‘Millage Minorify-Anglo Revenue Minority-4Anglo
Groups ) Rate (Minority/Anglo) Per Pupil 4’ (Minority/Anglo)
1972-73 Average  45.1 > $ 673
Significance NS ’ * ‘
Indians 40.4 ~0.49 (.892) 638 - -3 13 (.980)
Blacks ' 46.0 O>QZ' (1.02) 762 3111 (1.17)
Orientals 43.4 -0719 . (.958) 811 3160 (1.25)
Chicanos 44 .2 + =0.11 (.976) 660 . S 9 (1.01)
Anglos 45.3 . 651
------------ ¢-~~—-~-~-----—-~-Reform Law Passed-—=————=ccmmmm e e
1973-74 Average 39.9 ; . . $ 630
Significance NS . NS
Indians 36.5" -0.31 (.922) 648 $ 30 (1.05)
~ Blacks 41.9 0.23 (1.06) 702 S 84 (1.14)
Orientals 40.3 0.07 (1.02) 772 3154 (1.25)
Chiganos o 39.5 -0.01 (.997) . 598 -3 20 _  (.968)
nglos i 39.6 L ) © 7 '61%¥ - ) . T
1974-75 Average 42.3 $ 677
; Significance * NS
Indians 37.9 *~0.38 (.909) 686 3 21 (1.03) !
Blacks 45.4 0.37 (1.09) 747 « $ 82 (1.12)
Orientals . 42 .4 0.07 (1.02) 814 8149 (1.22Y
-Chicanos . 42.3 ©0.06 (1.01) . 646 -$ 19 {.971) «
Anglos ' 41.7 665
' e : %’
1975-76 Average  43.1 3 762 ,
Significance NS . ., NS |
Indians 40.0 -0.29 (.932) 767 $ 12 (1.02)
JBlacks 45,0 , 0.21 - (1.05) 822 3 67 (1.09)
Orientals 41 .9 -0.10 (.977) 910 B 3155 (1.21)
Chicanos 42.9 0.00 (1.00) 718 , -3 37 (.951)
Anglos ’ ’ . 42.9 755 c
Change 1972-73 to 1975-76\
Mills Percent Dollars Percent
_Average gn= 2.0 - &4 *3 99 +14.7
Indians - 0.4 -.1.0 +3129 +20.2 .
Blacks - 1.0 - 2.2 +3 60 + 7.9
Orientals - 1.5 - 3.5 99 +12.2 -«
Chicanos - 1.3 - 2.9 +3 58 + 8.8
Anglos - 2.4 - 5.3 +3104 +16.0

s
/

Significance Levels:
*- = * 05 *
** = 01
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.TABLE 14 , “
, MEAN STATE REVENUE, LOCAL + STATE REVENUE, AND PERCENT STATE ,

-

SHARE OF REV’NUE PER PUPIL 3Y ETHNIC GROUP IN CAdIFORNIA

% State

* UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 1972 1976
1A S * *
3 L B : :
State, Local + State )
LEthnic Revenue Minority-Anglo Revenue Mmority-AngJ.o Share
Group Per Pupil (Mz.nor-ty/Ancr"o) Per Pupil (Minonty/Ang..o) Revenue

o4 <

1972-73 Average $ 333. $ 1,006 33% °
Significance NS . . **
Indians 321 -$15 (.955) 959 =-$28 (.972) 33
Blacks - 322 -$14 (.958)" 1,085 '$98 (1.10) . /320
Orientals 313 -$23 (.932) 1,124 $137 (1.14) 28
Chicanos 335 -$1  (.997) 995 $8 1.01) 34
Anglos 336 987 34
e e e e e ———— Reform Law Passed == === '======= mmme—ee—
. v !
1973-74 ‘Avefage $. 500° $ 1,131 44% |
21.gnif1cance NS : ©* ®
ndiags, 475 -$24 (.952) 1,123 $7 (1.01) 42
. Blacks 497 -$2  (.996) 1,199 = s$83 (1.07) 41
Orientals " 47 -$21 (.958) * 01,2487 8133 r1.12) 38
_ Chicanos 514 $15 (1.03) 1,112 -S4 ..996) 46
Anglos 49¢ l, 6 ’ , 45
1974~75 Average § 531 v $ 1,208 44%
Significanc= NS ‘ T
Indians .« 493 -$35 (.934) 1,179 ~-$14 (.988) 42
Blacks 531 $3  (Xr.,0u) 1,277 $84 [1.07) 42
Orientals 500 -328 (.947: 1,314 $121 (1.10) 38
- Chicanos 547 S19 "(1.04) 1,192 0 L. 46
Angl3s. ¥ 528 1,193 44
1975-76 Average -S 592 $ 1,354 . 44%
Significance . B | .,
Indians ~ 550 -$35 (.940) 1,317 --$22  (.982) 42
' Blacks - 602 $lg (1.03;" 1,425 $85  (1.06) 42
Orientals 559 =~ -$26 (.956) 1,469 $129 (1.10)°. 38
Chicanos 616 $31 (1.05) 1,334 -S6 (.996) 16
Anglos 585 ‘ 1,340 . 44
Significarce Levels: .
* = ,05 :
*% = (01 ¢
JRAX = (01 -
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p ,TABLE 15 ' ‘ :

MEAN FEDERAL REVERUE AND TOTAL REVENUE PER PUPIL BY ETHNIC
GROUP IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 1972-1976

te

Pederal,

. Jotal

Ethnic. " _ .. Revenue Minority-Anglo Revenue Minority-Anglo
Groups Per Pupil (Minority/Anglo) Per Pupil (Minprity/Angl?L/
1972-73 Average §$ 81 \ . $ 1,090 .
Significance *ooke . Kk C
Indians o121 $49 (1.68) - - 1,083 "§22 (1.02)°
Blacks . 118 $46 (1.64) 1,205 $144 (1.14)
Orientals 100 $28 (1.39) 1,226 $165 (1.,16)
Chicanos , - 83 $11 (1.15) 1,081 $20 (1.02)
Anglos 72 _ 1,061 ° o
---------------------------- Reform Law Passed ======-==—--=—cr-cserececa-
1973-74 Average $ 75 . $ 1,208 ®
Significance i , R
Indians y 422 $54 (1.79) 1,248 $62 (1.05) - .
‘Blacks 108 $40 (1.59, 1,310 $124 ‘1.10)
Orientals 24 0826 (1.3 . 1,345 $159 (1.13)
‘Chicanos - 75 $7 (1.10; . 1,18¢ s32 1.00)-
Anglos 68 1,186
1974-75 Average S 92 - $ 1,301 .
Significance - Aodok . . *k
‘Indians 145 $63 (1.77) 1,327 $51° (1.04) *.
Blacks ) 130 . $48 (1.58) . 1,409 $133 {1.10)
Orientals - 11 $34 (1l.41) 1,421 $155 {(1.12)
Chxcanos ‘53 S13 (L3 1,288 $12  (L.0l)
Anglos s 22 : 1,276
- ) --—--—-----{ -----------
1975-76 Average §$ 91 ., $ 1,449
Significance | ok *k ‘
Indians 139 .$56 (1.67) 1,469 $42 (1.03)
Blacks , 123 $40 (1.48) 1,550 - §123 (1.09)
Orientals 10¢ $26 (1.21) 1,580 $153 (1.11)
Chicanusg, 95 - $12 (1.1%) 1,433 $6 1.00) ¢
Anglos . 83 . .“ 1,427 .
Significance Levels:

* = ,05 4 R .
. %% = 0] ’ o
k= 001
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The revenue limitlhrovisioh of SB ;b was intended’to:reduce local .
‘revendZ'by $43 ior all gfohps#yexcept.lndians, for whom local revenue
increased;by $10.° While this is an insignificant aéount, probably
'hot statistically sigﬁificant the dirébtion‘of the change is notable
in that it indicates that the revenue, 1limit was an-equalizing

feature in the year iQEediately after reform when mean Indian\

tax rates fell the most. ’ . ’ |

Chicanos faced the largest decline in _ocal revenue (3S62),

and because of the fact that they were the lowest spendlné~ethnic
group after the/reform the revenue limit might be considered dis-
equalizing for them. - . /

Automatic Inflation Adjustment ("Squeeze Factor")

Table 13 alSo reveals the probable effects of the 'squeeze
factor” and the alitomatic inflation adjustment which allowed dis-

tricts raising revenue at or below the median in$1972-73 to raise
) ’ R
their tax rates and local revenue faster than those districts

which were raising reyenues above the median in that year In '
1972-73 Blacks and Asians 1 raised the highest mean revenue while

Indians raised the lowest. If the squeeze factor had the de-

«

sired effect, Indian mean local revenue would increase the most,
while mean local revenue for Blacks and Asians would increase the

i}east. This was the result obtained--Black local.revende grew‘the

"least, and Agian local tax rates grew the least. Results for other“

groups were more mixed.

Federal Aid and Total Revenues
Weighted means of federal aid per ethnic group pupil shqw that
it is partly equalizing and partly disequalizing. The total revenue

column in Table 15 shows that the Chicanos are the minority group




-

with the least revenue advantage, but federal revenue fails to
offset this situation because'rf, too, provides. fewer dollars for
Chicanos than for any other minority éroup:’ On the other hand,
Indians are the next most disadvantaged group in éerms of total

» . §

expenditures, but receive the most federal revenue. ’

.

Federal revenue provéd diieqhalizigg in the reform year.

o

N ‘While total revenues increased substantially, federal revenue

.. ~declined for all groups except Indians. .

Total Expenditures -

r‘l * Table 16'presents data on the mean total expenditures per
pupil by ethnic¢ group for 1972-76. After the reform, all
s

b d

pupils increased an average of $141 from $1,033 prior to the reform
te 31,174 the ;ear %fter the reform. Every group iecreased in per
pupii total expenditures. The Asian American pupils experienced ‘.
.the largest expenditure increase after the reform of 3166 per pupil,
followed by Blacks with $164, Indians -$150, Chicaﬁos-—$142 _and Anglos-'
$136. Three year\\kfter the reform all ethnlcvgroups increased about
$365 per pupil. The’average_increase was also $365 per pupi} a%ter
the reform law. ‘ ‘ ) ) .
* -DISPARITTES/BY DIéTRIC& ETHNIC AND POVERTY COMPOS;TION;

Fiscal Disparities by District Ethnic Composition .

Table 17 shows Pearson correlation coefficients relating
percert,ethhic group to fiscal variables. Signif cancealevels‘for
‘ /;‘/Fjgkse correlations vary widely by group. There 1 no significant
" relationship between wealth and percent Black, Ind}aﬂl/or Anglo for
‘ aﬁy year. But as Asians increase in percentage, so does district
per pgpil wealfh in all years; and for'Chicanos, there was an
fnverse relationehip between.ethnic percentage and wealth,'albe%t

13
at.a lower significance level, in the last two years. \ . .

. ( | 65 :- .

r 52
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TABLE 16 S k

_ MEAN TOTAL GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL BY ETHNIC GROUP

7777 IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOQL DISTRICTS: 1972-1976 i

P P

Y

* *

. Total General o o T
Ethnic _ .« Fund Expenditures Minority-Anglo -

, Groups. Per Pupil | .(Minority/Anglo).

1972-73 Average $ 1,033 AP <
Significance ° , - *x -
Indians . ‘ 1,029, 3 19 (1.02)
Blacks 1,132 ’ . 8 122 (1.12)
Orientals . 1,162 $ 152 - (1.15)
Chicanos ’ 1,018 3 8 (1.01)
Anglos . 1,010 .

~1973-74 Average $ 1,174 ] R !
Significance * % %

Indians - N 1,179 $ .33 =(1.03)
Blacks 1,296 - $ 150 (1.13)
Orientals - 1,328 . $ 182 (1.186)
Chicanos . 1,160 ‘ $. 14 (1.01)
Anglos 1,146 n
1974-75 Average $ 1,289 R

N Significance , * KK <
Indians 1,296 .o® . % 35 , (1.03)
Blacks - . 1,404 ’ . $\%§g (1.11)
Orientals 1,420 + 3 (1.13)
Chicanos ‘ .- 1,279 - $ 18 (1.01) -
Anglos . 1,261 . . . -

¢ 1975-76 Average $1,8308 =  «  m e

Significance ‘ ) - Kk . :
Indians " 1,424 $ 48  (1.03)
Blacks 1,497 -~ $ 121 (1.09)
Orientals 1,527 $ 151 (1.11)
Chicanos 1,383 ‘ 3 7 (1.01)
Anglos o 1,376 ' :

Significanoe Levels:

*¥ ‘= 05 *

xx = 0] \ )
x*x = _001




Local tax rates and percent Black were insigﬁi?icantly related
-~ before the reform, but significantly and positivelx;felated for

all subsequent years, a clear tax effect of SB 90. In purely fiscal -
\ . ook .

_terms, such an effect might be considered'equalizing, since Blacks \
have been shown to attend high wealth districts on the average. '

But. when considerations for higher costs and<lower achievement levels

are recognized, as discussed later, the picture becomes more compli-

‘- cated. ' ’ . A °
Local tax rates and percent Chicano are almost a mirror reflec-

tion of the data on Blacks. In the Chicano’pase, only the first .
vear relationship was significant, although all years were negative.

As with the other ethnic groups, the correlatfons are for the

.
-

most part non-significant.

Percent Black and Asian are both significantly dirEQFIy related™
to}local revenue per pupil, Percent Chicano and local revenue are «
not significant in the pre-reform year, but whereas the re1ationship

is decreasing for Blacks and‘Asians, it is increasingly in the -

wrong direction and significant for Chicanos. These have negative

contributions to districts with high concentrations of Chicanos aﬂd i

in general they have decreased in local revenue ‘
A" demonstration of effectivenéss of the reform law in terms

of its equalizing tendencies would be, inter alia, Pearson coeffi-

H

) ‘ » 3 '
. cients relating state revenue and percent ethnic group which were
a mirror reflection of the local revenue per pupil, tax rate aside.
(That is, where local revenue- per pupil are positively related #

to ethnic percentage, indicating increasing amounts of dollars
available from local sourcés the higher.the percent ethnie group,
“-‘h‘\ »
4 then the state sources would be countervailing if they were nega-

6"
54 V¢ /'




TABLE 17 o . )
. . KRR
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS RELATING SCHOOL FINANCE VARIABLES
TO PERCENT ETHNIC GROUP 1972-73.TO 1975-76

w

 Percent Modified Assessed . Local Local Local o
Ethnic . Valuation . Tax Revenue and . Total
Group - Per Pupil Rate . Per Pupil State Revenue

~  BLACKS ) \
1972-73 . "..100 1102 316 - .352%x . a4gTe
1973-74 109 . .208%x 226%% . 303%* .416%%
1974-75 ,061 L q15%x . o5« ,324%% 1~ 445«
1975-76 +  .045 275%% s 179% . 282K .. 380%x
CHICANO | ; '
1972-73 - .14 - .167* -.,074 ° 036 -.061
1973-74 - .139 - .078 . - .165% -.146 -.134
1974-75 - .1e2% - » 0001 - .157* -.121"° ~.002
1975-76 - .173% - 064 L .201%* -.137. -.105
ASIAN o : T .
1972-73 451 %% - . 187* 1485%% . 530%* .556%* -
1973-74 .462%% - .044 . 464%x . 545%k . .576%%
419745 . .405%x . .016 . 436%x .512%x . 550%*
) 1975-76 T ,458%x © - .183% .428%% ATOR, L5124+
AMERICAN INDIAN - e '
1972-73 063 - -4 - - 025" — R
1973-74 o .086 - .086" ©.025 R — —
1974-75 087 - .14 .018 - -
197576 . .066 - .080 .016 — —
T AGLO
1972-73 - .283% ~.312 ¢ . -,420%*
1973-74 - .154% -.237%% -.336%%
T 1974-75 - .154% - '260%* -.378%k °|

1975-76




BLE 18 - ' N . ;

. v <

- PEARSON CORRELATION COE?FICI NTS RELATING SCHOOL FINANCE VARIABLES
TO PENSENT FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY AND PERCENT FAMILIES ABOVE $l5 000 .
FROM 1972-73 TO*“1975-76 . '

-

hd -

- b . .
e S , = — _
Modified Assessed. Local Local'/ " local ‘
* Valuation o Tax ‘ Revemue: | ° and Total
: Per Pupil Rate Per Pupil + State” - Revenmie
EIOW POVERTY ki ) L =L P
» ‘ " ? ’
.059 - .154% ©.119 118 - . 262%¥
.063 . .054 .041 : 104 . 230%*
.036 . 054 .053 °.135 . 276%*
018 . - % .002 w 106 | ;262%x -
319,000 : : “ o :
- * *
< . - . . ‘. . - ©
134" -JL7ek \2T4%* .265%* .131
.096 431xk Ty (226%% T . - 190k .d70
.109 . 134 .222%% | .191% 046 \
‘ .002 - 124 .202%%y .182* .Q36

3
) . - .

-

° < ’ I3 -
tively related to ethnic percentage). Roughly, this is the casé

i in Table 17. But not all cases are significant. Moreover, such

. & pattern would addresS‘purely fiscal concerns, ignorlng the special

‘4

' educational needs of minority chlldren ) “ﬂ ; . &
Fisdal Dlsparities by Poverty Composltlon L o . '
. ~
- Table 18- shows no significant relatlonshlp between =

wealth and percent chlldfen ih families below poverty nor above

Slo 000 family income per year_' Bﬁfﬁboth groups were significantly 2N

r. - =7 \-7
- l&ted to local tax rates albeit opbositely, in the year 'before the
) i -
" reform. In the-year after the reform, children 1living in poverty were no »

@ . ) <

, . . ~ ’ [

f
F
*
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longer related to local tax rate, while Wealtny cthildren were

-significantly and pos1t1vely related the hlgher the tax rate, thiif

higher the percentage of -wealthy children . Other things equal,
* .

beth effetts appetr equalizing Examlnatlon of the other fiscal

. variables should“nelp to varify thls sSupposition. ‘
oTbeie is no significant relatlonshlp,between local revenues

- ’per ﬁ%%?& and poor status; not even in the year of significance for

» .the local tax rate- (1972-73). ‘ﬁewever fbr rich children, there is -
a positive. and significant relatlonship in every year, albeit a

‘ declining one. '

4 .

. State revenue per pupil is|equalizing in the terms we 'defined
_I = Y

3

# ) .

- . ¢

above, i.e.,'opposite in sign to coefficients for local revenue
. ) . ?
per pupil,, but insignificant’except for the first year for wealthy

pupils, where a weak relationship is evident. Interestingly enough,
. .
expenditures per pupil were slgnificany for poor children in every
. R 4
year but, not for wealthy children

“~ 4ueans hy Categories 0of Percent Ethnic Enrolled

-

) J

& Tables 19 and 20 show that Chlcanos and Black pupils in unlfied

school districts are distributed quite dlfferently High percent

» Black areas are lOO urban While lowopercent Black areas are only

/// 83” @rban Chicand®s exhlblt the opposlte distribution among com-
\"° munity types. Highest percent Chicanmo distriets are only 76 percent

¥ - ) urban, but the Aeast percent Chlcano areas are also low. Thus, com-

*

-7 ”.bared §o Chicanos, Blacks are highly urbanized. Rut Chicanos are v
* A .

-

more Urbanized than one might have believed before examining the

ow?

data. e, . . - e
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‘. < . TABIE 19 . -
» L ] N . '
MEAN MODIFIED ASSESSED VALUATION PER PUPIL BY PERCENT CHICANO

. ENROLLMENT IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS:
+1972-73 TO 1975-76*

v - . - u

- . * 9t . ; r. -
Percent } Number - . Percent Modified - Modified Modified Modified
Chicano of f Total Assessed Assessed Assessed Assessed
Enrollment / Districts |\ ,ADA Valuation  Valuation Valuation Valuation
N=253 - 1972-73 1973-74 1974~75 1975-76 "
Average " - $14,033  $15286°  $16,308 18,039
Significance o NS’ " NS . NS NS
0- 9.9 123’ 29.5 14,725 . 16,203 . 17,529 -  19,622°
10 - 24.99 + 83 37.8 13,914 15,270 - 16,271 18,285
25.4 (L.A)) "2 21.9 ' 14,656 15,604 16,220- - 17,113
26 - 49.99 31 8.1 . 10,776 11,764 . ~12,785 14,197

50 or more. 14 2.6 12,819 L 13992 . 14,145 15,670




{
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TABLE 20

MEAN MODIFIED ASSESSED VA?B%TION PER PUPIL BY PERCENT BLACK
. ’ ENROLLMENT IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCFOOL*DISTRICTS
1972-73 TO 1975~ 76 .

a

Percent . Number” Percent Modified Modified Modified 7 Modifie
Black of ~ of Total Assessed Assessed -  Assessed Assesse
Enrollment Districts ADA Valuation Valuation Valuation Valuatic
. (=258) : 1972-73 1973-74 197475 1975~7¢
. . [ .
Average - $ 14,033 $15,286 . $ 16,308 $ 18,03¢
. B -y,
significance . P ok ok *K Rk
0 - \226 ) 54 13,284 14,535 ° . 15,791 ° 17,60
10 - 24,99 13- - 13 12,395 13,806 ', 15,008 16,75C
. : , - . -
. 25.4 (L.A.) 1 22 14,650 597 16,209 17,097
. Y
26 - 49.99 9 B A 21,028 23,193 23,299 27,714
50 or more’ 4 4 13,631 115,407 15,956 12,0
\ - [ ]
Significance levels: .
* = .05
** = 01 . . ~

* Rk

.001 .09
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Serrano Compliance

One of the elrly controversies in the Serrano v. Priest case
. [ 3 -

concerned the degree to which wealth equalization would benefit

= ethnic minority’and poor pupils. Tables 19 and 20 show that .for the two
largest ethnic minorities in California, there are no grounds for
con¢luding that large percent minority qistriéts were either rich
or poor in terms of property wealth. Hence, réform measures which
aimed merely to equalize revenues, expenditures, or other fiscal
vaiiaﬁles might havé unexpected effects on minority\ethnic‘groups.
Only if Serrano were viewed as an opportunity to define complianFe
in such a way as to include ethnic minorities in the benefit ciass
. ’ of the reform by investigating ¥heir peculiarities with respect
_to “fiscal and_economic<variab1es would Serrano positively help and
-not set back the long-fought minority student gains: .
Unfortunately., despite fepeated attempts to include.thege
~kinds of considerations into the deliberations, the Legiglature;
the coufts, and the litigants contipued to‘insist upon keeping
the issues simple{ than such concerns weuld permit.  Issues.such

. 4 N
as the cost differentials existing among digtricts, income distri-

-

butions, disproportibgaté numbers af handicapped pupils and other

4

maladies which seemed to be present more often arogpa certain minor-
ity groups,wére dismissed as issues which could be addressed after

fiscal neutralify wa§ constitutionalized.
.- Local Tai Relief «

Several Blick and Chicano statistics reveal opposite distri-

+

° butiéhs. Oneizf these is the local equalized tax rate when dis-. :

tributed across percent ethnic distribution categories. The greater

the bercent Black pupils, the higher the tax rate, but the greater




the percent Chicano enrollment generafﬁy the lower the tax rate,
'although the relationship §3 not in every case monotonic and
statistically significant. (S?p’TaBles 21 and 24 ). The 1972
reform reduced tax rates on local wealth on the average from $4.51 <
to $3.99 statewide but in high percent Black districts, local tax
rhtes fell by more than they did in high percent Chicano district§'
precisely because of the effectiveness of the tax relief provisions
of the reform bill. Moreover, high percent Black districts enjoyed
more tax relief than low percent Black districts, while the reversé .
was true for districts of varying percent Chicano enrollment.

Increasea State Share

’

A second goal of the 1972 reform, increased share of total
revenue provided by the state yas also opposite in its effects on
Black and Chicano pupils. Thils time,:hoyever, Chicanos enjoyed .
the more favorable effects. Tables 22 and 25 show thatbif
Los Angeles isexcluded, the greater the percent Chicano enrollment,

L - ¢ N .

the higher the percent state share of state’and locai/:;venues:

[ but the greater the percent Black enrollment,, the lower the percent

state share. Yoreover, the‘effect of the 1972 reform was 'to increase
state shares more for highest percent Chicano distrigts than for.
highest percent Black districts. Lastly, the increase in state

share was temporary for ethnic ca%Fgories; as it was for earlier

. analyses, most/likely explained by the fact that these were low

wealth districts,

Revenue Limits - . \

R n &
N The provision of the reform law which prohibited the increase
.t s
in local levies beyond some percentage of the "base year" revenues

appeared to have affected more adversely districts that were highest

in minority ethnic enrollment than those which were lowest in
. 74
. ‘ '

Q ] . ' . 61 . ' -
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¢ TDABLE 21

: ~
MEAN LOCAL EQUALIZED TAX RATE AND LOCAL REVENUE PER
PUPIL BY PERCENT CHICANO ENROLLMENT IN CALIFORNIA
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT: 1972-73 TO 1975-76" 4 o

. Percent Local Local
Chicano Equalized High-Low. Pevenue High-Low .
Enrollment Tax Rate*® (High/Low) Per Pupil (High/Low)
1972-3 Average 4,51 $ 673 . .
Significance fabaded Kk . :
0- 9.99 4.77 . 899
10-24.99 * 4,59 _ 617
25.4 (L:A.) . 4.01 ' $(°égz) 809 - 3('%32)
28-49.99 4.61 * 511 . .
50 or more 4.32 542 . ' -,
e e — e —— e e . —— Reform Law Pasgsed ——- mmm e eee———— ———
©1973-4 Average . 3.99 f $ 631 -
Significance ns * %
" 0= 9.99 4.12 ggg
10-24.99 3.97 _ ‘ 0 -
25.4 (L.A.) 3.94 87032 §59 b 168 4
26-49.99 - . 3.82 .+ 484 (.757)
50 or more 3.79‘\‘—A\‘ , 526, ¢ .
- - - — s A e W axy p = G Sy VD = > é--ér—-r ----------------------------------
1974-5 Ayarage 4,24 $ 676
" 8ignifi®ance xk* * kK -
0- 9.99 4.29 731
10-24.99 © 4.07 _ 634
25.4 (L.A.) 4.59 8 °§§§) _ 751 3("$g§)
26-49.99 . 3.94 (. 507 : .
50 or more. ' 4,01 558
1975-6- Average 4.32 $ 761
Significance * c kX .
.0- 9.99 4.41 836
10-24.99 : 4.26 : 735
25.4. (L.A.) 4.40 %péég) , 783 f*%gg)
26-49.99 ' 4.04 2 & 574 » (99)
50 or more 4.22 . ' 643

“ . 1 1§
Significance levels: -

* = .05
¢ k% = .Ol - N
***egl.ool [
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TABLEY 22

MEAN STATEZ, STATE + LOCAL REVENUES PER PUPIL AND PERCENT SHARE
T ©F STATE REVIIIUE BY PCRCLNT CHICANO ENROLLMENT
IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 1972-73 TO 1375-76

i +

, . - > ~
Percent State Local + State % Share
Chicano Revenue High-Low - Revenue High-Low - State
Enrollment Per Pupil (High/Low) Per Pupil (High/qu) Revehnue
1972-3 Xxverage $ 353 ) $1006 35
Significance * %k % ’ t Rk ’ , FEE
0- 9.99 .-331 - 1030 - 32
10-24.99 . 351 g€8 . 36
25.4 (L.A.) . 282 $39 1091 $-118 . ‘26
26~49.99 385 (1.12) " 896 . (.885) 43
50 or more 370 912 . 41
e e e e e n e ———— Reform Law Passed-=-=c—c=—ommmm e
1973-4 Average $ 500 $1131 : . 44 .
Significance. * Xk %k * % % . o %ok ok .
0- 9.99 477 ¢ 1172 o 41
10~24.99 528 1129 . 47"
25.4 (L.A.) 443 $o8 1102 $-70 41
26-49.99 , 588 (.98) - 1072 (.940) 55
50 or more " 575 -, 1102 -t . 52 -
- 1974-5 Average $ 531 $1207 -« . . 44
Significarce * kR * %k * %k
0- 9.99 - 505 - ' -1236 - 41
10-24.99 557 3106 1191 $-67 . 47
25,4 (L.A.) 476  (1.21) 1227 - (.946) * 39
26-49.99 628 1135 - , 55
50 or more . 611 ' 1169 \ " 52
1975~-6 Average 8593 $1354 . : 44
Significance * kK **k N
. 0-9.99 557 1394 ee T 40
10-24.99 612 . 1348 ‘ o 46
25.4 (L.A.) 5356 $141 1338 $-53 42
26-49.99 702 (1.25). - 1275 - (.962) 55
- 1341 N ' - 52

50 or more , 698

Signific;nce levels:,

*
k%

.05 o -
01




TABLE 23
MEAN TITLE I, FEDERAL, AND TOTAL REVENUES PER PUPIL BY
PERCENT CHICARO ENROLLMENT IN CALITORNIA UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT: 1972-73 TO 1975-76
Percent Title I ‘Federal Total )
Chicano Revenue High-Low Pevenue . High-Low Revenue High-low
Enrollment (High/Low) Per Pupil (High/low’

Per Puypil "(High/Low) Per Pupil

e

*E¥ = ,001,

!

1972-3 Average $ 27 $ 81 $1090
Significance *xk
0- 9.99 17 74 . 1107 )
10-24.99 ' 27 80 : 1051
: $21 . $ 6 $ -109
5.4 (L.A. 41
ISl 55 (Z.24) 120 (1.08) 1222 . (.s01)
50 or nore 38 80 998
------------------------- Reform Law Passed-+ e bttt e T
1973-4/Averagce § 30 $ 75 A * $1208
Significance *xx
0- 9.99 19 71 .~ 1245
10-24.99 30 79 1212
25.4 (L.A.) 46 (32115 80 s 4 1183 % -64
26-49.99 25 . 59 (1.05) 1132 (.948)
‘50 or more 40 75 1181 )
‘9,, 4‘nv=;a5§ 25 $9 $1301
S;gnlflcancn v, kxx
0- 9.99 19 3 : 1321
10-24.99 31 $22 93 $ 1 ° 1286 s -62
gg igiggA ) gé (2.16) 122 (1.01) igfg (.953)
50 or more ) 41 84 | 1259
1975-6 Average ° § 30 $ o1 $1449
Significance Xk % R
0- 9.99 20 81 1475
10-24.99 31 : 96 . 1453
2514 (L.A.) a1 522 o8 $ 22 1436 S -27
26-49.99 28 ) 83 €1.27) 1361 (.98)
.50 or more 42 103 . 1448
] ﬁ' r3 - e 2l
Significance levels:
* = 05
** = 0] °




. TABIE 24 )’

.' »
- MEAN LOCAL BOQUALIZED TAX,RATE AND LOCAL REVENUE PER PUPIL BY
PERCENT BLACK ENROLIMENT IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED 1

SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 1972-73 TO 1975-76

[ 4

&

50 & above

Percent Iocal Local ‘

Black Equalized High-low Revenue High-Low
Bfrollment . Tax “Rate (High/low) Per Pupil JLow)
1972-3 Average 4.51 $ 673
Significance Aok i

0- 9.99 4,58 ' . 59
10-24.99 4.62 $0.82 S97 $130
25,3 (L.A.) . 4.01 (1.18) 809 | (1.22)
26-49.99 . 4.85 . 952 ’
50 & above 5.40 oo 726

: - - Refoxm Law Passed

1973-74 Average 3.99 $ 631

Significance Aok ok

0-8.99 3.89 . 588

10-24.99 3.99 $0.78 596 $177
25.3 (L.A.) 3.4 (1.20) 659 (1.30)
26-49.99. 4.62 '966 )

50 & above 4,67 . 765 T

1974-5 Average 4.24 $ 876

Significance S ok

©0-9.99 4.08 ' 626
10-24.99 3.08 ‘ ' 605 134
25.3 (L.A.) 4.59 52?:349) . 751 (? 21)

| 26-49,99 . 4.43 844 D
50 & above 5.07 760 .

] T, »
1975-76 Average 4.32 $ \:g}( ,
Significance f ek

0-2499 4,25 722 .

. 10-24.99 4.22 . 708 70
25.3 (L.A.) 4.40 30 783 (?24)
26-49,99 4,38 Y. 1,056

5.12 LY

Significance levels:

'*3.05
. im0
. #e = 001 .

-
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| TABLE 25

. > R
MEAN STATE AXD STATE + LOCAL REVENTUE PER PUPIL AND PERCENT

SHARE OF STATE REVEWXT BY PERCENT BLACK EROLLMENT

IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 1972-73 TO 1975-76

N .
Porcent State State + Local % Share
Black Revenue High-Lw * .Revenue High-Low State -
Enrollment Per Pupil (High/Low) Per Pupil (High/Low) Revenue
1072-3 Average $333 $ 1,006 22%
Significance *k% *%% *kk
0- 9.99 35 248 33
10-24.99 T340 . 937 32
25.3 (L.A.) 282 $5 1,091 3135 20
26-19,99 - 325 +(1.01) 1,276 (1.14) 19
80 & above 356 1,G83 29
- Reform Law Passed
1973-4 Average  $500  ° $1,131 37%
Significance © kxR *%k%k *kk ¢
0- 9.9 . 517 1,105 41
10-24.99 502 , . 1,058 : 40
25.3 (L.A.) 443 . 389 1,102 T 29
26-49.99 512 S 1a7g 19 o
S0 & above 552 . 1,318 31
1974-5 Average 531 $1,207 36%
Significance - %% . T Kk kK
18:29. gg 547 . 1,173 40
4.2 534 . ,139 38
25.3 (L.A.) 476 7 227 flfo 28
26-49. 99 532 C@0D. e (1.15) 27
50 & above 594 1,353 s 32
1975-6 Average $593 $1,354 35%
Significance * . *kk ok
0- 9.99 . 601 ‘ 1,323 39
10-24,99 593 381 1,301 * gosi 36 -
25.3 (L.A)) 556 1,338 30
26-49.99 503 (1.13) 1,649 (2.19) 26
50 & above 682 ‘ .+ 1,574 32

»

Significance levels:

%= .05
k¥ = .01
*** = .001




ethnic minorities. The local/portion-of tne state and local .
revenue figure previously- discussed was higher, the higher the

percentage of Black enrollment and the lower the percentage of

w
~

Chicano enrollment This reflects the greater concentration of Blacks'
in urband areas where tax bases are generally higher. The local ‘
revenue disparity comparing districts of high and low percént Chicano
in 1972-73 was. -$157. It grew to -$168 by 1973-74 and to -$193 by
1975-76. For Blacks, the low-to -high disparity was :éqso in 1972-73
and +8177 in 1973-74. By 1975-76 it was +$170. "In terms of the
purely fisca? effects of.the law, the révenue limit aﬁpeared to have
been disequalizing when Black :and Brown categories are analyZed. But
as observed earlier,'fiscal "equality" is a difficult concept to
comprehend when ethnic and poor minorities are included in the
analysis. 'Input'measures alone do not permit pursuit of the most
important aspect of the issues as they relate to minority ethnic and

income groups.

federal Revenue . N\

In the purely fiscal sense, federal revenue tends to be equal-
e -
izing for Chicanos in that it somewhat offsets local revenue raising

incapacity. Blacks have a local revenuevraising advantage when com-

-~ .

pered to Chicanos (and Anglos) and federal revenue exacerbates their

ad¥antage. The reason for this observation, undoubtedly, is the

fact\that approximately half of the federal revenue Fontribution lF
deriv d from Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act for
both Blacks and Chicanos. "(See Table 23.)

Total Revenue

J B

‘Table 26 presents deta on the mean total revenue for-percent - -

S

Black pupils for 1972~76 After the reformlaw. Black pupils increased.




?

PN

. * _%k:‘ El .
on the average by $118 per pupil and $359 per pupil three years
latér in 1975-76. Similar to the other ethnic gréups, Blagk pupils
increased in total Yrevenue.

Means by Quintiles of Family Income

LY ~
.

L =4
The property wealth quintile analysis undertaken in previdbus

1 Y

discussion is the most frequently used &easure of abllity to pay. -

Another, which is more frequently recommended than actually used,

is mean family income. While large numbers.of_writers.on school
finance reform agree thaé an income measure (or at least an income
'weightéd wealth measure) is superior in . many ways %p a prdberty
wealth measure, inadequate availability of data on family income by
local area curtailstheir usability.

Demographic Characteristics

- -
Tables 27 - 31 provide yet another perspective on the effects
of refgrm legislation. Quiptiles of pupils by’family -income were
gomputed as nearly as poséibie ang the means of each quintile tabu- .
lated. 'Thé ;qua}izing infiluence 'of the legislatioq was e§amined}in
v+ terms of its own intent language.
Table 27 SLOWS that‘the higher the level of.mean.family-igcome
ih the. district, the lower the percent of both Blacks and Chicanos, ////
and, generally speaking, the higher the_percent prban.‘ The table, ¢
aléo reveals that the poorest quintile z:hcgined the largegf
number of districts, indicating that most poor distnicts are
small in terms of ADA count.
Tax Relief o S v)
Prior to the reform, theg@ was no consistent pattern in the e
_relationship between the mean income of districts and the mean local

tax rate, as evidenced in Table 28. The reform lowered the level of ’
2

¥ kY




s

 J

taxes for the majority of diétricts, but in the first year did little—
to estébliéh a pattern- A pattern of lower tax rates Tor Ilbwer income

districts was visible by 1974-75 and even more so by 1975-76. In a

purely fiscal sense, the reform was, to that extent, equalizing w1th

respect .to tax relief bf\incoqp class. .

. ’

Revehue‘Limits

L » ) . ~

. Phe reform‘tld noy explicitly intend to equalize in terms of

L

district mean incomg’, because the measure of capacfty or ability

to pay was eXxpresSed in terms of mean wealth.” The method used to

~/

,equg}ize educational inputs in terms of weélth differentials was

to outlaw revenue increases béyond a staté‘mandated rate based; on

base year efpenditures. If expenditurtehlike wealth, are positively

related to local ircome, an equalizing effect is indicated by the -

reduction in the ability to raise more revenues inshigher'incomf

districts. SR , . ) o ) ‘//
The data in Table 28 seem to show that the highgr'the mean

;ncome, the higher the local revenue per pupil in the year before,

the»%eform, and that the reform did not inte{rupt this trend. .¢he L

reform was, theréforg, not equalizing- in this regard. SB 90 Qas e

.

certainly equalizing in the short run for tax relief, but revepue )

1imits were much less influehced by the reform when analyzed by income

r

categories.

State Share ~ ’ v

-
@

State revenue per pupil decreased as mean fhmily income 1ncreased
in 1972 73 and after the reform. An equalizing increase in state '
revenue z;g}d offset the local tendency for revenue to rise, the
higher the level of mean family income in 1%72 73. The increasg#sg .

negative disparity in state revenue evident in Table 29 between low

-

and high reyenues per‘pupil thus was an equalizing effect,
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Federal R'evenues . ) . .
. Prior to SB 90, as mean family income increased, Title I revénue ;v,

.
-t

and total federal revenue per pupﬁl decreased w1th the exceptlon of

¢
*

Los Angeles a.s seen in Table 30, '/In sqbsequent years the inverse
4

¢ \relat;onship bethen theee two va.,ri'a.bles‘grew in magnitude. SB 9Q, ° ‘
l then, did 'ﬁothing to affect ‘the. role ofi federal rever?uew )
".I‘otal'Expend:i‘.ture’t;y: Family ¥ncome ) . o
. ;Ta,ble 31 pre’sen;s gearf rfa.n:ily income by quintiies ana how it .
- %" is related to total general fund expendltur‘es‘ In general, there* '
¢ v

tends to be no eonsrstent relatlonshlp between tot!’l general fund

" ’

expenditures and mean family income. . -
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e " ) tT * Lo
N - TABLE 6. .
. MEAN TITLE I, FEDERAL, AND TOTAL REVEWE PER PUPIL BY PERCENT

” BLACK EXROLLMENT IN CALIFOP\'IA UNIFIED SCHOOL ®
. . DIS'I'RICI’S 1972-73 TO 1975-76,

3

Y : | t
r) g .‘ h . . i = o~
Percent ' : Federal : Total .
° Black Title I High-Low Revenue High-Low Revenue,  High-Low
Enrollment Revenue (ngh/lrs:w) Per Pupil {(High/Low) Per Pupil (High/icw)
. N . P ‘ ‘. » :
1972-3 Average $27 g $8& 7 $1,00. .
Significance - *kk » T okkok) LT *okk
"~ 0- 9. gg .17 56 1,008 .
10-24. 27 - C 106 4049 :
7 . ’ .
. 25.3 (L.A.) a1 e 100 ooy T o
(  26-49.99 . 46 . 128 . 1,408 - .
50 & above ' 64 : 163 |, ' 1,251 '
— - °efonn Lay Passed
19734 Average $30 = “$75 ) $1,208
Significance . Rk L SO 3 ok >
v 0-9.99 B ¥ ¢ 54 & 1,161 Lo~
10-24.99 ' 33 111 1,172
' 8 107 d , 32
25.3 '(L.A.) 46 e 81 . 3% . 1ae2 sy
26-49.99 . 50 . ' 124 : ; 14604 S
50 & above 75: . 161 - ) 1,489-
“1974-5 Average S 29 g2 . 81,301 2
Significance kK ; *kokp kK. U
¥ 9999 . 19 4 - 65 . 1,240 7
10-24.99 36 - $53 130 . - $107 1,272 . gzel
25.3 (L.A.) 4 . (3.79) © ¢ 18 . (2.65) 1,333 (1.23)
- 26-49.99 A8 7 e, 159 PR - 1,640
' 50 & above - 72 .. 172 _ 1, 531 .
'-1975-6 Average .$30 $ o1 ] $1,449 ’
Significance . *©  %kx. . ' kK . . s )
0--9.99 1 . 68 ©oLger . L
s 10-24.99 a A - 36 1 $56 * * 137 ) } Slol . 1 ,441 i 3352
26-49.99 49 - 145 - 1,795 . :
‘ 50 & above 75 ' 169 # . 1,740 -
' . N . , ] 2
. Significance levels: . ey )
[ ' . ‘ 3 . ”
4 *= 05 : . . ‘ T . ' ’
**k = 0] ) * s X te a ‘ N - .
kK = .ml . ° . « : rS




. /  T4BLE 27 ~ - '

.o ) .
‘o DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF QUINTILES OF PUPILS
.+ «IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED DISTRICTS RANKED BY i

+ MEAN FAMILY INCOME: 1973-74.

o E ‘ ’ ‘ M ¥ )
Mean = - Percent Percent Percént -
Family . Black ! Chicano ™ Urban Number
Income ’ Student Student Student , of - -
(Quintfiles)a’ Enrollment Enrollment Enrollmen% Districts
» ' -
- . - : v - F
1973-4 Average 13% . 18% - ' 91% . ’
Significance * Xk { * % % K - *x* '
less than $10,469 11 - 19 ~ 81 , 126
B . . - . hd Q .
$10,470 - $11,724. 15 . 21 . 92 . 48,
$11,725 - -'$12,400 - 9 : 13 L.o96 .o 30
$12.,404 (L.A.) 25 = ° o 25 L9 - - 1
.~ e M et e e e e e ek 2 .._____,_'.._‘.~_..-- - -
312,700 or more 3 7 % - 95 - a8
- ~ 3 -~ i % .L“ .
a'Ea.ch quintile contalns, ‘as nea.rly as possible, one- frfth of a.I‘l *
pupils /in average daily attendance in the state. “
. N\
Significance levels: ) ) . ’ -
* = 5 . . . B . . a y ‘
\*f - .Ol; ' . t A , . . ) = .
%% ‘= 001 . . - , .
o S o ?
% L
- L 4
Y o
/ ,
. \ . t b - ‘
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: TABLE 28
MEAN LOCAL EQUALIZED TAX RATE AND ‘LOCAL REVENUE PER PUPIL :N
FOR QUINTILES OF PUPILS- IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED DISTRICT§ o
RANKED BY HEAN FAMILY!INCOME *1972-73 TO 1975-76 :
Mean ) Local : ¢ Local
Family Equalized T . Revenue .
Income ., Tax High-Low - Per High-Low
(Quintiles)? Rate (High/Low) . ' Pupil (High/Low)
» 1972-3 Average ¥ 4,51 $673
- Significance - § o oxxx ) Y
] less than $1 449 4.64 . - 507
$10,450-%11, 4,47 ‘0.12 596 ’ 210
Sll 705-812, 549 ! 4,71 . ’ (1.03) 737 . (1.41)
$12 404 (L. A ) - 4,09 . J779 .
312,550 or more | 4,76 ‘ "717 /
e Rt e e Reform Law Passeds———=m=mmmmmmmmmeee e r—--—::jL
. 1973-4 Average 3.99 ; . ' $631 ' >
Significance * ' .
less than $10,469 3.72 493 . . v
N ! 310,470-811, 724 4,02 . 0.39 . 595 211 ,
$11,725-%812,699 ~4.23 (l.lOQ *712 (1.43)
$12 ,404 (L. A ) 3.90 . 645 ) .
N 312, 700 or more 4,11 704 *
. e
1974 5 Average 4. 24 S676 T,
.Significance * kK — 1 -
less than $10,469 3.92 . ., 530
. $810,470-%11,719 4.01 0.4% 621
. 511,720-512,599 .28 (1.10) 737
$12,404 (L Ay . x 56 724
$12,600 or more - 4.30 "'- 753
T e vt e o e e e 2 e et s e v e e e e M ey s et e B0 ot et e e o e A At B At Bt B, B e Ay e D g P ) T e
. R it .
1975-6 Average « 4:32 . . E : f 3761
Significance *x . v
less than 310,469 = ®.08 - - « .. 6lo e
$10,470-%11,719 4,25 ' . 0.32 ‘713
$11,720-%$12, 599 4,38 ¢ (1.08) 848
12,404 (L.A.) 4,42 ° . . ' s 766 , T

812,600 or more.. - 4.40 . ‘ 864

[

. @Each quintlle contains, as nearly sas possible, one flfth of all
pupils in avérage daily attendance in the state,

i

3 Kk

Significance levels: ' . . )
‘ * = 0§ . : « .’ ”
5 * xx = Q] . Y B / ‘ .

. 001 2 . . . P




TABLE 29

MEAN STATE REVEVUE STATE + LOCAL REVENUE AND PERCENT STATE SHARE
OF REVENUE PER PUPIL FOR QUINTILES OF PUPILS IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED
DISTEICTS RANKED BY MEAN FAMILY INCOME:- 1972-3 TQ 1975-76

- . o 3 -
a g

Mean State ' Local # State % State
AFamily Revenue » Revenue - Share
Income Per High-Low Per High-Low *or

(Quintiles)2  -Pupil  (High/Low) . Pupil (High/Low) Revehue
; 4 —— . K .
1972-3 Average $333 . $1006 { . 33
Significance Kk . kR * % %
less than $10,449 384 . - 892, ‘ 43
$10,450-511,704 340 -58 ( 935 152 . 36
$11,705-812,549 333 (.85) 1071 ) (1.17) 31
S$12,404 (L.A.) $ 282 . 1091 . 26
812,550 or more 326 1044 : 31

e e e L—Reform Law Passed--=-=—cmmo e
I * . o ’
- 1973-4 Average $500 ’ , $1131 T 44
Significance ‘ * % * % , * %k
less than 310,469 582 » 1075 . 54
810,470-311,724 509 -110 Y104 101 46
$11,725-312,699 492 (.81) 1205 (1.09) \ 41
312,404 (L.A.) 443 ) ’ - 1102 ) 40
+ 312,700 or more 472 - 4 L 1176 40
Y S 5 ,
1974-5 Average $530 - 31207 . 44
Significance * % % " * % : * %%
less than $10,469 618 ! 1148 ! . 54
310,470~811,719 - 540 -126 1161 107 47
$811,720-312,599 523 (.80) . 1261 (1.08) 42
312,404 (I5.A.) 476 » 1127 . ' .39
312,600 or more 492 . 1245 ~ «° 40
- ) ‘ - -
1975-6' Average 8593 . 81354 ' 44
' Significance . ** 1 ** S KX
less than $10,469 669 . 1279 3 . ) ‘52
$10,470-311, 719 612 -116, ’ 1325 138 46
$11,720-%$12,599 565 © (.83) 1413 : (1.11) €40
$12,404 (L. A ) 556 . . 1338 ' 47
312,600 or more’ 553 o - 1417 , 39
9 J %
J/Each quintile contalns, as nearly as p0551b1e, one-fifth of all
pupils fn averageé daily attendance in the state. N
Significance levels: .- , !
* o= '05 . . e
** = 0] . . v . . .
*¥%x = 001 . . o Lt
r ' 8'?
* . ¢
L & 74

i




. I TABLE 30 }

o v

. MEAN TITLE I, FEDERAL, AND TOTAL REVENUE PER PUPIL FOR
. QUINTILES OF PUPILS IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED DISTRICTS,
RANKED BY MEAN FAMILY INCOME:- 1972-73 TO 1975- -76

4

Mean = “Title I . . . Federal . Total .
Family Revenue Revenue . Revenue
: Income _  Per High-Low Per High-Low Per High-Low
'(Quinti;es)a ‘Pupil (High/Low) Pupil .'(High/Low) Pupil (Hz.gh/Low){3
1972-3 Average @ $ 27 . $81 -  $1090
Significance kX% kK L ° *K ¥ '
less than $10,449 30 -9 102 . - 998
$10,450-%11,704 29 (1533? © . 93 (SBZ’; . * 1032 (%888)
311,705-312,549 25 . 76 ) . 1149 )
312,404 (L.A.) 41 100 . 1191 .
$12,550 or more 10 5 35 . « 1080 . -
----------- m—=====-====-----Reform Law Passed--—--—--------------—--------\------
1973-4 Average  $ 30 i .+ §'75 $ 1208 . L
Significance P ulut : *k % ) : NS
$:5,000-$10,469 33 —21 93 260 - 1183 8
$10,470-$11,724 32 ($36) ©o92 (335y. 1199 f??oz)
$11,725-812,699 - 26 - . 69 R 1275 —~ 7~
less than $5,000 (L.A%) 47 - 81 ") T 23182
‘$12,700 or more 13 - 337 . 1211
1974-5 Average  $ 29 t $ 92 T, 81301
Significa.nce . * % % Kk ° NS | .
* 8 5,000-$107469 8 —97 114 $275 1267 18
$11,720-812,5 ‘ 25 84 - 1346
less than $5 (LA)) 41 © 106 ‘ - 1333
$12,600 or glore 11 39 1285
. 1975-6 Average $ 30 ' 3 91 3 1449 ’
Significance < kEkx ) *xx . NS
S 5,000-%10,469 38 _sa - 119 _ 1415 . -
$10,470-$11,719 34 ($3%? 117 4 ($BZ? 1444 (f4g3) ,
"$11,720-312,599 25 T . 81 ) k495 )
' less than $5,000 (L.A.) 41 y 59, . 1436
.’312,600 or more 12 43. . ‘ 1461 ,
. aEach quinti\le contains, as nearly as possible, one-—fifth of all
pupils in average dally attendance in the state. )
{ : '
Significance levelis:. — .o "' :
L4 = 05 v M . R . W * 4
. o kk = 01 ’ 3 . . ’
*2% = 001 - . e,
[ ] ' ) )
]
. J 4 -
.13
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. . ;. TABLE 31 -
MEAN TOTAL GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL F QUINTILES
OF PUPILS IN CALIFORNIA UNIFIED DISTRICTS KANKED BY
MEAN FAMILY INCOME: }972-73 TO 1975-76 '

Mean g Total
' Family Géneral Fund 0 ‘

" .Income . Expenditures ) ' High-Low N
(Quintiles)® Per Pupil (High/Low) .
1972-3 Average® $1,033

Significance *% .

less than $10,449 1,042 . .
$10,500-$11,704 973 , 50 *
$11,705-812,403 ) 1,004 . (.991)

$12,404 (L.A.) 1,111 : ,
$12,550 or more 1,033 ° ' '
el e Reform Law Passede-=-ceccmcm e e -
1973-4 Average - $1,174 '

Significance *

less than $10,469 1,487

$10,470-811,724 , - 1,128 _$26

$11,725-812,403 15140 _ (.9783. ‘
-$12,404 (L.A.) - - . -« — 1,250 - - 78). : L
$12,700 or more : 1,161 : :
1974-5 Average $1,288 . . :
Significance 7 NS

less than $10,469 , . . S8, -

$10,470-811,719 - : 1,244 - gan "
$11,720-512,403 "y 1,271 '( 268)
"$12,404 (L.A.) , 1,340 '

$12,600 or more 1,269

1975-6 Average ¥ $1,398 & ’ ‘ e
€ignificance - NS - '

less than $10,469 {384 . , e
$10,470-S11,719 £« 1,366 ' : ' 52 ’ L
$11,720-$12,403 - 1,395 - C /o tewmy. :
$12,404 (L.A.) . 1,442 A o : -
$12,600 or more ! 1,302 s o ~ . .

2pach quintile contains,, as nearI} as possible, one-fifth of all
pupils in average daily attendance in'the’state. .

L] . -

- -~
Significance levg}s: ’ ‘ . ) S '
x = .05 _h : . . ) . I
** = (Ol : [ ‘ .
*k% = 001 . .
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: CONCLUSIONSY AND RECOMMENDATIONS .
.' '.;'% ' * ’

. ‘ - -
This study has examined the California School Finance Refoﬁn\
~ Law passed in 1972-73 and its effect on disadvantaged children in
California. ' . . .

-

The' research questiong\on which this study attempts to shed

v light are: e : S

1. To what extent are ethnic and income groups isolated by

schogl distgict boun&aries? Are ethnic and income groups ,
. . v < -

concentrated in a few districts or are they widely dis-

tributed aﬁogg many districts? . L -
2. To what extent is the level. of revegue. available for- ’
education related to\distrlct wealth before and a@tef the \
‘ — L e PefOTMP ~—— - ' et e et
3. What dispafities exist among the major e§hnlbnand.;ncomea

groups in mean educational revenues and expenditures°

~

4. To what extent are the ohanges in ‘resources available to
. - 4 " -
poor and minority schools and dlstricts Wwith the passage
. 9

of the reform legiilation equalizing orx nonequalizing?

5. How can we account foér the differenges in educatiogal
v
revend% available, to different ethnic and income groups ?

e Py Gs summarieéﬂog,chapters have answered most-.of these

questions. Black studentéAtend to be much more conéentrated in a few

'large_urban districts, while Brown studeyis are dispersed throughout:
all kinds of districts, from the largest urbdn to the smallest {'

-
,

* rural district. . ' L [N

4

In general California has experienced a mild positive reform

in Jfinancing of their public schools wﬂen SB 90 was 1mplemented

>

e in 1972~ 3, However the reform has continued ‘the .trends gnd basic
. ' ¥

: = * ‘ :30
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.

financing system entact prior fo the reform legislation.

We discovered a high and positive correlation between wealth

per pupil and state and local revenue. pe pupil which was not

significan;ly changed by the fefbrm law.‘ Thi's finding results

’ largely from the deggge of save hdrmless contained in the bill.

L

‘the étate and local revenues that were available to6 districts

The timé it would takKe to actually begin to neduée tﬁe‘disparities

was calculated at.a minimum of twenty years and, becagse of.the

voted override provisions left in the law, rich districts could ' ~
conbeivably ;ever converge onlphe spen?ing levels of the poorer -

distpic;s. The trial judge found this so disheartening that he

outlawed SB 90 as an iﬁadeduate legislative response.

L
Our wealth quintile analysis confirmed these findings. Before

and after the reform, the higher the wealth quintile, the greater

o — o

»

(despite the fact that the state revenue available was equalizing-

in that it declined in proportion to wealth). o

]

The major features of the.reform law basically raised the

foundatiqg”;evels offall districts by increasing the percentage of
state aid. Also urban adjustments were made to channel more funds

,to urban districts.. The expenditure limits had v@ry little effect .

4

on equalization since rich districts could vote to raise taxes and &

spend more iocal funds. The results of these major'fgatures.in

.

SB 90 tended to reduce ove}all disparities in terms of total revenue

and*expghﬁitu;es. This was apcomplished basically by iﬁcreasing the .- '
State share. \\ ' ) ) f//
vNega.tive and signif&gant ﬁearson coefficients were found 1

each fgéf beéween pg;éenx'Black and Asian, and state reven per
pupil‘and’e¥penditures per pupil. Indeed, the-Black student coef-

. 78
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" taged youths in urban areas. However, the increases were not sub—

effect is adverse to'those minority ‘groups who happen to live

'in.property»rich_districts. _From the preceding observations, we .

v . i,

ficient for state revenue increased in significanceafter the

‘reform, Cﬁieano and Anglo students, on the other hand, have prac-

tically the exact Gppos1te¥pattern of coefflclents the relation , .
between ethnicity and state revenue and expendltures per pup11 \
is 1ns1gn1f1cant and .positive for both and 1ns1gn1flcant and negative
between percent Chlcano and expendltures Percent Anglo and expendi-

tures are also negatlvely correlated, and significant (Tahle 13).

~What all this medns, of, course, is that the state has tradi- ‘

* . . |

tionally provided less equalization aid to Bldcks 'and Asians than to .

~

Anglos and.Chicanos. Nevertheless, local revenue raised in Black

and Asian districts has been sufficient to offset the lesser amounts

of state subventions, causing xpenditdres and ethnicity to register.
as highly significant and nos{tiVe oefficients for Black, and Asian

students,’ . ’ . «

\q\\/95§3dvantaged children“in;the_urpan districkgs fared better in

total per pupil expenditures and raising of,total revenue before and
¢ : r

-

13

after the reform. The reform law tended to dfive more state funds

into the large cities while lowering their tax effort The net

effect is an attempt towaLds equltable expendltures for disadvan—

/

stantial either prior to nor after .the reform law. ' . '

Disadvantaged children, mainl]y poor Chicano, Anglo and‘fimited -

Engllsh speaklng students in rural districts, were, penalized on o ,
9 .
all equ?};zatlon measures. There were no provisions fqr equjitable
F 4 ' ’
-spending in the rural countles and districts.

The irony: " of the reform» of course, is that the ”equa;1z1ng“g

L

L

LY Al

)

’
.
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. : : } ‘
can see that these are Blacks and Asian Américan students. Because

they tend to live in highly urbanized areas, many of which-are de-

clining in enrollment, their wealth per pupil‘appears to be high,

although they are often less well off than many of the others in

terms of income per person) Equalization;will, practically speaking,

be beneficial to Chicanos'and Anglos and‘harmful togBlacks and

Asians. Most of this difference is accounted for by geographic . .

’

" locale.
» )

-

.The inevitability o0f harmful effects from most equalization
_schemes on Blacks and Asian students can be countermanded only ///ff‘
thggugh liberate efforts at maintaining programs designed to aid
r learnihg by means of categorical aid or pupil weightings With
a factor highly correlated with these ethnic groups such as ”urban’
status." On’the Other Mand, equalization schemes should benefit
°Anglo; and Chicanos who are in non-urban settings directly Urban
" dwelling Cbicanos can be helped by the categorical aid or pupil g g -
We;ghting approach;, Chicanos in particular and some Asians can ‘
< also be'assisted‘with the enlargement of the currently woefully N

‘ )
. .
B

lEqualization of the sort required by Serrano is, of course, only

underfunded bilingual education program..

L3

a first step toward the broader concept oﬂ ”equity.? Once the equal

-

base has been estab\\shed those students needing more services

L 4
must be identified and prOVided these services through additional

programs. " Such "inequalities" established for feducational reasons

1 and non-education

1th, were outlawed.

were not outlawed by the court. Only irratio

rgisons, such, as amount of district property w

On the way to equity, several pitfalls are certain ncountered,

producing the kind of ironical results from policy changes of the sort N
. . w ‘ ?\ ) ' ‘ . ‘:“:,;. : ’

g c : 80,93 . 3 .
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reported herein. If any. assistance is forthcoming from these findings

v « .

to preyent‘a Serrano solution from reducing educétionql revenue
P ¢ ‘ .
! !
P for minorities in its attempts to equalize ﬁéa%;h, this study will
<

'

have served its purpose.
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Appendix A '

Summary of California School Finance Reform Prqposais d
/ .
Appendices A and B give a summary overview of school finance reférm

proposals from 1961 to 1977-78. These summaries,do not 1nclude any of .

the most recent school finance findings related to Proposition 13 which

Fs

will clearly affect the school financing system in California.

l, Statewide Property Tax

A statewide property tax had been proposed in eleven '(11) major
Y

°

school nance bills)Qetween 196 an& 1972. Before Serrano, this

notion wasjdefeated in AB 1406 (GP®ene), and immediately after

.

Serrano I it was reintroduced practically verbatim as SB 212 (Dent).

(a) Amounts of Funding \\V

1) Total Amount., SB 2)2 created little new funding.

Essentiglly -a redigtribution scheme, it reapportioned

more benefips than it created. The bulk of the reap-
portionment, of course, would benefit school districts
with less wealth.

-

i . 2) By Program Type. i . , ‘ ¢

. !
a) Foundation Program. SB 212, increased the founda-

tion level minimums from the 1972*'level of $335

per ADA in elementary schools to 3550 per ADA.

4

The cost a55001ated with this raise,was reasonably
low. Rai51ng all districts in California to the
amounts spent by the/h1ghest¢10m would have amounte

to $1.382 billion. Of course, SB 212 made no such

4 A - D . s
proposal.

i
/
P
|

ilArnold J. Aeltsner and Robert Nakamura, "Political Implications of

Serrano,'" in John Pincus (ed.) School Finance in Transition: The Courts:
and Educational Reform, (Cambridge: BiXlinger Publishing Co.), pp. 257~
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, . B .

P b) Type of Formuia SB‘212 substituted a unif

. 4’( form statewide ;%vy_for the complicated set~
P of levies in existence in 1972. These included

the Tequired local effort kmown as the "compu-

1

' . tational tax Pate," a local tax rate and a -

L4
number of local ovexa&des, some requiring

voter app;oval,'some requiring only'district —
Tt board approval. The uniform statewide levy .
! 13 4 "y L]

- , was phased in over a'five-year period: Each
y;ar, districts,that taxed;themeeiyes in
excess of the statewide .rate established byi .
N ' o ‘the bill, with the total set of taxes mentioned
- above, would be able to reduce their iveal tax
. : .rates and overrides gradnally until the total .

reached the statewide rate. ' . @

2. t?he Watson Initiative Constitutional Amendment?
3

, (a) Amounts of Funding ..

t s

Another perennial reform measurg wae‘propesed by
-Los Angeles County Assessor Philiip Watson.‘ It had
x ) failed to obtain sufficient legislative support prior
to Serrano I, nut"the ruling gave him the‘justification

he needed to 1ntroduce it as‘g/statewide constitutional

—

amendment on an initiative ballot WhLCh qualified -for

. . a . .
the ballot,but which was defeated in the-November 1972 *-

4

-

. elections,

.

&

N

2California Legislature, Assembly Committee on Revenue and Tax-_
. . ation Facts About the Watson Inftiative, 'a preliminary report,
December 26, 1971 and Benson,uet al., Final Report to the Senate.
Select Committee on .School Di¥trict Finance, June 12, 1972.

' 83
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~

'Not only did the_Watson’ﬂmend@entnot create new
= funding, it would havé actually reduced state support
by 8771 million by cutting and Treezing the local

property tax rate at $2 per hundred for schools (K-12).
v "It tcontained no means by which to offset the cuts with
inereases‘from stafe revenues. Moreover, it‘denieu
the voters and iegislators the power ever to increase
] " the rate. It. left the problem of replacing the cuts
to the creativity of the legislators which acCounted
in part for its lack of legislative appeal

-

3. \State Board B111 ~ . - v

One other statewide oroperty tax bill introduced at this S
time was SB l171 (Teale) for, the State Beard of Education '
Since /this was reintroduced in the 1973-74 session as AB 720/SB 383

it will be discussed ‘later. °

4. The Gross Receipts Tax -

..

©y (a) Total Amount SB.102 (Collier) proposed a gross receipts
oo : 7
, e 5ﬁé§ tax which would have brought in %4 bi11ion ahd would

have increased the state s share of the education bill
- ‘ from the current 35m to- 100%; but'since it replaced
' N . the:sa%es tax, it’di&'not provide significantly/more
~ money, by means of this substitution. Thée proposal
f $ also elininated the local residéntial property tax

and augmented gyoss receipts with a statewide business

R ' property tax pq_noniresidential propertv. i i
5. District Power Equalizing o R LT
Y SRS . ‘
3 ’ The purest district power'@hualizing program ever/nroposed

- .

by the Legislature was a result of a study commissioned by the,
¢ Vd




~

Senate Select Committeé on school district finance 3 :Dr. Charles ‘

‘Bensoh of the University of California at Berkeley was the staff -

- v [ » . } .
consultant. * - v . I
’ ’ [

() ‘Amount of Funding. ) . -

1) Total Amoudnt. The total net dollars in the law

were not new but recaptuzed from the wealthier

{ districts, and the law even produced a net savings.

. * 2) By Program Type. The bill phased in a sgatewide

tax. rate of $3.87 for a ninimum gxpenditure on a;

v t . statewide schedule over the period 1974 75 to. ’

' ¢ v, - .1983-84, with a minimum 'expendityre of $1689. It - <
' \ required by 1984 that all eipendE:jre be financed’ :

_Aby a local rate of .0518 per $100 assessed valua-
tion fqr every additional $20 per pupil hat the
distrbct wished to raise" up to & maximum add-on
level of $2250 (at $1.5827 local and $§.87 state-

. :b wide tax). Districts raising more than %heuschedule'

would lose money through recapture. . -

. A . ) M L ‘
- . AB 1283 (Arnett) resulted from a planning group that met in -
. ' wef
Santa Cpryuz called the Santa“Cruz Committee on Funding Education.4

6. The Santa Cruz Plan

‘The statement released jin March 1972 and reaffirmed as the modi-
. } pL_
fied Santa 'Cruz Plan in October 1974§ provided for a gradual "

1)

31bid. - * o

' H

4Santa Cruz Committee 'on Funding Education "Policy Statement on
School Finance," March 27, 1972 !

x . |
sldemﬁ October .8, 1974. - 4 . - : ..
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. five-year implementation toward compliance with Serrano by

- 1 M

'mean$ of a progressive computational shlft of assessed value

i

oL between échool districts and a wealth equalizing fund Local

-

property taxes would be reduced through expenditure limits and, ,

s through raising the, level of statewide support from the State‘

. _ General Fund. ) v

’ '. 7 (a) Amount of Funding. The amount ofr new funding under

-~
. . g

—

:, the Santa Cruz'R}an was not entirely determinate: "
., » The plan set guaranteed doilar amounts, which, by l
LIS f- a '1979-80,wou1dbe different for different levels of
oo distriets for the same relative tax effort. However,
. the amounts were left up’to the Leaislature and only
. ‘ranges.were suggested. _Moreover, an inflation adjust-

’ment was proposed for automatic update each year.
- ¢

l)"By Program Type: - Equalization weuld be achieved

L by. $haring the tax base assets of wealthier dis- ~

'Y)

tricts with poorer districts through mandatory ¥
computational pooling and redistribution of 20“

. of each district’'s non-residential assessed valua-'
- =z o g .

tion in 1975-76,.and increasing it by.20% per pupil
¢ ’ ? . * . 0 .
., ' until all the districts shared. Each district

could also voluntarily place a percentagé of itsf
- ‘ _ ADA in an ADA pool equal to ‘the percentage of
‘ . . its total assets B£2 rata in proportion to the ADA
s ¢ © it inserted.

8 - . ) Q/ .
A ) f ' Some of the problems which caused this plan to

[ . r

. - fail were 1).the absence of a"breakdown of data on

residential and non-Tesidential assessed valujtion, _l
!

, ' : . T ' ‘ N

. 86'_.',‘99(‘- , .,




J . . v . ' .- T
. which was needed to determine the true T .
L] ‘ : L i
> impact of that provision on statewide costs
{" . and 2) the Voluntary nature of ADA pooling pro- ,
Lo ' ’ duced uncertainty',\\\ . ' - /
—— ' . . 3, - /- ° 1
7. Willie Brown S Need Factor s

. S

~ The chairman of the Assembly Ways anl Means Committee
* huring the immediate stt Serrano I period‘ wa's a legislqpor
from San Franaisco, 2 district which stood to Yose milliogs

- under Ppractically every wealth equalizing proposal that ignored

' : the Spec}al problems of urban districts. San Francisco ranked,
) \ . n
high above the average district in terms of the official measure

of wealth, but also above-average in’ terms of needs and costs,
. and‘%elow average in terms of family income.
* 1 \ L4
Assemblyman Brown's solutlon was a "needs factor" bill

’s

/QAB 1876) which adm1n1stered the bas1c education grant from th“/
state, o, . ‘ ' .

’

" (2) Amount of .Funding.

TR . 1) Total Amount. New state money according to staff

‘estimates would amount to $1.3 billion for basic

~

grants and $400*miL£ion for the need factor.

. T 2) Bv}Proérameypef "The neéd‘tactor-adjusted‘the
basic education grant, bv factors which measured o

o - the presence of language/handicapSZd disadvintaged ‘

.(as measured'bv AFDC), student ‘transiency and /

¢ - teacher mobilitv. The factored supplements 3 uld K

l | not.be\general'aid, but entitlements accruihg'to‘

e L thoserdistricfs which submitted applications with

plans and procedd!es to improve education for

v low income students. "Where improvement #as not .

N P N ' ". ‘




‘ ! y ¢ evident, the district would lose its eﬁ;ftlel

‘ment. . .«

" When it was evident' that'his bill had little

{ , P

A . - cha#nce for Success, Assemblyman Brown required.

that any bill gxbecteg-to pass through his'key '/

) RN ' ~ committee would have to include hi#'factor form-
+ - ’ . .. . . .
. ula. SB 90, which is discussed next, complied .

AN with that requirement, albeit at' much less cost.

- .

. i ’ o / /-
L ) ..- . ' | , "
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B Post-Serrano Referm Efforts ﬂn-the Legislature .

~ Y P
. ~ .

Judge Jefferson,*in his opinion 1n Serrano I, struck down - SB 90
"as an inadequate attempt at equalization. The timg'it would take to

I
equalize district spending was estimated at thirty years,.or perhaps

3

t

. 1
longer, because of the’ vpted overriide feature and because it failed

-
to deal with the 1nequ1ties in the system such as basic'aid which

4
' * goes to'rich as-well as poor districts. -~

o Striking down-of'SB éo prompted a ngmber of new proposals, some
o of which agaiﬁ'only revived old ideas, ’ut'many of which were gen-
. '§- . ""l x i D ‘ - . /
J/{/ ‘uinely fresh. . ':

.1, ghe State Board Bill =,
The State Board of Education Bill, mentioned above

«

-~ .
-

@l

which was introduéed as SB 1171 (Teale) in" 1972 was
It provided

revived-‘as AB 720 (Greene) and SB 383 (Rodda)..

h ' '
for a statewide property tax and a district powwerualiz—

‘" ing formula above the "quality level," a new name given to
It also included

. the foundation level: but- witiza new twist.

categorlcal aid for transportation, meals for needy pupils

v . { , . i . .
' o ‘bilingual®education monies, and new funding for Early Chiid-

) hood Bducation and\the Educationally Disadvantaged Youth

”
d ’ Program (Willie Brown\s factor approach), It a%so changed

O
‘. 7 \ the pupil count in the funding formulas from ADA to aver&ge
‘ ' daily membership (ADﬁ) which was welcomed by urban districts

who were penalized qnden the ADA soynt by hlgh truancy

S e rates. Districts must provide services'on the basis of
., f . enrollment counts, whether or not pupils are present or
' ‘ s . s

. .
’ truant.

*




(a)

. = -
\
LT ' v
- . A h

Amounts of Fundingi
T :

1)

. 2)

-
,

AN

Total Amounts. . According to a computer
siﬂ&latioq model,ithe total chérge in etete
aid due to AB 720/SB 3§3 was $39,392,000 .
for 1976-77. After’tﬁat‘year, hofleve?, ie‘

fell pr ressively. By 1979-80, the increase

requized was only $36,919,952. - M

By Program Typer AB 750/$B~383 replaced the

foundation level with a qualiﬁy lgvel of )
support which was.cons?derabiy higher ($1120 .
per .elementary pupil cdmpared ﬁifh $888 per
elementary ;hpil under SB 90). More iﬁporl
tantly, it had derived thls ”quallty Tevel"
‘'of support by actually pr1c1ng out th; cost

of education ‘in Callfornla rather than simply
&

“droviding a "computational' minimum which bore . —

no relationsBip to costs. e
After a.five-year phase;in:period the
"\ per pupal amounts would be expected to be at-
the quallty level for all dlstrlcts with no
locatl tax effort. Instead,-a stqtew1de prop- y
erty tax of:$4.would be levied by the state
against ell‘districts) and 5@aéed in at $.80

a year, while the Eomputatibpai tax rate weuld

decline proportionaﬁef§.' :




AB'720/S;:%83tglsd repealed the basic

aid provision of the Edpqation Cede, which

guarantees to-2ll districts $120 per pupil
Yol o . ‘ - &
regardless of the wealth of the distfict. It ™
also réquired tﬁatd,after 197§\Qé;/districts'
with revenue limits above 150%,of the quality
1eve1 ¢ould only increase revenue limits by )

yoter approval. Districts with revenue limits

less than the quality level could increase uB ;

‘to that level 1mmediate1y, "and were required

to do so by tHe end of the five -year phase-in.

‘ Tax rates were equalized by a computa-
tioeal 1eve1i?g of’ assessed Values per pupil.
After the phése-in,'tﬁe required ‘local effort
to raigk one dollar per pupil iﬁ revenue above
the qliality levél would Be base& on the assump-
tion tha:\fistrict;wealth was equal to tﬁe .
state averagei In the first year, all dis- *
tricts with wealth per pupil greater than that
necessary to raiie the 90th percentile or less
than the 10th percentile would be credited with
a wealth equal to the 90th and 10th_percentiles,
respectively. Districts lying between these
parameters would use‘their local wealth to ‘
raise revenues aBove the quality 1eve1:’ Eacgh
year the equalizationﬂgands would spread
first to 80th and 20th percentiles, then ‘to 70%h

and 30th, uhtif; finally ip the fifth year, all

T log o
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. PN ’ l :' " ¢ . ’ O .\ . i . .
. ' . districts would be credited with the state ,
R . " "average for their type of districé., ' .
A P N * ¥ . .
C . The Stgte Board Dblan Would'hav§<;een a M
. ' complete solution to Serrano, but its pfo—'f
a v v & ponents were too few in,nﬁmber" It failed to
. ﬁaés the 1973-74 législétive'sessionﬁ ‘
5 \\\\ ) Leg?slatioh which did pass successfully ~
é > N N "
through the 1973-74 sesSion was in.the nature
9 - ) . ’
) ' ‘ of '"clean-up" or "trailer! bills for SB 90's
; _~' . ' . tedhnical-failings,apd eventual fiscal-inad-
pl ] ,“', /) equacies. AB 1267 was the 191?-04 tfailer{ .
" aAd later bills upgraded the state's 'shdre and
. . - L}
. . ’ B P *
. introduced better equalization measures.- Some
) . . of these later efforts will be discussed ﬁelow. T
.+ 2. Subsequent Reform Attempts. .. Lo )
The years intervening between the stﬂiking down of SB 90
,A T in Serrano I and the eventual proposal which direct%y addres-
sed Serrano II, and which is currently Iaw (AB 65}.Greene5, -
CoL saw a lot" of activity ;n support of,reform, encouraged by
. both Governor Brown, and the Speakérs of both Houses, McCzrthy
' and Mills. , . ' e
. s , ) - . ) . ‘
,The‘public activity took the form of task forces Yan sehool
s figance and tax reforﬁ appointed by Speaker McCarthy.1 The .
;. work” of both groups was voluminous, so only a brief reference .
¥ , . - ) “‘ . . - > <
‘. . ~ '| \ .
1Task Force - Serrano/Priest Tax Reform, Agenda, August 27, 1976 t
fmimeo). . o .
. ' . - ' L. - .




T to-the school finance task force can be made here.
. e _' . The'!'Speaker's Task Forqe‘on,dgiool Finance'was.directed
to "...(1l) Gather whatever data is necessary and Qevelop ~

AY \

.

required simulation models whicn are necessarylin order to -

~ . - {

knalyze and didplay the impact‘of alternative Serrano v.

& Priest proposals on different types of taxpayers and school ~

T. districts and (2) to. develop alternative reform proposals
: ' ' “3r cons1deration by the Legislature in January including

pert1nent information n2 . ..
Lo pea L] M .
4

o e e In September 1976 the Task Force divided itsalf into
sdbcommlttees to consider the following pqssible Serrano

mmms . &‘

” .

(1) Full state assumption, educational vouchersl state

: T o assumption‘ofl eachers' salaries", A f _
. ' ’ (2) Wealth equalization, district power equalization,"

- ' - . county-regional equalizatioh, percentage equdliza-

. . ot
o . tiqgn schemes, .variable computational tax rates

’ ] ’ .’
N . Y
stratified equalizationgapcording to. district

} ’ ' . size. - .« o
- ’ » . . ¢ .
M . g . . .
. d (3)

‘Split roll assessment roll with power equalizing,:

- split®roll without power equélizing, staté. tax on
future assessment gfbwth . -
[ s - (4) Other: 'Future state funds through homeowner/renter

;  tax relief, redefinition of the state's fundamental

- interest in‘'the constitution, validation of the

present law, . —

H r N
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Clearly, the plan Wwas to reevaluate all of the potential

.+

solutlons to Serrano and to choose those which appeared

. -
~
T

politically viable. S, . Cv
Three reforms received the most consideration:

* e s . .

(1) A countywide tax, as a first step toward a state-

- wide, tax (AB 2896 Greene) ’ S,

[
f -

(2) Spldt roll assessment, i.e., differing residen-

—_— tial and non-residential ratés ?

(3) Wealth pooling devices which- wbuld requ1re freezing
tax rates in high wealth districts ahd the estab-
lishment of a mlnimum tax rate for recapture
purposes (SB 809 Campbell). - | o _"‘
Despite the extens1ve research of these prooeedings -the -
'Governor uliimately ignored all. of the task force recommen—.
dations and>developed a plan which was completely different
’The GOVernpr s bill which was carried by the Chalrman of
the Assembly Education Committee, AB 65 (Greene), is the

subject of the.next. section ot the study. v © €

¥ 5
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fppst—Seﬁiano II activity,. that lay is” so recent no empirical data -

" o " AB 65 was pas§ed by the Legislature on September 2, .

Appendix C , R
- I * . -
The Recent Reform Law (AB'65)

’ : - , R .

1] L

"Whilé the most recent law in" California is the result of - .

&
»

*

As a result, while the pro- -

i

is available to report 3n this study.

visions of that 1egis1ation ‘will be explained in this section it’

will actually be SB 90 thev;égislature S response to Serrano I

which will(ﬂe the focus of .the emplrical part ‘of the study below.

o
4 1. Flnahcial Provisions of AB 65 - L c

’
4

1977, but tax rates for 1977-78 were set on September 1 .

v

As a result most of “the general finance provisions

i 4

< 1977

do not take effect until 1978~79

including increases in

foundation 1eve1s and revenue 11m1ts,

r governing tax relief ahd wehlth—equalization.

categorical aid provisions and a one-time grant to compen-

and the Qrov1siohs

Howewver,

.

sate for the delay in:equalization aid to districts do take

*

effect . immediately.

Foundation Levels <

~

- - L4

©

—

Foundation grogram~amounts increased by’ 875 per- ADA

'for 1977~ 78

Because of ‘the delay Ln implementation of the
/‘ R

b111 they will jump by $154 for 1978-79,

and will inerease

' by .another $119 for 1979 80,

Thereafter}the foundation

. -program.amounts will increase by 6% per year’

Table A shows,

~,
the foundation program amounts through 1981- 8§

. P
¢ . LI R . “

N

L

N

M 1Robert Singleton and Paul Goldfinger "California's Néw School

‘Finance Law:

General Finance and Categorical Aids Provisions,”

Octoben, 1977, (mimeo).

4 3
ce -
3

!

. .1-0.5,;
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.on., . A . s . ’ -
/ @, , S ‘ 7 N - j
. L 7 - . v, . . ‘ .
. ’ ‘Table A. Foundation»Program Aﬁounts ) .o
g . o . ‘
' - . , ‘High g ) Increase % Increase
»  Year Elementary School Unified " Over Prior (Based upon, ‘
tor oo . -Year” Unified. Value) :
\ 'M/ ~ /- ~
- " \., = Y
¢ . ! * L] N
197677 1012° 1198 1093 - N e
“Tor7-78 © 1087 - 1273 1168 $ 75 6.9% r
1978-79 1241 1427 1322 . - $154 13.2 -
' . % Lo Vo R . -
ST 1979-80 1360 ‘1546 . 1441 $119 9.0% .
. . . . . \
. '1980-81  1446. . 1632 1527 $,86 6.0% .
1081-82° 1538 " 1724 1619, '$ 92 6.0%
. | a \' .‘ . B
-, s * , L /7 -
3. [Revenue Limits o . . -

LI » ~
Revenue 1limits were computed in the usual manner for 1977-78,

with a district getting a revenue limi"increase equal to 875

bl

multiplied by the district s squeeze factor ' .

Beginning in 1978- 79 high revenue districts are subject to.a .{

double squeeze--if in the prior year the district s revenue =
. ' [ ] 5.

“1imit exceeds 1200 of the' foundation program then the revenite
1imit increase for the district will be based on 7% of the

/A foundation program, squeezed, rather than the full incrégse in

¢

» " " the foundation program amount /squeezed. (When the increase in

the foundation program drops below‘? Y as in 1980 81 and aiter-
wards the double squeeze does not apply ) Thus, for example in

1979~80 high revenue districts get- revenue limit incre ses based'

¢ M ~
on a 7% increase (about ?fg) .squeezed, instead of the full %lf%
A ) .
increase, squeezed (see Table A). ‘ £ :

- ‘ Because of the extreme discontinuity in the double squeeze -

formula, it would be posslble fbr a district with a revenue limit

T ' . . .
A . , : v
.

i

. . ‘ . . , ) ) . . \P tJ
Q ) e 96 :léf- . ) .

RIC - e ’J .»
» = i R . * ' n“ ¥ - Ah’y‘
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- . . at, say, the 121% leyel ";one year to wind up with 4 lower
- . . ' - *
revenue limit thagn g,diétrict that was right at the 120% level.

R _~jA'hé1d-hafm1esé provision,prevents this. T

. AB 65 makes up for the lack of large revenue limit increase
’ in 1977-78 by recomputing higher "computatéons " 1977-78 revenue,
‘ o ‘ ‘11nits are c@mputed using the foundation program amounts shown,
in Table B and .these are used to compute the 1978-79 revenue~$*”a

. : limits.’ (Thekrecomputed 1977~ 78 revenue 1limits are used only

b

for computing the 1978 79 revenue limits and do not change a

.“n Lt " district's ‘revenue in 1977-78.)

-

> ’ Table B. Foundation Program Amouhts Used for Recomputing the
‘ 1977-78 Revenue Limit 1978-79 Revenue Limit.
o .- - High . Increase - % Increase - -
4 T Elementary School Aﬁpified Over Prior (Based upon -
/ S v * Year Unified Value)
Y, .

o

- 1976-77 . 1012 1198 1093 = -e- S /;,,
. 1977-78 - -1132. 1318 1213 ° 3120 11.0%

e - ' ‘ - . e ” 4 \d
1978-79 1241 Y427 1322} s109 * . 9.0%

: : oo e .
v ‘ i 2 v

A
d

The "double $queeze" is used for hig@ revenue districts in'
. o '
»lrecomputing‘the 1977-78 révenue limit, and again in using that

value to computé the 1978-79 revenue Mmit. It will continue to

’

Vool . ’ _ be used in each year that the increase ‘in the foundation program

amount exceeds 7%. -_—

4. Extra State Aid in 1977-78 for Equalization Aid Districts
' Had AB 65 beesed earlier; all districts would have had revenue
) limi%e equaf Ep‘the'“recomputed” 1957778 revenue limit (see
above).  In addition, equalization aid districts would have#re—

ceived an additional $45 per ADA in equalization aid because AB 65

-

‘ T ,. . ' N7 ! 1i0. | Y,




.. . L. y

would have increased the foundation programdamounts by an .

- . y
¢ [

extra $45 for lg?? 78.
In order to compensate districts for not getting any help in
1977 78 AB 65 provides a one- time grant to equalization aid dis- -

\

tricts equal to $45 times the district's squeeze factor for most

districts, but only $3 times the district;s squeeze factor for

_those districts with revenue ﬁimits above the lZO%'ranée.\ Be- Y

.

cause basic.aid districts would have paid for any higher revenue
. ».

llmits solely from local nroperty taxes and tax rates were’ .

already set, they do not get any revenue help in 1977-78 from
. " +
AB 65. " :
’ » Ce— oo : ‘
Declining ADA . .

) Beginning in 1978-79, d1stricts which had a decl‘pe in ADA
oi over one percent w1ll compute their revenue limit adJustment
for declining &DA, using »5 of their loss in ADA this year plus
59%‘of their loss in ADA in the previous year. However, ir a
district does not meet the criterion of having the one'perpent o .
loss in'ADA‘in the current year,it does‘ not get any revenue ‘
\

limit adjustment, even if its losts in the prior year was well

‘over one percent. « " . -

Slippage--Tax Pelief for Equalization Aid Districts

Slippage is the term used to describe the situation -where

assessed value per ADA 'grows faster than the foundation program

-

amounts, resulting in the percentage of the foundation prograg.a;*-

funded by state aid slipping from year to year.' o S e

»

AB 65 totally eliminates sliprage. Beginning in 1@78~79, ,'ﬁ’

the computational tax rates used to determine equalizatton aid'
) 4 / ¢ %
for elementary and high schools will be adjusted annually.‘so '
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;; h a that the percepﬁage of state aid as a fraction of the total
‘ foundathn progrwn for equalization aid distrlcts will be the
N

’ same as it was in 1977- 78. Adjustments to the computational

Te IS ,» tax: ‘rates will be made separately.for elementary and high o
A jié. 2 \* The’following table shows these estimated compytational -
. L g tax rates: o ‘
Ly i; Seo ZEEE. " Elehentary _ High Schdol
3( _ 31977-78‘ D . s2.23 ‘ $1.64 -
s T D 1078-19 c2a7% 1,53
e, © . 1979-80 L2130 141 o,
,_r/."‘ : _‘_1980-81. 2.07 Co1ss ‘o
- 1981-82 L 2.04 . 1z§\ g
- Uh \’ ° - Thus, equalization aid districts will get tax‘relief estimagd
) e ted to be 21¢ at the elementar; level 'and another 32¢ at the
| . ) bsl high school level (53% for a unified school’district) by 1981-82
. A . under thls provision of AB 65. * . B
- ',5.7‘ Guaranteed Yield Program - More Tax Relief for Equallé"?ian Aid
' Y0 Distriets. . | 4 " o " o
: N : ; The Guaranteed Yield Program (GYP) is a wealth equalizing )
s ) plan that provides coﬁeiderable tax relief to low wealth dis- :
‘?" T . -tricts beginning in 1978 79 Additional state aid is provided

through the GYP “for all eqhalization aid districts with current ﬂ

revenue limits in excess of the foundation program.,‘Future

o voted ovérrides are also covered. :
o . . . . ( . .

" ‘ ) The formulas create a GYP wealth equal to the“breakpoint be- -

X ';L‘ g tween equalization aid and baskc aid districts /equal to the .

- . .
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: . foundation program amount minus basic aid ($120) divided by
computatlonal tax rates (as determined by the- sllppage formula--»
see section 6 above)7. Districts with modified assessed value
per ADA of less than the GYP wealth on the elementary level N
_ﬁigh_school level, or both’levels, will get additibnal ‘state_

aid to pay for'revende limitsfin excess of the foundation program

- L]

amounts. Thisgadded state aid replaces looel revenues and thus
8

“provides tax rerlef for the district - . o
. ‘ “ wThe applrcatioﬂ‘of the formula consisﬁb of the follo&ing ;l .
' . steps: ‘
‘ (1) For each ievei (elementarp or high school) compute an *

amount per ADA equal to the district's revenue limit
s

.l ‘ ' minus the fOundation program amoung.‘ Phis dis the .
amount to be wealthhequalized. ' N ,'.p, ‘ ) -
. (2) Using thé GYP wealth for that level, determine fhe - -
? PR £ .ﬁar rate: needed to‘raise this amount per ADA. ‘ i’
© (3) Using the{district's:modified assessed value per AﬁA
T for that level{*%eternine the amountxof révenue that
T : fhe‘district would raise from the\oonputational tag' .
d = rate deternined in"step (2)i Sy ’ .
¢ . (4) The'GY§ state aid is equal to Ehe amount of the wealth \
. | equalized frggﬁstep (l) minus the local effort,computed
in step (3) /A unified distrid—\may ge; GYP revenue »u\
et . . on one level only; it lS basic aid on the .other level
.\ 8. Wealth Equallzation for High Wealth D1str1cts , C ) , / ‘
! Several provisions of AB 65 result in wealth equalization ‘
s ) ' for high weal’& districts and therefore mean higher tax'rates“A p
in those districts. All of the following ;rovisions are effeptive
- beginning'.l978'-.-79. _ 113 . A "Q\ ‘o
) ‘ 100 o '




(2)

(b)

tax increase,

.
- . % e

Basic Aid e o T

Basic aid -is reauced‘from $125 per ADA to 3120
per ADA in 1978-79. Equalizatioq aid districts get

an extra $5-per APA in edhalization £id to offsetl this

-loss .but basic aid districts must make up for this
SN
loss from local pro rty taxes.
. , .
Minimum Tax Rate . *

" Some few very high wea}th’districts fund their

\ -
revenue limit with tax rates (1ncluding areawide tax

rates) of less than $1.00 on the elementary level
$.80 on the high school level, and $1.80 on the unified

‘ 4
Thig provision.of AB 65 would require these

]

districts, to levy tax.rates of at ldast these amounts,

- . 4:
and for the state™to recapture the revenue from the

level.

Districts thch vote revenue limit over-

rides'still do not escape. this form of recapture.

I3

Voted Overrides ‘ ‘é - .
-~ - All futuré voted revenue limit overrides are com-
P o oo

‘It was noted above that low

wealth districts that vote overrides are coveredaunder'
J

the-GYP program

pletely wealth equalized

Similarlyf°high wealth districts must

levy taxes’to pag for voted overrides as though their

N\ .
wealth were qual to the GYﬁ wealth (described above),

Since basic aid districfs'are all wealthier than the

\ -

GYP wealth, this,computed tax rafe wiil raise more in

the district than the:amount of the voted override,
. - L ] “~ 3 . +
this excess revenue is recaptured by the state.

¥

+
and
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() PYGTax , . W ‘ ‘
. Bagic aid districts are also. subject, to the School
District Equalijzation Tax, popularly known as the neg-
. ntive GYP, or the PYG. Under this provision a peroea-
tage of the amount by which a high ﬁéalth district -
revenue linit exceeds the foundatlon program amount is
wealth equalized. Thus, 10% in 1978 79, 15% _in 1979-80,
,or 20% in 1958 81 and thereafter of the difference
3 bethen the revenue 11mit.and the foundation pr@gram
" amount gets wealth equalized. Again, the GYP wealth is
L. é’ ! used to determine a computed tax rate required to raise

the amount to be wealth equalized, and the excess rev-

. enues are recaptmred nz,the state,
- ) 3 . ® A unified district that ?éceiveg_gqﬂgg;:;tion aid

on one lqvel put only basic aid o the other levei is

., not subject to the EYG nor to the recaptured aspect of

. the voted override Aropision. /’17" e
T Yt » )
9. STRS - , : X
z » . 3
i ‘ The formulas for computing state aid and the revenue llmit
adjstment for the Stat?PTeachers Retirement System (STRS) 4

{ undergo a radical change in 1979-80, resulting in a much simpler

_ A system. - ] o )

i

District contributions to SPRS will be 8.0% of certified

salaries in 1978-79 and this percentage will grow by 0.5% per

X

year until it reaches 10.0% in)lQ%? -83. ;

= Beginning in 1979780, state aid'fnr STRS' will be apportioned
using a formula similar to thg GYP. High wealth districts will

~"’E§Z no'state aidhﬂ589me hfgh wealth- districts current%yééet state

. -

' r PRV '
" \ 102 ’1*0

” ' i - 1
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aid for STRS equal to-a few cents on the tax rate. -~ (

b » ’ v \
The exact formula for determining state aid for STRS uti-
: §§ . s

= -

lizes the following steps:

, N ...p‘ N -
(1) Districts are given a computational wealth equal to the,

‘) GYP wealth per ADA multiplied by 1. 125 Thus ,> districts
are leveled up higher than ‘the GYP wealth by a factor
of one-eighth.

(2) Compute the tax‘rate necessary tOuraise’the STRS contri:
bution as'though the district's wealth was computed in

step (l) This calculation is done separately on the

4

'elementary and high school levels of a unified -school

-

- * i v "y )
q‘ strict- é‘ ) \\ .-
(3) Compute the actual yield fﬁsa the tax rates ﬂetermlned

in step (2), using the district's modified=assessed -

value per ADA,

<

. (A) State aid.is equal te (a) the district's contribution

*to STRS minus (b) the yield from, the computatlonalqtax
X v - '
Yrate determined in step (3). ' There,is no recapture if

>,
s

this amount is negative g ’ J

# L]
i,

Distriets are allowed a revenue limit adjustment equal to
431'30'71 LR ,.‘ ’ :
th@ full’ amoﬂnt that must be- raised locally. There will no

longer be any encr achment on general revenues due to a partial

- revenue limit ad] tment, a problem that was severe for many

low wealth districts. o .

e

Also in 1978- 79 tse amount of tpe district cost for STRS
that was made part of the 1972 73 base yea® revenue limit‘gets '

taken out of the 1978-79 base revenue limit. Therefolre, local,

9 4
costs of STRS will no longer‘be squeezed




e The state will alsd:increase its direct, contribution tg_STRS

by 3% of certlficated salaries, to be phased in ovemn six years.
’ ‘ . 4 4
Under AB 65 then ,. logal districts pay an extna 2% of salaries

, (with all but the highest wealth districts gettlng state sub-___

"sidies) and the state paylng all of another 3%  of salaries, for

. a total gpcrease of 5% going to the STRS fund




