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Abstract

This paper examines issues of equity in -public educational policy
surrounding proposed federal income tax credits for private school tui-~
tion expenses. The céntral question asked is just who will benefit from
tuition tax credit proposals. Such quéstions of equity are common to
policy debates in every arena; in educationequity standards commonly
hold that public schooling resources should be distributed independently
of a child's race, or sex, or parental income, or place of residence. There
is an implied definition of equity--that children should benefit from equal
‘educational resources unless there is a justifiable reason for some departure.
While there is little information about what c¢hanges in behavior might be
brought about by a tuition tax credit, certain qualities of the federal tax .
system and the financial realities of private.school attendance combine to
suggest which families might be more ‘likely to respond to such a program.
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t This chapter‘examines issues of equity in pub]ic educational po]icy

surrounding proposed federal.income tax credits for private school tuition

expenses. The centra] question asked is Just who W111 benefit from tuition

tax credit proposa]s such as the one now sponsored in 1982 by the Reagan
Administration, or from similar p]ans recent]y advariced with some success in
Congress by Senators Packwood (R-°0regon) and Moynihan (D--New Kprk) 'ine
framework for the discu551on is a comparison of would-be rec1pient families
on the one hand, with all families with school-age children in the United
States on the other. The analysis probes how'private school families with
tex'credit eligibility compare'to all school families and further suggests
some implications of allocating public funds to private schoo]ers‘rather than
to all typical school children and their families. The dimensions of'the
comparisons--race; sex, f;mily income, geographica]Alocation,heducational
"need," and level--are common to discussions of equity in.public policy, but
nevertheless a defense of the perspectives adopted for this.treatment is
offered to the reader; and the fundamenta1 value foundation of most equity
arguments is acknowledged. |

The heart of the discussion is a set‘of descriptions of the effects of a
typical tuition tax credit plan in a static sense, i.e., estimates of impact
are orovided according to current patterns of private and public school

attendance. This type of analysis is only recently achievable, since most of

' the needed data describing private school families were not collected by the

United States Bureau of the Census nor by anyone else prior to 1978. The

static comparisons are followed by a brief discussion of potentiai'dynamic

' consequences which have equity impiications and which could result from

implementation of tuition tax credits, namely such events as increased demand -

for private schools because of the credit, and possible induced changes in
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tuition -and scholarship poiiciés 6f those_schoojs. While research has yet
to tell us much about the behavioral changes that tuition tax credits might
cause, certain qua]itiesgof the federal tax system and the financial readi-
ties of pfivate school attendance combine to suggest which' families might

be more likely to respond to such a program. Fina]]y,:public poiicymimplicatiohs.

of this analysis are suggested.

Equity, Education Policy, and the Analysis

Equity refers by definition‘énd custom to dua]ities_of fairness or
_justice. In public policy-making, eduity discussions. are usually concérned
with who receives the benefits of a program or law, and subsequent conclu-
sions hinge-on.Whether anticipated or measured distributions to beneficiaries
are just. We need not search wide1y to convince ourselves that most assess-
ments of equity in policy debates create some controversy. Such controversies
in education policies have three sources--distributional ipterests, competing
views of justice, and the inscrutibility of the educational process; To the
extent that an eduity argument {mplies alteration of existing funding distri-
butions as a remedy, the winners andvlosgés are likely tb respond automatiq;
ally with incompatible pleas for what is socia]]y just. In additidn, viéws'
of social justice driven by notions.as sharply competitive as freedom and
equah‘ty1 can lead to irreconciliable "equity-based"kérgUments on both sides
of an iésue. And finéi]y, we usually find precise and ¢omprehehsiﬁe assess-
ments of benefits and resources tied toveddcatjon to be beyond our analytical
- grasp; and so at their-most fundamenta] ieve] our arguments fqr educational
justice caﬁ‘lack grounding in what really should matter--the ultimate results

for our children.
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wAn anélysis‘Of equity and tuition tax'tredits faces all of these prqb-
1ems.} Ta* credits wouid allocate federal dollars to private school families,
perhaps at thé éxpénse of existing programs for pUb]it schools; thérefone, a
primary éet of battle 1ines is natufa]]y drawn. Supporters advance claims of
liberty (freedom t0'chbose among schools) and basic rights to what one has
earned (i.e., their school taxes) in support of.tuitidn tax credits. Detrac-
tors argue that the fundamgnta1.redistribution implied by proposed tég credit
- schemeés is discriminatory in favor of the nation's elite. These two argu--
ments do not negate each other; they rathérvspeak to different vaiueé sought
in public policy which are maintained ﬁn varying balances through our govefn;:’
mental actions. And finally, the tuition tax credit contrévérsy {nc1udes

perceptions of what public vérsus private schools in fact accomplish and hoﬁ v

they achieve their ends--matters that are only beginnihg't0°be treated

rigorous]y‘by researchers, and which have yielded more turmoil than facts |
so far.2 | Q :
The following analysis is based on a view of equity in education that is
dominated by the idea that equal treatment of al children is an inherently
just state,vand that departures from equa]ttreatment should be made oh!y when
justified by. the presence of particular educational "need." Current edUCé; |
tional policy at 511 levels pays consideréb]e attention to,thts view even
though the ideal implied in the standard remains a distant goal. As one

example, there is a firm Constitutional mandate for equal protettion under

the law which applies to 1nd1v1dua1 state systems of education. Th1s has

meant that differential treatment of pup1ls accord1ng to their race is genera]]y
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illegal under state law, and illegal under federal law if deriving from
direct actions of governing bodies. As another example, several state con-

.stitutional decisions have further held that the'level of public funding of

schoo]s'may not be prim i]y abfunction of the property wealth of school

/
districts. These cha]]eng s were spawned by observations that wide per- pup11

spending d1spar1t1es across d1str1cts exist as a genera] ‘pattern in our
school system. -
So we seem to possess some social concerns for non-discrimination in

education on the basis of race or wealth. A complementary strain in our

current policies and their underlying philosophies is that we do single out

certain types 6f children for special educational treatment,>oftén in the
name of equity. At least two-dozen federal edgcational programs and like
numbers of state initiatives have been established tc meet the needs of
special pupil populations who "merit" additional or special services, rang1ng
from T1t1e I programs for the educat1ona11y d1sadvantaged to the special
educat1on”prov1s1ons of Pub11c Law 94-142. "Equality of educational oppor-
tunity"tprobably best expressés our demonstrated social intekestlin helping
to redress various pupit disadﬁantages--we extend extra resources to groups
who seem to start out behind or whose special talents or 1tmitations demand
unique interventions. |

This leads to the structure of this equity discussion. If we favor é
world in which public authorities are blind to the race, sex, wealﬁh, and
geographical situation of their children when it’comes to provig;tg them with
an education, will tuition tax credits support or hinder this pfeference?
And if special pupil needs should receiQe some priority in public educational
finance, will tuition tax credits contribute to or detract from this end?

The following analyses pose and attempt to answer these two questions. We

%
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with a/sketch of a typical tax credit proposal, and proceed to the

discissionsy _ ) oy

ATy 'cél,Tu'tion Tax Credit Plan

;.gién\gj/;he comparisons,preéented belbw refers, Qhere sgssjijij‘is

needed, to a plan similar to current andArecently considered Cbngressidnal
proposals. The critical ingredfents of ‘the hypothetical plan are:
1. I: prondes for a credit against fede;al per;onél income;téxgs of
- one-half o Aprivate school tuition paid up to a maximdm credit of
$500. ‘
2. The credit cannot exceed tax 1iabiljty, i.e., the credit is‘nqt a
refundable credit. |
3. Families sending children to ahy state approvéd non-public elemen-
tary or secondary school, including ﬁhose affiliated with religious
institutions, are eligible to claim a credit.
4. The credit app]ies to tuition paymentsbonly,,and not to other fees

which a school might chargeAfdf such things as books, 1aboratories;A

or uniforms.

A specific proposal may vary from this model, but recent serious con-

tenders in the Congress have incorporated this basic design,

' The gggity'of Tax Credits: A Static Analysis o o

The following analyses trace the effects of a typical tax credit plan to
the existing clientele of the nation's private schools, and do not address
"the possibilities that new families will be attracted to private schools
"because of the credit or that schools might alter tuition or scholarship
policies in response. These topics are considered later. The credits are
assumed to be distributed according to the present distributions of pupils in

private schools, and also according to estimates of tuitions paid and to the
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degree to thch iheir barents are.1ike1yvio ﬁave tax liability from which to
subtract a credit. For.manx family gharacteristits of interest, we'how have
relevant iﬁformation about enrollment in private séhoo]s. Ou{ ability to
match tax 1iabi1ity with pupils is not as precisg dué to data 1%mitatidns,
aﬁd thé analysis hereeemp]oys appro;imations inferred from incoﬁe distfibu--
tipn{;qf school-going families. |

i -

/

‘Benefit Patterns by Type of School and Level

The broadest equity guestion related to tuition tax credits.'and one not

often raised in these terms, is the allocation of public education funds

- between children in public versus non-public schools. fndependent bf the

size of the credits granted in an actual plan, and assuming no net enro]]ment
shifts‘betweeé sectors, the rebate wj]] be available only to the slightly
more than 10 percent‘of the nation's'échoo] children who’attend privateA
schools. Public school children are non-recipients.

In addition to the obvious distinction bét&een public. and non-public
school children as beneficiaries, tuition tax credits would affect grade
levels Qichin schools differentially. As shown in Table 1, Americans send

their. elementary school children to private schools in greater proportions

than their children at higher grade levels.. In grades one through-sfx, 11.5%

of total enrollments nationally are in private schools, while only 7.4% of
high school students are in the private sector. vSo, a plan yhich does not
distinguish among grade 1eyels‘genera11y favors the parents qf elementary
school children as a matter of policy.

The distribution of beneficiaries between the lower and qpper'grades on
the basis of their private school attendence rates masks the fact that the

parents of high school children will each qualify for larger credits since

1j

\




Table 1

Enroliment by Type of School and Level in Thousands

K 1-6 7-8 '9-12  Total
Public 2593 18306 6450 13994 41343
Private 432 2374 735 1122 4663
Private % " 14.3 1.5 10.2 7.4 _ 10.1

- ,
Source: Current Population Reports, series P-20 #360, Table 14, October 1979

&

they pay more in tuition. ‘As Table 2 shoﬁ;; estimates ofkmedian tuition pay-

ments for high school and elementary school were $901 and $356 respectivel&

" for 1978. This means that high school parehts'would'dualify for credits

averaging as much as $451, whereas elementary school parents would typically
receive only $178. These estimates overstate expected average credits, since
some parents will not receive a full credit because they have insufficient

tak liability. It is further likely that the parents of elementary private

school pupils will have lower average tax liabilities, since they generally

Table 2
TTC Benefits: Elementary vs. High School

Private Median - Total .

Enroliment Share Tuition Credit Credit’ Share
K-8 3109 73% $356 $178 $533 mil. 52%
9-12 1122 27% 901 451 506 mil. 48%

Source: CPR, op.cit., tuitions from unpublished Census Bureau tapes October,
1978 survey of school enrollments cited in Jacobs, M.J., "Tuition Tax Credits
for Elementary and Secondary Education: Some New Evidence on Who Would

Benefit," Journal of Educational Finance 5 (Winter ]980):233-245. 8

12




have lower inc;hes fhan the parents of private high schoollchildreﬁ.3b The _

net result is that of fhe total credifs granted under a typical plan, hearly

equal total do]]ar'amouﬁts will.go.to both the relatively small group of
'brivate'hiéh sc5061 parents and the fe]ative]y 1afge group of priﬁate -

; .elementary school parents. - o ‘ “
Within the private school sector, enrollments @re distributed amowg
var1ous school types shown in Table 3. A 1arge maJor1ty of non-pub11c school.

“enrollments are in schools which are affiliated with re11g1oqs institutions

~or orders. Enrollments in Roman Catholic schools are the largest single

category and account for nearly three out of eve}y four children in private

<

Table 3

Private Enroliments and Schbo1s by School Type

3

1

| School Type # of Schools  Share - # of Pupils ) Share
Total _ 14,757 100.0% 4,234,000 plO0.0%
Non-affil. 2,210 15.0% 475,901 . - 11.2%
NAIS | (750) (5.1%) (300,000) -  .(7.1%)
Other (1,460) (9.9%) © (176,000) (4.1%)
” Church affil. - = 12,547 85.0% 3,578,099 - °'88.8%
} Roman Catholic (8,986) (60.9%) (3,110,972) (73.5%)
Lutheran - - (1,366) (9.3%) (201,257) (4.8%),

Other ~(2,195) (14.9%) (266,000) - (10.5%)

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, 78 107a, Nonpublic School
Statist1cs, 1976-77, Advance Report.

13




schqo]s. The National Association of Independent Schools (NAISi members are
“the second largest c]assificatidn, accounting for about 7%'§f all private
enrollments and for nearly two thirds of enrollments in non-aff111ated schools.
The d1str1but1on of credits among these fam111es enrolling ch11dren in
these types of schools w111 be.similar to the d1sp1ayed enrollment d1str1bu-
tion with two necessary adjustments in favor of the non-affiliated schools.
Non-affiliated schools charge much higher tuitfons on average (Sullivan, ' .
1§7h) and the families attending these schools wj]] tend to incur higher
annudl tax liabilities because of their higher incomes. These faetors'wonld
enable fuller use of tuition tax credit by families of non-affiliated s;nool

' cht]dren.

Benefit Patterns by RegioQ

Private school youngsters are not'distributeg across the United States
direct]y in the way school children are more genera11y: For example, while.
the northeast region of the nation accounts for less than'a fourth of total
elementary and high scheol enrof]ments, it encompasses 31 peréent'of private
elementary sehool children and just over a third of private»high school
students. Table 4 presents this 1nformat1on p]us add1t1ona] figures per-
ta1n1ng to regional d1str1but1one ’

These pupil distributions suggest that a tax credit plan would favor
the northeast and north central regions of the country. But the fact that

tuitions reported in the south and west are.higher, dramatically so for

elementary schools, causes an adJustment in this assessment As the last

cotumn of Table 4 shows, the south and west are comparat1ve winners in the
overall distribution of tax credits to elementary schoo1ersu The h1gh school

pattern still favors the northeast and north central states.

14




Table 4

Regional School Enrollments, Tuitions, Credit Benefits -

“ Total Enroll- . Private Enroll- Median Median Credit

Region ment Share ment Share Tuition Credit Share
. NE 23% 3% $250 $125 20%
NC (elem) 27% 30% 238 119 19%
South 33% - 25% 636 318 41%
West 17% 14% 510 255 ' 19%
NE 23% 38% $917 $459 35%
NC (HS) 28% 28% 819 410 25%
South 31% T 28% 959 480 26%
West 18% 13% 948 474 14%

~

Sources: CPR, op. cit.; Jacobs, op. cit. Figures are for October 1978.
-~ . o -

Benefit Patterns by Location

» Table 5 shows not surprisingly that enrollments in érivate séhoo]s are
concentrated inh urban areas of the United States and are rpiative]y-j;ss

common in non-metropolitan, or rural regions;. Central cities account for 26%
of the nation's total children in gradés 1-12, while they enroll 42% of all
'privaie school chi]dren. Metropolitan areas éutside of central cities, the
more suburban aréas, enroll a representative share of their children in non-
public schools and account for about 40% of both types of school enrb]]meﬁt.
Rural areas account for only 17% of private enfo]]ments while schooling 34%

of all of the nation's youngsters. The 'share of central c{ty enrollments in '
prfvate schools are 17.6% and 12.9% (elementary and high school, respeﬁtﬁve]y);l

while comparable figures in suburban areas are 11.9% and 7.5%, and in rural

areas, 6.2% and 3.2%.
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Table 5

Enroliments by Type of Community

“Central  Metropolitan/ Non-Metro- _
City Non-Central City politan Total

Elementary S : (distribu-
Enrollment Share 26% 40% 34% 100% tion of all
: ' pupils)
H1gh School’ : A :
Enroliment Share 25% 41% . 33% -100%
Elementary ) _ I (percent of
Attendance Rate 17.6% 11.9% " 6.2% - total in
' ' S private

" High School : o schee}ea
Attendance Rate 12.9% - 7.5% 3.2%
Total Private . : ' §d1str}bu]]
Enrollment -Share 42% 40% 17% . tionof a

private pupils)

Source: Author S ca]cu]at1ons from CPR, op. cit., various tab]es Figures. -
are for October 1979.

©

These data indicate that a tax credit for tuition expenses would gener-
ally benefit children in central cities far in excess of their proportion in

the overall pupil popu]atioh. At the opposite extreme, the tax rebate would

‘benefit children in rural areas at a level approximatfng one-half of their

total presence in the population. Suburban children would simp]yebenefit

proportionately.

Benefit Patterns by Family Income Level

Personal income is a nearly universal consideration in discussions of
equity and public policy. This derives directly'from the fact that public
programs distribute resources in one form or another, and in thevinterests of

both equity and fiscal economy, programs ofteﬁ.account‘for the ability of




'recipients to provideAresources fdr themsé]ves. People of differeni income
levels are frequenily treated differently in the inierésté of eqyfty in the
'vrprbvision of public services.

The rich and the poof participate very different]y in American-priVate
schools. In a public system where an education is universally provided at no
direct cost, the decision to enroll a child in'a'private school is’voluntary "
and requires money. ‘The degree to which famijjes opﬁ for private‘scﬁoofé' |

appears to be a direct function of their personal income, as shown in

Table 6.
Tab]e,6
Private School Attendance Rates by Personal Income
_ Percentage AttendanEé”by Income (in $1000s)

Total  $0-5 $5-10 $10-15 $15-20 $20-25 $25+
Elem. 11.0 3.5 4.8 8.4 11.8 13.4 19.1
HS 7.7 2.2 2.9 4.8 6.9 7.3 12.6
Both 9.9 3.2 4.3 7.4 10.2 11.4 "16.5

Source: CPR, op.cit. Figures are for October, 1979. Median family income,
all families: $17,000.

About 10% of all children attend pri?ate‘e]ementary and secondary schools.
" The pefcehtage of chi]dren who attend private schools ranges from 3.2% at the
1owestzre§orted income level to 16.5% at the highest level. The attendence
- ' rates are h{gher for elementary schools at all incoire levels. The benefits -
~of tuition credits woufd.thus go to higher propOriibns of high income parents .

than low income parents due to theif utilization of private §choo1s to educate .
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their children. This effect is’even more pronounced if higher income parents
-select hore expensive schools and have Qfeater tax liabilities to téke advén-
tage of tax credits. |
Another view of'fncome equity of tuition tax credits is obtained from an

analysis of the distributions of famiiies across all income-catggoriés in

both types of schoo]s: Theée are displayed in Table 7 for both elementary
_ ahd high schools, and also for their combined enrolliments. Overall, higher
propqrtions\of private school fahf]ies oécupy3higher\income classes:than do
the famiTies‘bf’public school children. For instance, abdut 54% ofjbrivate '.
séhoo1”f%miiies*rgportedgincomeSA%n~excess—af*$267660*per year. About 36% of
public school families reported such income levels. -At the 10Wer endldf the
income distribution, about eight‘pencent of private schdoi\familie; had
incbmes under $10,000 whi]e'ébout 22 percent df public schooj fa@i]{es~

reportea this level.

Tab]g 7

Percentage Distribution of Families by Income in Public
and Private Schools :

No Total

1

Type $0-5 $5-10 $10-15 $15-20  $20-25  $25+ -

i . : o . .+ Report

Elem Pub 9.6 155 19.2 .15.1 14,6 18.4 7.6  100%
Elem Pvt | 29 6.1 13.5 16.0 17.8, 350 8.6 - 100% -
HS Pub 6.9 °"12.7° 15.4 15.1 15.8 25.3 8.8  100%
HS Pvt 1.9 4.6 9.4 13.5 150 43.9 11.5  100%
Tot Pub 8.7 14.5 17.8 151 15.0 20.7. . ‘8.0  100%.
Tot Pvt 2.6 57 12,5 15.4 17.1 37.3 9.3  100%

Source: CPR, op. cit.: adthor's calculations. ngures are for October 1979.

-




~ These patterns are genera]]y duplicated at both the elementary and
secondary 1evels when the figures are examined separate]y The distribution -
of high schoo] family incomes is generally skewed toward higher levels of ~

N
income for reasons discussed earlier Private high school attendance shows _\\\g;

- extreme responsiveness to high levels of income. Nearly 60% of all families
sendingrchildren to private secondary schools (grades 9-12) reported incomes»
in excess'of.$20,000vas compared to 40% of public school iami]ies. Simi]ar]y:
oniy about 6% of private high school families had'incomes under $10,000 |
'compared to about 19%.of public school families.

‘The exact distribution of benefits of tuition tax credits across families

" of differing incomes depends on'the amounts that they pay in tuition and
their tax 1iability in addition to theé degree to which they enroll their
children in private schools. Median tuition figures obtained from the
October 13978 CPR survey are incorporated in Table 8 which’presents estimates
of benefit distributions for elementary and secondary school families The
table presents calculations of the actua{ share of tax credit benefits g01ng to

o families in each ‘income category by weighting the enro]]ment shares at the
| | two levels (rows 3 and 7) by. a factor reflecting the amount of tuition
typiCa]]y'paid at each income level (rows 2 and 5, which are calculated from
rows 1 and 4). | A |
Eiementary school tuitions paid by families at different_income levels’
are lowest and highest at the two extreme.income‘categories, and relatively
close.to the median tuition value of $338 at incomes in between. This has
the effect of enlarging the proportion of benefits going to the highest

* .income families to more than half of all benefits while, at the same time; it

diminishes the already sma]i portion that would have gone tosfamilies'having

low incomes. High school benefit patterns are similar. More than two thirds




-15-"
. Table 8'

TTC Benefit Distribution by Income

$0-5 $5-10 $10-15 $15-20. $20-25. - $25+
High}Schqol L , :

" tuition $687 - 833 777 810 876 994 (1) (Qgggg')‘
weighting factor .83 1.0 - .94 .98 1.1 1.2 (2) :
private enroliment . : :> L ) ,
distribution .019 .046 .094 .135 . 150 .439 - (3)
benefit ' :
distribution .016 .046 .088 .132 .159 .527 (4) 100%

g _E]emgntarx . :

. tuition sea2 334 211 a3 323 su 0 (5) (Zgdial
weighting factor .72 .99 .80 1.0 .96 1.52 (6) ’
private enrollment ‘ P
d1str1but1ons .029 .061 .135 . 160 .178 L350 (7))
benef1t . : T ‘ _
d1str1bution 021 . .060 .110 .160 .170 .530 (8) 100% —

Sources: CPR, op. cit for enrollment by 1ncome Jacobs,. op. cit for tuitions

by income; author s ca]cu]at1ons

of the benefits at both the e]ementary and secondary levels will accrue to
families whose incomes are more than $20,000. -
tuition tax credits to elementary schoo] fam111es would go to those fam111es
repqrt1ng less than $15,000 in intome, and about 15A to 4 similar class of

high school families.

Benefit Patterns by Race

The relationship between a program of tuition tax creqits and the race -

- of beneficiaries has been a subject of enduring controversy.

On the one

About 20% of the benefits frdm
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(hand, opponents of tax credits point to figures wh1ch show 1ower attendance

rates in pr1vate schoo]s for black and other minigrity fam111es as ev1dence
that they will fail to secure a fawr share of benefits under these plans.
This has been codntered'by the observation that private schools, particularly
centra1_City Catho]ic.schools; have traditionatly served.minority pobu]atipns
and have undergone recent increases i enrollments of blacks and Hispanics.
The 1978 hear1ngs in the U.S. Senate surround1ng a Packwood Moyn1han tax
credit proposal are laced with conf11ct1ng test1mony on the subJect of
m1nor1ty involvement in pr1vate schools.

Tab]e 9 shows the distribution of non-public school enroliments by

level, race, and sex. (Information- regarding sex will be drawn-upon'sdbse-

quently.) The totallenrollments for each level shown in the table overstate

the actual estimates of school attendance‘since persons of Spanish origin are
sometimes included in one of the other two race classifications. Minority
attendance patterns for tne-nation‘as a whole reveal underrepresentation,of
both black children and cnildren of Spanish origin in private schools.

Blacks account for about 15% of all elementary enrollments and for only about

8% of private elementary school enrollments. Cemparable'figUres for blacks _

in high schools are 13.5% of total enrollments and 6% of private enrollments.

Families of Spanish origin are more closely represented in the public and

private schod]s. Hispanics account for 7% and 6% of total and private

N

e1ementary enro]iments respective]y At the high'school .level, they account
for 6%kof a11 ‘enrollments and 4% of private enro]]ments

An assessment of the equ1ty of tuition tax cyedwts made on the basis
of these enro]]ment data would conclude that white fam111es wou]d benefit

in excess of the1r representat1on among fam111es-enroll1ng ch11dren in

school, blacks would benefit\at about one half the level suggested by their M;

2y
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Table 9 4 ~ i}

School Enrollments by Race, Origin, Sex

Total ] . White Black Spanish Origin
Total HS (9-12) Distribution
14,364 - M 5865 969 406
F 5749 977 398

11614 (81%) - 1946 (13.3%) 804 (6%)

Private HS Distribution

1,085 - M 481 37 23
_ F 502 - 26 6
7983 (91%) 63 . (6%) 39 (8%)

Total Elem (1-8),Di$tribution

29,225 M 11830 2202

’ 987 /
F 11173 2092 941

T 723003 (79%) ‘ 4294 (15%) 1928 (7%)

Private Elem Distribution

3,218 M 1413 119 9%
F 1369 - 128 93 .
2782 (87%) 283 (8%) 85 (6%)

Source: €EPR, op. cit. Enrollments are in 10005,VM = male, F = female.
' Percentages .are portions within each type for each race/origin.

-

representatibn.in-total enrollments, and that.persons of $panish origin wou]dzi
receive about a fair share on the basis of racial representati&n. |
These patterns of benefits across families by origin wou]d\be,affected
by'their relative levels of earnings {(and tax 1iébi1ities) ig the case ofia
non-refundable credit. As Tabie 10 indicates, white families earn mofe aﬁd
pay more taxes than either of the other groups. The utility éf a tax credit
~ may be{curtai]ed-foﬁ:fami]ies with insuéficient.tax liability: While only

24% of white families with elementary and secondary school children had




earnings below. $10,000 in 1980, 37% of Spanish origin and 46.2% of b]aék
families reported these low income levels. These families péy average taxes
. ~of $313 per year or less, and in many cases no taxes at all. These families -

will be limited or non-participants.in a tax credit plan for s;hoo] tuitions.

Table 10

Income and Taxes Paid byAFam{lies}
by Origin, Shares by Level of Income

Y

: . ' _ Spanish Average
Total Money Income .. White " Black Origin Tax Paid
under $3000 2.6 9.0 5.2 $ 0.
© 3000-5000 3.9 13.4 9.4 )
5000-7000 5.6 9.8 9.2 . ~ .
; 7000-10,000 9.3 14.0 14.0 3 .
10-12,000 6.6 7.7 9.6 N
2 12-15,000 10.0 - 10.0 11.6 ¢ 8% .
\ 15-25,000 32.5 22.7 21.5 2000+ -
25,000+ 29.5 13.4 13.5 - - 7000

total 100% 100 % 100 %

Sources: Income figures from CPR, Population Profile of the United States,
1979 Series P-20 #350, May 1980. Taxes paid- figures from extract of FY 1980
March CPS for families with elementary and secondary school children, cour-
tesy to author from U.S. Congressional Budget Office. _

Benefit Patterns by Educational Need

Anothér importgnt_issue of equity in lhe de]ivgry of education to our
children is how programsfimpact children of differing‘educational'needs. .

Table 11 presents data which reflect the-degree to which children are offered

both special and compensatory education services in private schools. The




-19- .

data must be qualified at the outset: the numbers of children in the U.S.
requiring specialfeducatfpn is an elusive figure due.to inconsistent report-

ing and definitions across the fifty states.

Table 12

Private Schools and Special Services

»

Affiliation . # Schools Special Education " Compensatory Education
% C#. %

A11 Schools 14,757 849 5.8 644 4.4

Non-Affiliated 2,200 512 23.2 145 6.6 -

Affiliated 12,547 337 2.7 . 499 4.0

- - D D D - D D D e D S e P T AN D G P D D D D D D s e

Est. Share of all Pupils | ) oy
‘Requiring Services: 12.7% . - 18.8%

Est. Share of Total
Private School Pupils ,
Receiving Service: . ‘ 0-1% 0-1%

Sources: 'Nohpublic_School Statistics, 1976*77, NCES op. cit.
@ IFG Policy Notes, V 2, No. 1, page 6. Imputed estimate.

b Kirst, M., &‘Jung, R. "The Utility of a Longitudinal Approach in Assess1ng

- Implementation: A Thirteen Year V1ew of Title I, ESEA," IFG Stanford
Un1vers1ty, p. 16. .
The percentage of al] ch11dren with special needs shown here (12.7%) is a
med1an figure developed by Hartman in his recent research into the costs of -
special education in the United States (see reference in table).
The data reveal that 5.8% of all pr1vate schools offer special educatTon‘

services and 4.4% offer compensatory education services. Spec1a1 educat1on

is offered in a higher percentage of non-church-affiliated schop]s_than

affi]iated\schoels. This undoubtedly reflects the fact‘that some private




schools most]y non-aff111ated are established for the so]e purpose of
p"ov1d1ng a part1cu1ar type of spec1a1 educat1on serv1ce

We know 11tt1e about the extent of these services offered to chi]drén by
.these private schoo]s and so the overall numbers of SpeC1a1 needs ch11dren
who m1ght benefit from tax credits cannot be gauged very prec1se1y The
'f1gures do suggest that"a much smaller share of special needs children wiTj
benefit from tax credits than would b:(warranted by their ovéraT] présence in
" the_school population. Since only about 5% of-private,schoois even offer
thess'seovices, we might guess that 5% of tax credits is a goog beginning
estimate of thé share going to special neeos children. But'since some of
these schools undoubtedly educate a regular clientele as well, and since(
their average‘size is probably small in comparison to all private schools
(dueAto the presence of small speoialized special education schools), the
actuai share of tax credité going to special needs children would be less
thao 5%. And since they constituté between about 13 and- 19% of ihe popula-

tion, they are relative losers in a tuition tax credit program.

Beneéit Patterns by Sex

Table 9 presented enrollment figures for both public and priyate schools
which.inc]pde desigoation by sex. The balance of the actual numbers_between
males and females for all categoriesoof origin and level indicate thai there
are no appreciable differencesxbetween ihe‘participation of males and females
in private schools at either the elementary or the high school 1eve1,'noy for

" families of specific origins. Therefore, a tuition tax credit would not .

benefit either boys or girls disproportionately.
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The Equity of Tax Credits in a‘Dynamic WOr1d4 'y

The first part of this chapter discussed the distributions of benefits
resulting from a tax credit plan according to the known patterns of enroll-
.ment in private schnols..vThe critical elements nf these ana]ysesbwere the
nature of these distributions and the degree to which the families in each
would be eligible for a credit. Two dynamic‘contfngencies are now raised.
The first is that families might be induced to shift fron public to private
schools or from 1ower‘to higher tuition private sthoofs-in response. to the

tax Eredit. The second is that the schools night aiter their fee and/or-
scholarshfp po]fcies in response. to the plan. In addftion to having obuious
jmplications for the balance between public and private enrollments nation-
ally, these poss1b111t1es will probably affect various portions of the popu* ;,
lation d1fferent1y Part1cu1ar1y, since people differ by income and tax
* status, e wou]d expect subsequent consequences for equity under the proposed
plan, and these consequences w111 be most profound for the poor .and for E
minorities. ‘
| Oynamic changes may result trom tujtion tax credits because the rebate

acts as a reduction in the. pr1ce of pr1vate educat1on for those who have

-

school-age children and have adequate tax liability to take advantage of the
credit--a tax credit has a "price effect" in the classic economic framework.

In general, when the price of a good is reduced to the consumer,]nore of it -

is purchased while expenditures on subst1tutes dec11ne So' when the price

k] s

of prfvate educat1on is reduced by a tax cred1t we expect that parents would
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‘purchase more private schooling and private enro]]ments would grow at the
expense of public enrollments. Thus, a critica} componen+ in deciphering the -

dynamic effects of tuition. tax, credits and their equ1ty consequences is to b

understand how families would react to price changes In addition, private
. e
schools may raise their tuition fees as a result of a tax credit, and thereby

dampen thi potential expansionary effects of such a policy.

Since a tuition tax credit‘is essentially a redUCtion in the price oi
privat° schooling, the best way to understand the response of different
1ncome and ethnic groups, and therefore the equ1ty of tuntion tax credits in
reaching additional families, 1s to eva]uate the degree to which‘they are
able to take ad&antage of that reduction in price. "Two major questions must

be considered in addressing this issue: How large is the reduction in price

for different income and‘ethnic groups? And, what is the adequacy of the

.- additional family resources that are required to take advantage,of'tuition RS

tax credits? ' : o ”

Size of Price Reduction for Private Schools ’ ' _ L

“

Families wi]l-differ in their abilitiés to take advantage of a program
of tuition tax credits, and family income is c1ear1y'of paramonnt’importance.
Legel of income is directly related toia fami]y'sgtax liability and it is =

*from this 1iability that a credit Qou]dkbe subtracted. Aiso, attendance at
private schools places financial burdens on families with or without a
credit--burdens more easily discharged by those families which hate mdre .
income. | | | ~

Table 10 presented total income distributions for families of differing Lo
Originiin the United States and the average tax paid.hy fani]ies with school

children at each level c¢f income. Families with incomes below $10,000 pay

k

. | "... .
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| rg]atfvely little in taxes. Those families with incomes below $5000‘pay.nb
taxes and on]d simpl& havé no use_forva tuition tax credit. Those between
$5000 andv$10,000 average $313 in taxes paid. If a plan such as the Reagan
proposa1 were to prevail, these féhi]iés would not be able to‘take édyantage
éf the full $500 a]]owab]e credit. - So on the basis of tax 11ab111ty alone,
the poorest fam111es would be barred from part1c1pat1on in tuition tax‘
cred1ts, and the poor as a group wou]d beyless Nikely to.respond to tax
cfedité. | | | |

| bThe conséqdences of income disparities are more serious when we consider
race and ethnic origin. White families generally haQe the higheét ihcomés;~
fo]]owed by fam111es of Spanish origin and blacks. Because‘of limited tax
11ab111ty, about 6% of white fam111es could not part1c1pate in tu1t1on tax
cred1ts at all (no taxes paid) and more than 20% of a]] white fam111es 1ack
the tax 11ab]11ty to assire fu]} part1c1pat1on. The disenfranchxsed fam111e§
_constitute much larger ;proportions of Hispanics énd b]acks.; Neariyfls% of
Hispanics have no tax liability, and a total of nedrly 40% would be confined
to 1imitedvor no participation. Blacks wqu]dnbe tﬁe least likely pértici-‘
pants, since over 22% have no tax 1iabi1ity and‘nearly,so% have tax liabili-
ties beiow the $500 needed to aésure full participation infsuch a téx credit.
And these data further reveal tﬁat larger tax credits would resuit in_more,
families from all three groups being uhéb]e‘to claim a fu]l‘ta* crgdit‘
because 6f instfficient tax liability. For example, a $1000 credit could not
be;fully used by most families with incomes unger,$15;000 since their tax
1ia6?15ties average only $895 or less. About'382 pf white'fami]ies, 64% of

b]acks, and 59% of Hispanics would then.be ineligible for the full allowable

Pe

credit.
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This ana]ysis suggests that rather than becoming'sdngular'beneficiaries‘

(

of tax credits, poor and minority families with school chi]dhen will be very
un11ke1y to participate in such a o;an with the frequency of more advantaged
and whiter fam111es--substant1a1 fract1ons of m1nor1ty and poor families sim-
‘,‘ ply lack the tax bills from which to subtract credits. So if these fam111es
are the target popu]at1on of pub11c policies to 1ncrease enro]]ments in pr1-
vate schoo]s such as tuition tax cred1ts, the simple cr1ter1on of e11g1b111ty
~ to participate suggests that the tax credit mechanism is poorly a1medu
0ne'nay to get around this phob]em is to phovide a "refundab]e" chedtt
‘one that wou]d refund any e11g1b1e amount above the limited tax liability of
the poor This wou]d extend eligibility for credits to all fam111es w1th
school children and would correcththe targeting problems with tax chedits
discussed above. Refundability would especially boost assistante for mfnor-
ities who have particularly low tax 1iabiiities. Refundability‘has been
proposed in tuition tax credit bills before the Congress, including bills by
.- Senators Pacgwood and Moynihan, but it is now probably the least viable
.aspectdof tax credit proposals because it is expensive and the Reagan
Administration proposal does not include it.

Givenltheir Tower e]igfbi]ity tovtake full advantage of tuition tax
credits, it is clear that low income and minority families will'be far less
likely. to respond to tuition tax credits than their more advantaged counter-

‘parts. And even if:refundability is incorporated to redress this.prob]em,A
there are additional dynamics of tuition tax credits‘that would work in the
d1rect1on of encourag1ng advantaged fam111es to shift to pr1vate schoo]s to a
greater extent than d1sadvantaged ones. The most ‘important of these is the

“‘relative abiiity of families to meet the various costs of private schooling

beyond the tax credit.
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Adequacy of Additional Fami}y Resources

- The fact that tmithn tax crediié have generally been set at levels
comsiderably below the fuf] cost of private education means that families
v with>1imitgd resourtés'w{11 be less able to.proviﬂe thé additimnai private
educational expemditures to complement the tax.cred;té {n meexing_thébfull
costs of privaté schools. Again, we can view this issue in térms of respon-
Q.,ﬁCEQBeness to a reduction,fn price; The poor are 1es$tlike1y to alter thgir '
consumption‘behavior in»respon§e to a good thgt i§ noﬁ affordab]é, evenymfter
rece%ving a discount in the form of a tax Eredit. We now review in more
defai]-some of the addifibna] costs thét remain to.inhibit.privaté school
enrollment, particd]ar]y'fdi disadvantagedl(and mihority)'families.
The most obvious and direét cost of a;tendanée at a private school would
be the portion of;tuitiom that is not coVered‘by thé tax cmedit.' Aésuming a
$EOQ maximum credit.for one-half of tuition this cost to families would
ragge from $100 200 at the very least expen51ve schoo]s to $4000 and up ‘at

schoobls with h1gh tuitions. 1In addition to tu1t1on requ1rements, schools

customar11y charge fees for such th1ngs as books, supp11es. depos1ts, qn1-

formg and extracurrigular activities. These costs vary widely from SChpol

Vto school, but -can easily amount to hundreds ofvdollars. While a tax‘credit

would result in a new and somewhat fower set of prices fmr private schooling

for é]] fami]ies who have eligibility fmr a‘credit, the family's ability tp ' e
meet &hese femaining direct costs will neverthetess be poéitive]y tjed té-i;s
incomé. The poor will be discouraged from private school options on two |

1

count% Their possess1on of d1scretlonary funds for the d1rect costs of

atten¢1ng is more 11m1ted And since their cho1ces will be 1imited by -

f1nan&es to Iower cost. schoo]s, their overa]] part1c1pat1on might be 1ower

than Qhat of fam111es who have the means to choose among all pr1vate schools.
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_choosing a private school.

The reality of feweerptions available will suppressmtheir likelihood of

The costs of transportatlon similarly act aga1nst the poor andgm1nor-
1t1es in the1r likely: responses to t01t1oﬂ tax credits. .Except in case:p
where there are des1rab1e and affordab]e private school options within a safe
walking d1stance for youngsters choosing a private school may involve addi-
t1ona1 transportat1on‘costs.such as.fees for schoo]~provided transport,
pub11c trans1t or fam11y car expense and parent time. These transportat1on

costs must be added to the cost of pr1vate school attendance and these costs

both remove pr1vate choices from the grasp of the d1sadvantaged-for financial

.reasons, and as suggested above also proscribe the more: geograph1ca11y

distant opt1ons for the same group

In addition to the more obvious tu1t1on 5@@3 and transportatlon costs
for pr1vate schooling, the s1mp1e mechan1cs of a federa] tax cred1t work to
subdue its qualities as an inducement for private schoo] enroI]ment by poor
fam111es. S1mp1y stated to receive a tax cred1t the parent must f1rst have
and spend the money. The famlly wh)ch has previously forgone a private

school for financial reasons would be offered an fncentivefin the form of a

" tax credit; but only if the tuition bill is paid in the fall will a reduction

“in tax 1iabi]itv occur in the following spring. Just as families will differ

in their abi]ity to meet direct costs of private.schools,"they will.differ.
predictab]y in their ability to produce cash "up front" in order to_get a
credit. The price reduction actually effected'by tax credits is clearly more -
useful to those parents with h1gher incomes and to those who p1an the1r
f1nances over 1onger per1ods of t1me and who maintain cash reserves. Poorj
families w1]1 have difficulty in meet1ng the cash flow requ]rements Ofrpri-

vate school attendance andlwillgbe less enticed by a tax credit that offers

-

future benefits rather than present price reductions.
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- We have, 'thus far, snown that because of their-limited eligibility .

for tax cred1ts--wh1ch curta1ls pr1ce reductions--and because of 11m1ted

- resources to meet the var1ety of remaining costs of pr1vate schools,  poor and
minority families would not use tu1t1on tax'cred1ts~w1th the freguency of -
more economically fortunate families. In- add1tlon to the constra1nts ow1ng

; to family resources, act1ons of the pr1vate schools themselve$ could further o

’

1nh1b1t the use(of tu1t1on tax credits by their target families.

' Tuition and Scholarship Policies of Private Schools
Private"schools would have incentives to raise tuitions and to,reduce'
scho]arship awards if a'tuition.tax credit_plan is'passed:since the added ‘
costs to their clientele can be "passed on" to the goVernment.~ A‘cyedit,ﬁ
would allow scﬁools to raise tuitions whf]e keeping the net dollar'cost'to

. ~ parents unchanged. A school cou]d raise its fees by the allowable credit

while the parents would be reimbursed for the difference through the tax
beo | | system. At least three forces would result‘in upward pressure on tuitions.
To'tne_extent that tax credits_contribute.to an increased.démand for private
schools, the additional prospective'famflies would tend.to bid up the‘priCes
" of the schoois. Also; comparatively underpatd private school teachers would
probably advocate raising tuitions in order to'fund salary increases "And
f1na11y, private schoo]s trad1t1ona11y seek funds from a variety of sources
and operate on ‘austere budgets A shrewd pr1vate school adm1n1strator would
-cons1der a tu1t1on increase as a 1eg1t1mate response to a tax cred1t since

a proposed increase that is a11gned w1th a tax cred1t mlght be read11y

N -

’ : . acceptab]e.to parents.

If’ tu1t1on increases erode tuition tax credits, the econom1ca11y d1s-

advantaged and m1nor1t1es suffer from two factors: If the net costs of
_ : o

-
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“ enrollment remain unchanged, these families will have no incentive to switch

as a result of a credit--in. fact, private schools wouid become effectively

\

more expenSive because the higher tuitions must be paid immediately and the

~ credit must be awaited Further, for thosg families: with no tax 1iab11ity

and therefore no eligibility for a tax credit, the. increased tuitions wou]d

put private.schools still further out of reach.

Scholarship po]icies’of'private schools may aIso adjust to tuition taxl

credits. Scholarships may be reduced dollar-for-dollar in response to allow="

able tax credits since a tax credit will compensate the recipient for thek
loss. This WOuld 1eave the apparent net costs of attendance the same for

those recipients with eligibility for a credit, but it would squeeze those

" families with limited or no eligibility.a Scholarship reductions- would also -
_ create the sort of cash flow problems discussed above in relation both to

tuition increases and also to the ability of poor families to take advantage

of tax credits more generally. A dollar taken from a scholarship is a,dollar

which must be produced by the ‘family in anticipation of a future credit.

Conclusions~and Policy Imp]ications

The equity assessments presented in this paper are fundamenta]]y linked

to a common question How wou]d the distribution of benefits under a tuition

9

" tax credit p]an compare with a distribution of benefits that would resu]t
from allocating resources instead to a representative cross- section of fﬁgﬁlies y

“with school-age chi]dren? And,'if so, should these characteristics be rewarded

in public policy7 The data'indicate that there .are many dimensions in which

the public and private distributions differ and they do’ so. in areas in which

we might reasonab]y raise questions of equity. The questions revo]ve around

who participates and among the participants who gets'the most.

33
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The recipient families under tuition-tax,credit plans differ from pupil
families more generally in a variet& of ways. ObViously, they represent the
one-tenth of U.S. enrollments in private schools and not the balance..in pub-

lic schools. About 88% of the recipients are.in church-affi}iated schools.

v mElementary children and their fami]ies are disproportionate beneficiaries'

since 1arger proportions of children in these grades go to private schools.
The parents of high schoolers, in contrast to their sma11er numbers, receive
about half of all rebate benefits because they pay much larger tu1tions

Because of attendance'patterns across theAU.S., benefits'would favor‘i
_pupil families in the northeast and .the north4centra1 regions of the country
on the basis of their numbers. HbWeter, because tuitidns are higher in the -
"south and the west the actual dollar benefits would disproportionately favor
these regions. Tax credit benefits would further be concentrated in the
'centrai cities and be relatively negligible in rural areas.’

Because of thein higher overall utilization of private schools, and also -
due-tovtheir higher'iikelihood of ample‘tax liability, famiiies with high
incones are disproportionate beneficiaries of tuition tax credits. About
two-thirds of the benefits of the typical plan discussed would accrue to
~families with incomes in excess of $20,000 per year, while only 20% of the
benefits would extend to families below $15,000 in annual income;

Black family attendance rates for private schoolsvare_about one-third
that of white families, and their share of Benefits'would be correspondingly
" low. Hispanic families uti]ize private schools -at. rates.betWeen _those of |
blacks and whites and would receive approximately proportional levels of
benefits. White families will receive disproportionately large shares of

" benefits. Fiha]ly, pupils with special needs are distinctly underrepresented'

in private schools and as a group wi117not_share fairly inituition‘tax

credits.




Enro]]ment responses by families and pricing responses—by schoo]s are
~suggested as 1ike1y consequences of an impiemented plan. A tax credit will,
induce some added numbers of families to send children to private schools,
‘and given a particuiar proposa] the reieyant questions are just- how many ‘
will be induced, and who will be .induced? From the standpoint of equity,
famiTies_wif] probably differ in their inc]inations and abilities to respond
to a tax credit, and there is reason to suspéct that families of tow income
are the least likely to.change enroi]ment patterns. They'may be least responf
sive to small reductions in tax bi]};fthat are promised at a future date, or
‘they.may be—simpiy ine1igib1e to participate | The credit may be more of an’
inducement to higher income families to send their children to private
,schoo]s, Since they are more ab]e to meet any. cash needs for attendance and
to pay tuition ba]ances beyond a credit, and possibiy due to their being more
aware of and responSive to public programs genera]ly |

Schoo]s may alter their tuition charges as a resu]t of the credit, since.t
the credit might be seen as a way to permit the federal government to ‘pay a
part of parent tu1tion bills. How schools accommodate famiiies.for whom,
higher tuitions, even with a credit, would effectively impede response is
an important equity consideration. Similarly, the.equity consequences of
changes in scholarship poiicies are directiy 1inked,to'the"effects of any
changes in.the cash-flow requirements.of.private schoois attendance.'.The
degree of accommodation will depend both upon school financial po]icies and

IRS tax withholding poiicies.surrounding the credit.

“Policy Implications

At the outset of this chapter, readers were advised that the nature ofl‘

the questions asked in the name of equity,'the data brought to‘bear on the




quest1ons; and the conclus1ons drawn depend 1nt1mate1y upon adopted frames of

. reference ’ Both the purposes assumed to 1ay behind a tuition tax cred1t

plan, and-one's value Judgments as to what d1str1but1ons of character1st1cs
in the populat1on are of 1mportance and 1nterest effect1ve1y de11m1t a dis-’
‘cussion of equity. BecaUse of the focus selected for this paper--the tax
credit proposa1 as an educat1on measure~~the pol1cy 1mp11cat1ons drawn are
.those which relate to equ1ty in the d1str1but1on of public educat1ona1 resources.
A broad conc]us1on is that a typical tu1t1on tax cred1t p1an would play
favor1tes among the nat1on s school ch11dren No attempt is made here to
cast this assessment into a balance with other object1ves:that sponsers may
'nave in mfnd, such as tax relief or enhanoed competition among all schools.’
It'is clear from these findingsvthat éertain groups of pupiirfamilies‘
would reap gains from tuition tax credits. Fami1ies.nitn"tnese-character-~
istics will benefit most:' higher.income;:white, having children with normal
educational needs, those with elementary as opposed to high scpoolsage chjfdren,
and those 1ivingyin the oentrai cities. To the1eXtent that these_distributions
are unjUstifiabJe,from the standpoint of‘whfch citizens recieve how much of
our -public educationa] resouroes, a federal tuition tax credit would create
inequities. for characterfstjcs'such as income, race/origin, and.pupil
needs, the idea seems particularly vulnerabje in an assessment of equity.
The tax credit concept codld be modified to ameliorate some, but not .
all, of these apparent inequities. Refundability of the credit would curtail’
some income related consequences;~andﬂlﬁ§ withhoning.po)icies’could help

poorer families with their cash needs for school attendance. The general

relation of income to benefits derives from higher utilization of private

I3




schools by higher income famijlies. This could be countered by extend1ng
-'larger cred1ts to lower 1ncome fam111es--an idea that has not \been ser1ously

entertained by policy-makers thus far: This would raise the ‘share of.bene-

fits go1ng directly to low income fam111es,.and perhaps encourage higher ‘Q '

participation rates.among'them. _ _

'Race and origin patterns of benefit probably cannot be rectified inte-
grally within the tax gredit mechan1sm since preferential treatment de Jure,.
_ ra1ses 1mmed1ate const1tut1ona1 quest1ons . The regional patterns do‘not seem
to create severe benef1t imbalances, and are- not primary cons1derat1ons in
the des1gn of a tu1t1on tax cred1t plan Finally, tax cred1ts could be |
designed directly to refilect pup11'needs, thereby offsett1ng the degree to
vwhich special needs pupils are limited from-particieatihg in current tuitipn

tax credit designs.
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Footnotes

l. See James S, Coleman, "Ra&ls Nozick, and Educational Equity," The

Public Interest, No. 43 (Spring 1976):121-128, for ad:.scuss:.on of

these extreme philbsophical positions.am.l their importance for equ:.t:y in

educational policy.

2, The Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore study (1981) of public ahd private

school differences has sparked a national controversy on this topic.
See, for example, Sociology of Education 55 (Apnl and July 1982) a
double issue devoted ent:u'ely to the study.

3. This relatibhship holds for two :easoné. ' Parents of elementary
school children are ydungei- and as a group have less exper_:ience,‘in the
workforce and less earnings. They also do not need to have as much. -

income to sendcchildren to private elementary schools which are much

4. Much of the following diécussion of dynamic 'issuéé appears’in the

less costly than private high schools.

author's analys is of mpl:.cat::.ons of the Coleman, Hoffer, and K:.lgore
study (1981) for tuition tax credits (Catterall and Levin, 1981, pp.
147-1 50) * The author wishes to acknowledge the contribution of Henry M.

Levm to this chapt:er:,E and t:he editors of 80cxology of Education,. ..




