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PREFACE
as part of the omnibus H:B. 72 during a special session in the summer
of 1984 are of particular national interest due to the unique place
Texas finance has occupied subsequent to the historic Rodriguez decision.
This paper examines the results of the financing changes by correlational
and equity analyses. The first paper in this series is descriptive and
provides a review of statutory changes. It is entitled "The Lawmakers
Respond: Texas Education Finance Reform, (Part I), Funding Formulas--
Revisions and Reviews." It is available from ERIC Document Reproduction

Services, Rlevand®ia VA: ED 264 651 (Phone 1-800-227-3742).

This paper is based on a longer work by the author entitled,

Hard Times Hard Choices: A Policy Analysis of Alternatives te Current

Law for a Reduction in Aids to Education (Austin, Texas: Téxas Education

Agency, 1986). The programming assistancé of Nancy Stevens, Texas
Education Agency is grétéfuiiy aCknowiedged. Thanks too, to Donna

Packard for the manuscript preparation.



INTRODUCTION

In a special called session, the Sixty-eighth Texas Legislature
enacted a comprehensive change in all aspects of elementary and Secondary
education under H.B. 72. While this initiative addressed the achievement
of excellence in Texas public schools it also provided for incréased
equity in the provision of resources. To realize this latteér goal of
equity; the financing program--previously based on the personnél unit--
was changed o a weighted pupil system and numérous other changes were
enacted in the formula:l The impetus for this change were varied, but
one main incentive to improve the equity of the financing system was
derived from a decade-old dictum from the U.S. Supreme Court. In San
Antonio vs. Rodriguez? the Supreme held the Texas systém was "chaotic
and unjust" but that solutions must comé from the "[State] lawmakers
and the democratic pressures that éléct thém." Thus, after ten years
of incremental change in Téxas éducation financing, the lawmakers enacted

widescale reform in the summér of 1984 under H.B. 72--the Equal Educa-

tional Opportunity Act. This paper examines that response through a
analysis of thé néwly énacted weighted pupil Foundation School Program

" during the 1985-86 school year.3

METHODOLOGY
The examination of the Foundation School Program for financing
education in the State of Texas was operationalized through two modes
of inquiry. The first utilized correlational analysis which was calcu-
lated between variabies.COnSidéréa to bé relevant to the financing
program. The sécond utilized an equity framework which employed various

1
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measures and téchniqués. Each is described below.

Correlational Analysis

mately 45 variables and grouped into major ares. These included:
revenue éha ﬁééith, tax rates, teacher ééiaries, test scores, foundation
program elements, and special program pupils.

Data were for the 1985-86 academic year, with the éXCeptibn of
teacher saiary data and TABS test scores--both of which were from 1984:

85. The data were drawn from the Texas Education Agency files.

Equity Analysis

The measurement of the equitability of proposed changes in current

portion of the FSP which provides unequal expenditures for unequal

needs. The vertical dimens.ons of the FSP include the special program
cost differentials of compensatory education, special education, voca-
tional édUCétion, Biiinguéi édUcétiOn, and gifted and talented education.
In addition; the sparsity and mall district adjustmen‘ s, and the price
differential index provide vertical adjustménts to the State finance
formula. In each case; these program elements addréss the additional

which follows the adjustment calculations wiil be detailed and the



Unit of Analysis--Adjusted Weighted Pupils

The pupil unit was utilized throughout the analysis. That is,
in all cases analysis was made utilizing per pupil figures ravher than
aggregate district figures:®
Total full time equivalent® student units weighted in accordance

with current law for special education and vocatiocnal education, were

added to the district average daily attendance figure. Alsoc added were
weights for compensatory, bilingual, and gifted and talented education
according to current law definitions. These prbvided a program-WEighted
pupil count per district. In addition to speciai student cost differen-
tials, small district allotments were utilized to weight sStudent counts
as follows.? First, a dummy factor représenting small district allot-
ments per pupil was calculared per district.® This factor was divided
by the per pupil basic allotment to determine the weight to be added to
the average daily atténdance figure. This weight represented the addi-
tional amount of revenue allotted per pupil due to diseconomies of
scale associated with small district allotments, and was added to the
pupil count:?

The per pupil revenue Figure was calculated by taking the aggre-
gate district revenue figure, and dividing it by the total adjusted,
Weighted pupiis in the district. This revenue figure was Weighted
again by total pupils in each district prio.- to calculation of State~ide
statistics. The weighting of pupils for State figures allowed distri-ts
which have more pupils to be taken into account more heavily; e.g.;
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and provides a Basis for the consideration of pupii equity concerns.

Funding Adjustments--The Price Differential Index and Sparsity
Adjustments.

allotments to each district were subtracted from total revenue by

district.’l Second, revenue figures were deflated by the raw,; e.g.,
unadjusted, price differential index per district.12 Third; analyses
were run both including and excluding sparse districts; i:e:,; those

having fewer than 130 students and with particular grace level configura-
tions, according to current law definitions:

These calculationsl3 were made to correct for vertical adjustments
to the Foundation School Prog:am as noted above. As discussed, these
vertical dimensions of the program provided additional funds for addi-
tional needs and were incongruent with the assumptions underlying hori-
zontal equity measurement. Thus, adjustments made in the FSP for student
differentials, diseconomies of scale, transportation costs and variations
in thé costs of education across thé State due tc uncontroliable factors,
weré applied to revenue figures per district to allow possible finance

pupil, per district.

Capital outlay for facility acquisition and construction--inciud-
ing such items as buildings, furnishings and the allied debt service to
finance such projects--typically from bonded debt--was excluded from

analysis. These éxpenditurés are considered as "investment" spending or




long term expenditures, which cannst be readily attributed to the cost
of educating a student in a particular year.l4
Data Source

hctual enroliment figures were utilized for 1985:1986.15 Revenue

data for 1985-1986, drawn from the Foundation Master File 1985-86,

Texas Education Agency, weré utilized for State aid amounts. They
included budgeteéd current operating expenditureés minus: transportation,
cb-Curricuiar éctivitiéé, food éervice, débt Sérvicé énd Buiiding
funds.ié

State aid includes both Foundation School Program (FSP) revenue
and add-ons funded wholiy by the Staté but excluded bilingual summer
school revenue. The State share of FSP costs includes regular, special,
vocatioral, bilingual, compensatory, and gifted and talented education,
career ladder and education improvement. The add-on aids are comprised
of enrichment equalization aid, experienced teacher allotment; transition
aid and the disadvantaged pre-kindergarten allocation: For local
revenue, district tax levy figures were drawn from 1985-86 Texas
Sudgété;17 operating revenue. Funds 10 and 80 were included and co-
curricular/enterprising (5750) 'eiiminated.18 Intermediate revenue was
dlso included under local revenue.

Méasures Utilized in thée Analysis

The following measures were utilized in the analysis of équity.

- Quintiles, including per pupil revenue as defined herein,
divided by adjusted, Wéightéd pupils, were compared, at
—————————— . 19

-- The Mean and the Median (see footnote for quintiles as it

relates to the median) were calculated to describe the distri-



bution; as well as to aid in interpretation of the Coefficient
of Variation and the McLoone Index. The Standard Deviation
was also calculated for this purpose in addition to the

purposs of providing information on variability.

Thé Range and the Restricted range were calculated to detar-
mine the difference betwesn the highest and lowest per pupil
reveniueés in the State; and to determine the difference between
the revenue per pupil, for example, at the 95th and Sth
percentile. The restricted range was calculated to determine
the equitability of the proposal without consideration to

the tails of the distribution, which may be considered the
result of local control variables; outlizrs or anomalies in
the distribution: The ratio; e.g.; the highest value divided

The Federal Range Ratio was determined by taking the dif-

ference between the total revenue available for students at
the 95th and the Sth percentiles and dividing that figure by
the value at the 5th percentiie.zo

The Coefficient of Variation, the standard deviation of a
distribution dividéd by thé mean, expreséad &5 a percentage,
e.g., multiplied by 100, was cilculated. As the coefficient

of variation approaches zero, equality becomes greater.

This measure determines variability around the mean observa-

tion and assumes a normal distribution.

tion of revenues was from providing each portion of students




with equal proportions of revenues. Values for the Gini
Coefficient fall between 0.0 and 1.0. As the Gini Index

-- The McLoone Index weighs the lower half of the distribution
more heavily than the otheér measures and was calculated to
determine the affects of A proposal on districts with ver

It measiires the percent of current revenues required to
raise the expenditure level of each per pupil unit to the
State median level. It is expressed as the ratio of the
actual.réVehué of students below the median to the total, if
all students were at the median. The closer a McLoone index
is to 1.0; the greater the equity for the bottom half of the
distribution: This is the only measure considered in this

-- The simple Correlation between per pupii revenues and per
pupil equalized assessed valuations e.g.; district property
ﬁeéiEh;Qz was calculated to determine the relationship between
those variables. A correlation approaching zero--showing no
relationship between these variables--indicates the most
equity. Genaral términoibgy for déétribing the réiétionship
measured By thé correlation coefficient was utilized
throughout: a correlation between 0.0-0.1; little or no

relationship; 0:2-0.3, low, slighz; 0:.4-0.7, moderate; and

0.8-1.0, stroag. The Pearson product moment corrzlations

16




relationship. Correlations were run including (1) all observa-
tions, and including (2) all observations to the 99th
percentile of total State ADA; and ¢(3) all observations to

the 95th percentile of total APA. Prior to déietiﬁg the
upper tail of the distribution,; districts were ranked from
low to high by wealth per pupil. Correlations were run with
with extremes removed:

-- Repression. Per pupil total state and local revenues were
regressed on per pupil property values:23 Slopes and elas-
ticities were reported to provide an indication of the
strength of the relationship. Regressions included (1) all
observations, (2) all observations to the 99th perccntile,
and (3) all observations to the 95th percentile. These
anaiysés were undertaken to determine the effects of the
upper tail oS the distribution and the explanatory power ol
the statistic with the upper tail removed.

Figure 1 provides a summary of alternative equity criteria
utilized in this analysis which are indicated by en asterisk: It shows

adjusted dollais (inputs), and student achievcment data (outputs).

11




Horizontal équity was measured. The summary statistics included the
range, thé restricted range, the Federal range ratio, the McLoone Index,
the coefficient of variation, the Gini coefficient; the simple corre-
lation, the bivariate ﬁegréssion, the simpie slope, and the simpie

elasticity.

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS

This section describes the results of the analysis of the weighted
pupil Foundation School Program (FSP) in Texas, 1985-86. It is divided
into two parts: The first part presents Pearson Product Moment correla-
tions for selected variables including teacher salary, tax rates, and
test scores. Part two provides data on the equity of the Foundation
School Program for 1985-86.

Corvelations

This section discusses five sets of Pearson product moment cor-
relations and relates them to selected student, district, and Foundation
School Program variables:.2* They include: (1) wealth, operating cest,
revenue, and fund balance, (2) M & O tax rateés, I & S tax rates, and
total tax rates; (3) beginning, average, total teacher salary and career
ladder supplement; (4) special populations, i.e., special education,
voc tional &ducation, compensatory education, Eiiingual education, and
gifted and talentéd education; and (5) Foundation School Program elements
including: the Price Differential Index (PDI), the small district
dllotmént, equalization enrichment, and *he experienced feacher atlot-
ment. Appendix A contains calculations for the mean, standard deviation,
sum. minimum and maximum for each variable discussed in the correla-ion

9
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analysis.

Corralatdan Batwaarn Taal el Nenormnt-d e o ?‘X;—&‘ Rieirﬁenue

Correlations between wealth, operating cost, revenue, fund
balance, and selected variables are described below.

Wealth. Pearson product moment correlations derived to show
relationships between school district wealth; operating cost, revenue,
fund balance, and selected variables are presented in Table 2. With
regards to wealth; it was found that wealthy districts are moderately

-- operating revenue per pupil (r = 0.595; r2 = 0.354)

-- local enrichment per pupil (r = 0.721; r2 = 0.520)

-- local, local and State, per pupil revenue (r = 0.762; 0.647,

respectively; rZ = 0.581, 0.419, respectively)

-- local fund assignment (r = 0.730; r2 = 0.533)25
Wealthy districts received proportionately less State aid per

0.527) and had higher local fund assignments (r = 0.730). A moderate

relationship was found between wealth and operating cost (r = 0.595)
and wealth and total revenue (r = 0.647). However, the amount of varia-

tion éxplained for wealth and operating cost was low (r2 = 0.354); as

was the variation explained by wealth and total revenue (r2 = 0.419).
The local revenue variable; while explaining about half of the variation

by wealth (r? = 0.581) must be considered only in tandem with State

10




révenué (which results in the total revenue variable) 26
The pér pupil property wealth of a district was found to have
little or no relationship (e.g., wealthy districts were as likely as
nonweéalthy districts to be related) to:
.. district size (r = 0.165; r? = 0.028), or demsity (r = 0.019;
r2 = 0.000);
I-  the Price Differential Index (PDI) (r = 0.010; r2 = 0.000):
-- mninority students as a percentage of total students (r =
0.122; r2 = 0.015);27
-- the percentage of ninth graders passing all sections of the
Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (r = 0:161; r2 = 0.026);
-- maintenance and operations (M & 0) tax rate (r =-0.059;
r2 - 0.003);

-- special populations (r = 0.104 to 0.188; r2 = 0.011 to 0.035);

in sum, weaithy districts tended to have more revenue (input§§
but were unable to realize an experienced teaching forcé or higher test
scores (outputs) as a result of this percéivéd revenue advantage. They
wére charged proportionately highér shares of the Foundation School
ﬁrbgram and received little or no State aid and enrichment equalization
funding.

Operating €ost, Total Revenue, Loeal Revenue. Correlations

between each of the variables--operating cost, total revenue, local

revenue--and selected factors, revealed similar trends to those noted

11
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above. This may be explained through an examination of théir inter-
réiationships as shown below:

Operatitig Total Local

S — _ ... . _-Cest - - Revenie Revenue
Operating Cost 1.00 0.907 0.785
Total Revenue 1.00 0.838
Local Revenue 1.00

In the case of each variable, there was a moderate relationship
bétweén it and beginning, and average teacher salaries (which explained
0.151 in the variation at most), and a low relationship to experienced
teachers.28 No relationship was found between the above variables,
i.e., operating cost, total revenue, local revenue (or local enrich-
ment); and special program pupils:. That is; districts that measured

in special education, bilingual education; vocational education; compen-
satory education or gifted and talented programs. Districts with higher:

& O tax rates; no relationship was found between wealthy districts and
M & O rates. Thus, higher revenues, and highér opérating revenue (and
enrichment) may tend to be related to higher taxes. Little variation
can be eéxplained by these factors and M & O rate, however. 29

No relationship between either operating revenue, or total
revenue, could be found to exist between the following variables: the

Price Differential Index, size, or interestingly, test scores.

12
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for lower per pupil property wealth (r = -0.625); and lower local enrich-
ment (r = -0:718) through larger total State aid; and through larger
targeted State equalization enrichment (r = 0:922). They generally had
and more students who qualified for free and reduced price lunch as a
percentage of the total district student population (r = 0:518):

A low to moderate, negative relationship was found between dis-

tricts receiving higher State revenue and special program populations

bilingual éducation students, r = -0.177). State revenue and teacher
salaries exhibited a low, negative correlation (r = -0:619, f2 - 0.383,
for average teacher salary; r = -.525, r2 = 0.276 for mean beginning
tééchér saiériég) as did State revenue and test scores (r = -0;291). A
low, positive relationship to career ladder supplement (r = 0.233) was
found for this variable.

Districts with higher shares of State revenue tended to be small
rather than large (¢ = -0.324), but showed no rélationship to density,
i.e., students per squacre mile (they were as likely as not to be sparse,
r = -0.087): They showed a moderate: positive relationship to I & S rate
(r = 0.358, r2 = 0.128), but a weak, negative relationship to M & O rate

(r = -0.110) and a weak, positive total tax rate correlation (r = 0 129).

13



Beginning Fund Balance and Fund Balance as a Percent of Total

Revenue. Larger beginning fund balances were found to be moderately
associated with wealth (r = 0:367), operating cost per pupil (r = 0:451),
smaller refined ADA (r = -0.234)--total per pupil State and local revenue
(r = 0.546), local revenue (r = 0.410), and local enrichment (r = 0.454).
FUnd Béiéﬁté amounts were intercorreiated with the variabie, fund balance
as a percent of total revenue (r = 0.879), as might be expected.

Higher beginning fund balances did not relate to average or
begintiing teacher salariés (r = 0.042, 0.016, respectively), or per-
centage of students passing all sections of the minimum competency
test, TABS (r = 0.132). A modserate, negative relationship between fund
balances and PDI (r = -0.328), numbérs of svecial servicé students
(r = -.0.218 to -0.239), sizé (r = -0.234) and density (r = a-0.254),

was found.

Correlations Between Tax Rates and Selected Variables

Correlations between selected variables and total tax rates;
maintenance and operations (M & 0) tax rates; and interest and sinking

correlation was found between total tax rate and minority percentage (r
= -0.254): 1larger minority percentages were somewhat less likely to be
in a high tax effort district. This was somewhat more true of hispanic
than black populations, with the exception of hispanics and I & 5 rate

(r = 0.020), and blacks and M & O rate (r = 0:017), where no relationship
was found. Larger districts tended to have both lower total tax rates

(r - -6.34§), and lower debt sérvice rates (r = -6.365). On the other

14




hand; growing districts had higher debt service ratés, as might beé
expected (r = 0.336). but had lower M & O rates (r = -0.268). They
showed no relationship to total tax rate (r - -0.024).

School districts with higher poverty counts, as measured by free

and reduced price lunches, were weakly,; negatively related to total tax
rates (r = -0.23G), ¥ & C rates (r = -0:189) and I & S rates (r = -
0.103). Also, wealth, as measured by property value per ADA,; showed a
low, negative correlation to total tax rates (r = -C.223); but no rela-
tionship to M & O rates (r = -0.059), and a slight, mnegative relationship
to I & S rates (r = -0.272). Whether or not this latter relationship
is spurious, given the very high values at the upper extreme of the
property wealth variable, requires further investigation, however. As
the negative values account for only 0.050 and 0.074 in the variation,
i.é., ré, of total tax rates and the I & S rates, rESpectiveiy, across
Texas districts the variation accounted for by these variables is so
low as to be mégiigibié.sb

Weak to modeérate, negative relationships were found between
teacher salaries and debt service ratés (r = -0.340; -0.342; -0.267,
for avéerage, total and beginning salary, respectively) .3l

Generally, special populations were found in districts with
lower tax efforts (for total tax rates r = -0.339 to -0.377; for I & S
rates, r = -0.257 to -0:325; for M & O rates r = -0.178 to -0.205).
However, special pupils as a percentage of total district population
did not relate to I & S rate (r = 0.004):32

No relationship was found between tax rates and per pupil

allocations for the (1) Price Differential Index, (2) the small district

15
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adjustment and (3) the equalization transition allotment. A moderate
relationship was found between: debt service effort and (1) per puﬁii
equalization enrichment (r = 0:436); (2) the local fund assignment as a
percent of State aid (r = -0.410), (3) experienced teacher allocation
per pupil (r = -0:391) and (4) the local fund assignment per pupil (r =
-0.429). Thus, districts that tended to have stronger I & 3 efforts
tended to receive higher compensation from the State in the form of
equalization enrichment, experienced teacher allocation and had lower
local fund assignments.

State revenue, exhibited a moderate relationship to I & S rate
(r = 0.358). That is, more State aid tended to be allocated to districts
with higher I & S rates and lower local revenué (r = :0.363). Enrich-
ment, (total State and local; total local) on the othaer hand, provided
a moderate, positive (r = 0.439, 0.417, respectively) relationship to M
& O rate, but a negative relationship to I & 3 rate (r = -0.205; -0.293,
respectively). It appears that a stronger M & O effort was related, as
might be expected, to more lnscal revenue; conversely, districts with

Finally, experienced teachers (1985-86, 1986-87) werc moderately,
negatively related (r = -0.391, -0.382) to district I & S rate. Neither
total tax rates (r = -0:184; -0.178) nor M & O rates (r = 0.071, 0.071)
were reltated to teacher experience variables, i.e., the minimum salary
ratio, for 1985-86 or 1986-87, respectively: Finally; the percentage of
students passing all sections of TABS; the Texas Assessment of Basic
Skills minimum competency test, was not found to be related or showed

only a slight relationship to M & O rate (r = 0:140), I & S rate (r =

16
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0:100) or total tax rate (r = 0.186).33

Correlations Between Teacher Salaries and Selected Variables

Pearson product moment correlations between selected variables
and 1) beginning teachers salaries, 2) average teascher salaries, 3)
career ladder supplements, and 4) total salaries, appear in Table 4.

According to these data, there is no relationship between teacher
salaries and tax rate (r = -0.075 for beginning salary, r ~ -0.042 for
average salary, : = -0.070 for total salary). T & S vote and beginning
salary r = -0.266), average salary (r = -0.339) and total salary (r = -
0.342) tendéd to be moderately, negatively correlated. Average salaries
and total salaries showed a low, positive correlation to black student
populations (r = 0.216, 0.218), indicating somewhat slightly higher
salaries in districts with larger black populations. Total salaries
were not related to hispanic populations (r = -0.087) or minority stu-

decreased (r = 0.590) when the raw (unadjusted) PDI was utilized in the

comparison. This results from the fact that the PDI was built on

salaries and it was designed to address and compensate for differing

costs of téachers across Téxas, béyond the control of the local school
17
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district. The possibility that more variation in teacher salavies was
not explained by the PDI may result from the fict the PDI was built on
District property wealth and teacher salaries were found to be
moderately related (r = 0.389, r = 0.381, r = 0.412, fsr average, total--
including cdreer ladder in the average--and beginning salary, respective-
1y)35 as was local enrichment and opeérating revenue (for enrichment, r

= 0.440 for beginning salary; r = 0.531 for average salary, r = 0.507
for total salary; for operating revenue, r = 0.361 for beginning salary,
r = J.440 for average salary, r =0.426 for total saiary). Data preSeﬁted
in the first part of this section indicated that wealthy districts did

not maintain an experienced teaching force, however. This may suggest

that they channel additional revenue into new and moderately less ex-

perienced teachers, i.e.; front-load their salary schedule: Because

these data did not comsider top salaries in district, it is difficult
to describe the entire landscape relating to salary in the State of
Texas during 1985-86.

Districts with higher average daily attendance (ADA) (r = 0.340)
and districts with ﬁigh density (r = 0.373), showed moderateiy positive
correlations to total teacher séiéry ¢s did districts with iarger speciai
populations--i.e., gifted and talented (r = 0.371), bilingual (r =
0.211), compensatory (r = 0.266), special education (r = 0.335) and
vocational education (r = 0.364) pupils. Thus, larger more densely
populated districts and districts with larger special populations tended

to pay higher teacher salaries.

18



Correlations Between Test Scores and Selpcted Variabies

Correlations between (1) the percentage of ninth graders passing
all sections of the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) in 1984-85;
and (2) the total standardized score of lith graders on the Texas Educz-
tiorial Assessment of Minimum Skill.: (TEAMS), and selected variables
respentively, are preserited in Table 5. A strong, moderate, negative
relationship was found Latween the test score variables and (1) minority

students as a percentage nf total students (r = -0:699 for TABS; 7 = -

and (3) special pupils as a percent of total pupils (r = -0.597 for
TABS, tr = -0.558 for TEAMS). Special program pupiis36 showed a low or
moderately, negative relationship to test scores (r = -0.485 to -0.391
for EAﬁé; r = -0.297 to -0.182 for fﬁAﬁé), as did regular pupiis (r = -
6.3}8 for EAﬁé; r = -0.170 for TﬁAﬁé).

Variables ékﬁiﬁiting no réiétibnéﬁip to TABS or TEAMS teést scores
(respectiveiY) iﬂéiﬁded: téachér éxpériéncé (r - :6.0§§, 36.653); I1&
S tax rate (r = 0.100, 0.079): M & O rate (r = 0.140; 0.120); and operat-

ing cost per pupil (r = 0:.005; 0.042). The latter correlation under-

Low relationships found between the test score variables and,
for example, local enrichment per pupil (r = 0:296; 0:365); lo:al revenu:
per pupil (r = 0.255, 0.344); State and local enrichment per pupil (r =

equalization enrickment per pupil (r = -0.258, -0.395); lose meaning
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when viewed as a whole, e.g., as total State and local revznue per
pupil,s which exhibits a weak reiationship to test scores (r = 0:136,
0.163) for TABS and TEAMS, respectively.

In sum, the variables considered in this section indicate that
miiority students and poor students are at risik: cthey record tha lowest
scorss on TABS and TEAMS tests.37 Little ussful irformation explaining
relationships to high sccres was found, howevar, to providé a Stratégy
for improvement that could be targeted to theése students. No doubt,
ificreases in test scores are related to more complex sets of variables,
some difficult to measure, é.g., school climaté, wcrikplace conditions,

leadership variables.

Correlat:lons Between Foundation School T zogram Elements and Selected
Variables

Correlations between Foundation School Program elements and
selected variables are ﬁrésentéa in Table 6. Foundation School Program
elements discussed inciﬁde: The Price Differential Index, the Small
District Adjustment, Equalization Enrichmert, the Experienced Teacher
tllotment and the Local Fund Assignment.

The Price Differential Index. The PDI showed no relationship to

wealth (r = 0.010), operating cost per pupil (r = -0.006), equalization

transition aid (r = -0.009), local re ‘enue per pupil (r = 0:052), local
enrichment per pupil (r = -0.009), cr experien:ed teacher allocation per
pupil (r = 0.065). Largsr districts (i.e., higher refined ADA, r =
0.569) and higher density areas (r = 0.727) e.g., urban areas, tended

to have higher PDI's. Districts with larger numbers of special program

pupils (r = 0.591) also tended to have highsr PDI's.
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Lower PDI's tended to be ra=lated to: districts veceiving the
small district adjustment (r = -0.675); larger percentages of fund
balance of total revenue (r = -0.330), larger bezinning fund balance
per pupil (r = -0.328), higheér aqualization enriciment per pupil (r = -
0.247), and higher State revenue per pupil (r = -0.268), aitho:gh the
latter var?abics arz only slightly related.

fn sum; the PDI did not relate to wealth or locéil enrichment; in
program pupils: Apparently it addresses differences in the cost of

living, oot the standard of living.

The Smz1l District Allotment. The Small District Allotment was

moderately related tc :und balance (f = 0.409 for beginning fund balance;
r = 0.314 for percentage fund balance of total revenue); total State and
local revemue (r = 0.430); and operating revenue (r = 0.277). The small
- -0.229, -0.924, -0.199; -0.177, -0.225, for special education; voca-
tional, compensatory, bilingual, and gifted students, respectively) or
minority students as a percent of total students (r = -6.203): Smaill
districts were not rela<ed to wealth (r = 0:143), or tax rates (r =

Equalization Enrichment. Districts that received higher shares

of equalization enrichmenr also tended to have more hispanic students

(r = 0.517), larger I & S rates (r = 0.436) and children in poverty (r

= 0.510- -méasured by the free and reduced price lunch count). Equaliza-
tion énriéhméht showed a négétiVé réiétionship to wealth (r = 20.52?},

to average teacher salary (r = iO.SGi), to local revenue péer pupii (r = -
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0.764), to equalization transition allutmen: per pupil (r = -G.459),

and local enrichment per pupil (r = 10.653y. Districts receiving larger

assigninents (r - -0:844} and received msre Stite aid (r = €.92Z). fc

should be ncted ~hat this variable should be coasidered as part of the

total State and local totzl revemue v-riabie, of which it is nari:s
Experienced Teacher Allotment: The experienced teacher allocment

Statewide average. Districts receiving this allotment tended to have
velatively more black students (r = 0.453), and lower I & S rates (r =
-0.307}. Little or no relationship was found between the experienced
teacher allotment and such variables as: wealth (r = -0.001), operating
cost per pupil (r = 0.045), and total State and local revenue (r =
0.009).

Local Fund Assignment. Districts that had higher local fund

assignments (LFA) also tended to have higher property wealth per pupil
(r = 0.697), highé. average teacher salaries (r = 0.614) and beginning
teacher salaries (r = 0.537), higher equalization transition allotments
(r = 0.618), higher local revenue per pupil (r = 0.901), higher local
enrichment per pupil (r = 0.778), and higher operating reévenue per

pupil (r = 0.559). Districts that had lower local fund assignments (LFA)
tended to receive more equalization enrichment (r = -0.873) and more

ftate revenue per pupil (r = -0.951).
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small district adjustment (r = -0.030), exnerienced teacher allocacion
(r = 0.171), or percentage beginning furd balance of teccal revenue (r =

0:.658) .

Cnrrrlations Between Spacial Prosram Pupils and Selected Variables

Table 7 presents correlations between the number of special
program pupils and selected variables. As might be expected, the number
of special program pupils was strongly related to size (r = 0.955 to
0.996). Bécause of the high intercorrélation between size and special
prograim pupiis iﬁttié additional information was found beyond relation-
§hip§ préVibuSiy discussed as tﬁéy relate to size. An examination of
sf3cial program pupils as a percentage of district population (ADA) is
therefore suggested in future research and to discern the relationships
between selected variables and special populations, by districts across

size wvazriables:

Changes_in Corr=lation Coefficients Over Time

Table 8 presents changes in correlation coefficients over time,

ween wealth, operating expenditures, teacher salary, equalization

o
o
(ad

wealth, average daily attendance, percent black and percent hispanic,
respectively.
Wealth. Changes in the relationship between wealth per pupil

and percent black and percent hispanic appear to have léssened over the

reassessed property cannot be dérivéd from the data. Converseiy, the
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relationship between size and wealth has increased but again insig-
nificantly (r change = 0.005). It should be noted that cke correlations
between size and wealth, percent hispanic and wealth, and percent black
aud wealth for either iéészéa, or 1955236, show a low relationship.

A moderate but declining relationship

Operating Expenditur

over time was found between operating expenditures and wealth (r change
= -0.015): No éignificant éﬁéhgé over time was found bétween operating
expenditures and ADA, (r change = -0.005), pércent black, (r change = -
0.086) or percent hispanic; (r = 0.195), change.

Teacher Salary. A moderate positive relationship was found
between district wealth and beginning teacher salary which declined
over a one year period (r = -0.022). For teacher salaries and black
percentage, a weakening of relationships was found (r change = -0.140, -
0.094 for beginning and average teacher salaries; respectively), while
for hispanics the former moderate relationship with low beginning and
average teacher salaries had changed to a weak relationship over time
(r unange = 0.211, 0.193, respectively):

Price Differential Index. No relationship was found between the
1985-86 price differential index and wealth (r = 0.010). Although the
prior index (1984-85) correlated weakly to wealth (r = 0.204), this
appears to have been corrected in 1985-86 (r changé = :0.194). Over
time, larger districts benefitted more from the indéx (r = 0.168) as
did districts with higher percentages of hispanic students (r change =
0:272):. Districts with higher percentages of black students benefitted

more from the 1985-86 PDI (r change = 0.046).

24



ualization Enrichment. In 1985-86, a moderate, negative rela-
tionship was found betweén the equalization enrichment allotment and
wealth per pupil (r = -0.527), district size (r = -0.356, ADA) and
percent black (r = -0.331). This indicated that non-wealthy districts,
small districts and districts with smaller percentages of black students
generally received larger shares of enrichmént equalization. This trend
inCréaséd, tﬁougﬁ inéigﬂifiténtiy, over time excépt for districts with
higher wealth where a lessening of the relationship (-0.057) occurred.
Districts with higher percentages of hispanic studénts received more

Experienced Teacher Allotment. For 1985-86, modératé correla-
tion was found between the éxperiénbéd teacher allotment and black
student percentage (r = 0.453)--which increased over time (+#0.125). A
low corretation (r = 0:.230) was found between district Size and ex-
perienced teachers which decreased (-0.092) over time. No relationship
or percent hispanic, which decreased from 1984-85 to 1985-86 (r = -
0.724).

Equalization Transition. A moderate correlation was found between
the eQuaiization transition allotment and wealth (r = 0.415), which
incréased over time (r change = 6.873). No reiationship between ADA (r
- -0.0465, percent biéck (r = 30.01?), and équéiization transition was
found. A low négatiVé réiationsﬁip between percent hispanic (-0.281)
and equalization transition was found, which decreased over time (-

0.105).
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ﬁlé l::‘.quity Of t:he f‘oun’ciation éChOOi Pr'ofu‘am

This section discusses the results of the equity analysis of
the Foundation Scheol ?rbgrém in 1985-86. The equity of the Foundation
School Program was calculated utilizing various established statistical
technigues and measures. Thé résults of this analysis are shown in
Table é, for all districts and for all districts éxciuding sparse dis-
triCté, as definé in current iéw.3é
Results of Analysis

For the school year ending in 1986, Texas had average State and
local revenues per pupil of $2;390.00. The coefficient of variation for
that year was 15.9, which means that about two-thirds of all students
were within 15.9 percent ($380.00) of the Statewide avérage revenué per
pupil, and that more than nine-tenths of the students were within 31.8
percent ($760.00) of the Statewide average. The Mcloone Index was
.933, which means that in the bottom half of the distriButién, only 6.7
bring the bottom half of all students up to the revenue per pupil of
the median student. For example, the McLoone Index was :933, the median
per pupil revenue was $2305.00 and there were 2,875,987 pupils in the
State. Then (1.0 - :933) x $2305 x (.5 x 2,875,987) or $222.1 million
in State revenue would be needed to bring all pupils below the median
level of State aid to the median level. The Gini Coefficient was .075
indicating that for approximatély 92.5 percent (100-7.5) of the distribu-
tion, equal percentages of students werée provided with equal percentages
of revenues. The restricted range was $965.00, which means that there
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the 95th percentile; compared to the student at the 5th percentile. The
range was a éé,iéi.OO wﬁiéh means there was a differenéé 6£ $é,§éi.60
per pupil between the revenue of the maximum and m!nimum value.39 The
réiationShip between revenue per pupll and wealth per pupil was .60 as
indicated by the correlation;#0 but only :0010 as indicated by the siope,
which means that a one dollar change in wealth per pupil was associated
with just a 1/10th of a cent change in revenue per pupil (or a change

of one thousand dollars in wealth is associated with change of one
dollar in revenue per pupil): The elasticity was 0:099 indicating that
a one percent change in wealth represents .099 change in revenue. Or,
put another way, a ten percent change in wealth represents a less than
a one percent change in revenue; or a 50 percent change in wealth repre-
sents less than a five percent change in revenue. The elasticity, like
the slope, represents a relationship of low magnitude. The Federal

by the value at the 5th perrentile, was 0.48. The restricted range

ratio was 1.48.

National Comparisons, 1976 and Cross Time Comparisons, 1976-1986

Tables 10-12 present revenue disparity statistics for 35 statas
in 1976,%] ranked from the most équitablé to the leéast equitablé. These
tables prOVidé data for purposes of prbviding COmpérativé informétion
beyond the context of Texas, and for the purpose of comparing equity in
Téxas over a ten year time span, i.e., 1976-1986. It might be noted
with regards to these time periods; 1976 was the first year of implemen-
tation of the financing system under prior law, H.B. 1126; 1986 repre-
sents the second year of a phased-in weighted pupil foundation program
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enacted as part H.B. 72:

Table 10 provides comparative data for the restricted range and
information for the simple correlation coefficient and on the simple
elasticity: In comparing the 1986 Texas figures with the 1976 figures
all measures show improvement which indicates greatér equity over time.

These data are presented on Tablé 13.

Distribution of Revenue by Percentage of Pupils

Further examination of total State and local revenue per pupil
at five percent intérvals was undertaken to aid in the description of the
distribution of révenué across all students and to provide detailed
explanatory information with regards to the differences observed in the
values for thé range versus the restricted range. It was found that
(with the exception of for the bottom 5 percent of students) the largest
from one interval to the next, except for the interval from the 95th to
the 100th percentile, where the revenue per pupil increased by ap-
proximately 287 percent ($8,513.00). Examination of revenue per pupil
for this interval, i.e., 95th to 100th; by one-half of one percent in-
creases,; showed further that the percentage increase from one interval
to the next ranged from approximately 2 percent ($68.00) to 8 percent
($239.00) with the exception of the interval from 99.5 percentile to
the 100th percentile, which showed a striking increase in revenue per
pupil ($7,417.00)--183 percent. These data are presented in Table 14,
Figure 2, and Figuré 3. They show a féiriy flat distribution of revenue
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extreme. Thus, a large portion of difference in total State and local
half of one percent of Texas students; or less. No doubt, this unusual
distribution of total revenue per pupil likely has a distortionary
affect on the statistical measures utilized to assess equity. Odden,
Berne, and Stiefel, writing on equity in 1976, stated:
a very few; very small districts with extremely

large revenues per pupil could produce statistical

results that indicate substantial Statewide revenue per

pupil differences when the problem is localized for a

few districts. This could be an issue in Texas (emphasis

added) .%¢

Reanalysis of Equity by Percentage of Pupils

measured in the equity statistics for 1985-86 were the result of State-
wide revenue per pupil differences, or if a large part of the variation
was localized, that is, due to the influerice of a few small districts
with relatively high per pupil revenues, but few total pupils. Thus,
the strength of the relationships found in thé equity analysis for all
of the total students, ranked by revenue per pupil, were included, and
2) when 95 percent of the total students were included Statewide.

These data are presented in Table 15 and in Figure 4. Table 16 presents
the same analysis but excludes sparse districts according to current

law definitions.
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The data show that when one percent of total students were ex-

cluded from the analysis, the coefficient of variation was reduced 17

percent; from 15:89 to 13:16: With five percent of total pupils excluded
from the analysis, a 36 percent change in the coefficient of variation,
from 15:89 to 106:16; was found. The mean changed little: It was
$7370.00 when one percent of pupils were excluded from analysis; it was
$2324.10 when five percent of pupils were excluded from analysis: The
Gini Coefficient was reduced to :068 (9 percent) when calculations
included 99 percent of total pupils. It was reduced to 0.56 (25 percent)
when 95 percent of total pupils were included in the analysis. The
Federal range ratio, which uses values at the 95th and Sth percentile,
did not change when one percent of total pupiis were excluded at the
Uupper extremes. It was reduced 16 percerit, from .48 to .41, when five
percerit of total pupils were exclided. The McLoone Index, which weighs
the lower half of thc distribution more heavily, was not affected by

the exclusion of pupils from the upper extreme, as might be expected.
Perhaps most striking of all changes noted, was the reduction in the
range, which showed a 79 percent change ($7,746.00) when only one percent
of the total population of students was omitted from the analysis; it
showed an 87 percent change ($8,516.00) when the anaiysis excluded five
percent of the total students. The range was $2,035 and $1,265 per
pupil;, for 99 and 95 percent of total pupils, respectively: With the

exclusion of 5 percent of total pupils, the range ratio--the ratio of
the highest to lowest value--changed from 6:77 to 1.75. For che
restricted range, little cr no change was noted when one percent of

total students were excluded from analysis. When five percent of total
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the 95th and 5th percentile showed a 17 percent change (from $965.00 to
$808.00); at the 10th and 90th perceritile the restricted range showed a
15 percent change (from $716.00 to $606.00). The differences found in
the aﬁaiysis were similar when sparse districts were excluded. Due to

influence on most measures utilized was minimal.

Correlations; Regressions, and-Slopes

total State and local revenue per pupil was examined using simple cor-
relations; bivariate regressions and simple slopes: Ic included all
revenue per pupil; and (a) all revenue per pupil for 99 percent of

total pupils and ranked by revenus from high to low, (b) all revenue

per pupil for 95 percent of total pupils. These calculations were
tndertaken utiiizing two wealth measures: (a) actual per pupi1ﬁ3 proper-
ty values utilized for the calculation of the Local Fund Assignment

(LFA) in the 1985:86 school year, for Foundation School Program
revenue,%4 and (b) 1985 tax year property values.

between per pupil revenue and the (a) 1986 LFA property value and the

(b) 1985 tax year value; respectively. The regression showed that
wealth accounted for approximately 37 percent in the variation in revenue
per pupil, that is, less than two-fifths of the variation in per pupil
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revenue could be explained by property values. The relationship between
wealth and revenue was of low magnitude as indicated by the slope of
.0010, indicating that a one dollar change in wealth per pupil would be
accompanied By Oniy a one-tenth of one cent cﬁange in reverue per pupii,
and as indicated by the elasticity, as previously discussed.

The correlation, regression, slope and elasticity show a reduced
relationship between wealth ard revenue when either 99 percent or 95
percent of the pupils were included in the analysis. When 95 percent
of all students were included, for example, the correlations were reduced
to .41 and .43, for 1986 LFA values and 1985 valueés, respectively,
accounting for less than oné-fifth of thé variation in per pupil revenues
(17 percent and 19 perceéent). The siopé was increased from .0010 to
.0009 for either property vaiué, indicating, again, a reiétionship of
low magnitudé.

SUMMARY
In swn, these analyses showed the substantial distortionary

affects of one to five percent of the upper extreme of total students,

ranked by revenue per pupil, on the measurement of equity in Texas

education finance: Further, the data indicated improvement over time

in the lcng struggle of equalizing resources in tie State of Texas and,
thus; a robust response by lawmakers to issues raised by Rodriguez.
Hédever, vigiiance must be exercised lest one is lulled into the belief
that no further action is necessary or into thinking that gains evidenced

by tnese measures will be self-maintaining. The dual probléms of a
rnpidiy incréasing school popuiation and an economic recession Brought
on by the reduction of oil prices, if they COntinue, bode ill for an
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optimistic appraisal for the future of Texas education finance equity.
And, despite efforts by legislatures such as the Texas General Assembly,
interstate differences in financing éducation mwst socn raise thorny
questions so often lost in State level analysis. As the citizens of
one Nation continué to seek equal protection of life, liberty and the
pursuit of happinéss under the law--rights built on the foundationstone
of equality in educational opportunity-:-the day of reckoning must soon
dawn wheén once again a chaiiéngé to the system of education finance
reaches the highest tribunal in the land. This time, perhaps, the
federal system of financing education will be called into question,
seeking redress to the substantial lack of national involvement in

achieving school finance equaliza‘“ion for all the diverse sectors of
our education landscape--our country's gr.itest resource and the hope

of our Nation's future into the 2lst century.
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1Cf Deborah A. Vorstegen, Richard Hooker and Nolan Estes, "A
Comprehensive Shifc in Educational Policymaking Texas Education Reirorm
Legislation;" in Van D. Mueller and Mary P. McKeown, eds.; The_Fiscal,
Lg@lﬁ”’ —and Politjcal Asp.cts of State Reform of Elementsry _and_Secondary
Educatjon (Cambridge, Ma.: Ballinger, 1986), 277-308.

27,,
U.s. 1 (1973).

itonio-Indeper

ident School District vs, Rodriguez, 411

3A1thongh the new finance system was implemented in 1984-85; a

number of major provisions had not been phased-in, e.g.,; the hasic

granc was $12C0 per_pupil versus the current $1 50; the education index

been implemented fnus, léééiéé was the first year for which reliable
data were available.

Dimensions. Baltimore, Maryland The Johns Hopklns Un1ve*sxty Press:

SThe comparison of district versus student unlts of anaiy51s is

prov1ded below to illustrate the distortionary affect of utilizing the
incorrect unit.

Statewide
Average
Unit of Number of Average - Togq% Dollars Per
Analysis - - Pupils Noltars/Per Pupil Funds Student
Student Unit
Distrizt 1 5 $ 20:.600 = S*OG;GO
District 2 1 £00.00 - 100;00 o
200.00/6 = $33.3 per
student
DPistrict Unit
pistrict 1 5 20.00 = 120.00
District 2 1 100.00 = }90,00
120.00/2 = $60 00 per
student

,sbné full time equivalent unit was based on 30 contact hours
per week between student and teacher.
o ’Robert Berne,; personal communication with the authcr; November,
1936.

83mall district flgures were taken from Lase year impact model

(1986 87). The Foundation Master File (FMF) does not retain data at
this level of detail.
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Inan analysis using weighted pupils; in effect, combines the
equal treatment of equals and unequal treatment 5f unequals into a
single assessment of equity:"™ Education Finance Center; Education

Commission of the States; €(1979): Equity in School Finance. Report No.
F797-9. &Author: Denver, €0; p. 64.

105ce; Berne and Stiefel, op: cit:

fransportation figures were taken from the Foundation Master

File. Transportation figures serve as a proxy for sparsity in many

cases and do not relate to difference in student program costs.

According to Bernme and Stiefel,"Of all the components of current
operating expenditures [and total state and local revenue], the variation
in transportation expenditures relafes least directly to a child's

educatfonal experience." Op. cit., 1984, p. 122.

12See here, Jay Chambers (L979), "Cost of Education Indices: A
Discussion Paper,” The New York Task Force on Equity and Excellence in
Education Denver Colorado: Educatlon Commlssion of the States.
Chambers states that "If a cost of education index is adopted then
expenditure [and revenue] figures mast be deflated by this 1ndex SO

15). The PDI utilized was the raw index proposed in 1985-86. Texac
Education Agency (1996). Report of the Price Differential Index B
Advisory bommittee to_the State Board of Ediication. Austin, Texas: 1t
was utilized to deflate the aggregate unit of analysis, e.g., total
state and local revetiue, both including and excluding sparse diétricts
for baselirie equity data. (As per personal communication, R. Berne,
July, 1986) _According to Berne and Stiefel, "school finance ejuity
analysis should at the very least, use pricé-adjusted dollars. 1If
OnlY,OU3,9b33§9WlS used, price adjusted dollars is preferable. Rerne
and Stiefel (1984), op. cit.,p. 280.

13The formula for the sdjusted Revenue is: (iﬁéﬁéﬁ iféfAiB -
TRAN) / RAWPDI‘ WWLOCREYW— lo:al revenue; 7STAID = state aid, TRAN =
transportation, PDI = 1985-86 proposed index with no adiustment.

14c £, Finch, J. (1967). An Analysis of Financial Measures
as Related to- Certain ‘Measures-of - Quality (doc. diss.). Teachers
College; Columbia University: N.Y., N.Y.

'rtaof Pupil Attendance and Contact Hours; Fall 1985 znd Spring
1986 -and National Scheool Lunch Program Report 1984-85,; Texas Education

Agency,; Austin,; Texas: For total students,; vocational education

students,; special education students, and bilingual education students:

total FTE's in average daIly attﬂndance (average of best 4 of 8 weeks

during which attendance was reported) by program were utillzed For
special education, FTEs by instructional arrangements were utilized.
For compensatory education students, the best 6 months average of number

of students participating in the National Free and Reduced Lunch Program
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during the prtor school year (1986 85) was utilized For gifted arid
talented students, the total number of students in giftel and talented
programs and for whom gifted and talented programs were being developed
for fall 1985 and spring 1986, were included.

16Current operating expenditures included functions 10, 20, 30,
49, 50, and 70 in both the general fund (fund 16) and government
expendable trust (fund 80;

17Official Bulget for Texas Public Schools 1985-86, Texas
Education Agency, Austin, Texas.

18Fund 10 is the general fund., Fund 80 is referred to as

Types-Trusts and Agency Funds' in the Texas FinanciaT Accouriting Manual
(Bulletin 679) - These types of funds are used to account for assets
held by a district as an agent or in a trustee capacity. An example
would be a fund to account for operation of a special education
cooperative for which the district serves as fiscal agent.

19quintiles réported by SAS, the statistical package utilized

throughout this analysis; do not take weighted pupils into account;

thus requiring a separate analy51s for range, restricted range, federal
range ratio and percentile reporting. C.f. SAS -User~ Guide:—Basics
Version 5 Edition (1985) SAS Institute, Inc.: Cary, NC, p. 1184.

Extreme caution is therefore urged when actual output is utilized, as
district units of analysis are not acceptable measures,; nor in kzeping
with best practice or research knowledge:. Percentiles and the restricted
range were calculated utilizing the. following methodology. First, the

distribution of total state and local revenue per pupil for each district

as defined herein was ranked in ascending order together with tcral

pupils per district and cumulative pupils across ail districts: The

first observation at which, e:.g:., five percent of cumulative pupils was

reached; identified the revenue object that wrs utIlized This procedure

206:?;; 34, CFR, Ch. 11 (7-1-85).

2lgee footnote for guintiles. SAS was unable to locate the

@edian pupil and selected the median distr1ct 1n its place As a result

the median pupil reqaired selection as described in footnote 23 and a
separate calculation was undertaken

22Property values 1nc1uded (1) 1985 calendar (tax) year and (2)
1985-86 school year values as utilized to distribute LFA; ADA was for
1985-86.

23Data sources and def1n1tlons for the var1ab1es ut1112ed in
the regression analysis are the same as those utilized in the
correlational analysis. For property values, tax levies, and tax rates
the following data sources were utilized throughout: Stateé_Property
Tax_Board Worksheet of 1985, certified property values correspording to
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1985-86 school year (certified property values are appraised values

standardized to 100 percent of market value throughout the state):

eport of 1985 tax year levies reported

by school districts (corresponding to 1985-86 school year). State

Property Tax Board,; Austin; Texas: Fer the property values utilized to

compute the 1985-86 local fund assignment; 1984 tax values were utilized.

Data sources were those cited above,; but for the 1984 tax year.:

24These correlations are based on actual figures: Thus, total

State and local revenue does not reflect allowable adjustments needed

prior to determination of the correlation coefficients when analysis is

made for equity: The reader is therefore cautioned against extrapolating

data from this section for purposes other than that intended; or in

utilizing these data out of context:. Correlations utilized for equity

analyses are presented in the second part of this sesction:

25The 1oss of aid to budget balanced districts explains the

correlation, which would be higher if adjustment for available fund

(per capita) revenue had not occurred:

261t should be noted throughout that the correlations are

tentative at best, as extremes in wealth variables, for example, may

tend to overestimate or provrde spurxous relationships and slopes and

elasticities have not been calculated to determine their magnitude.

27There was no relatxonship between black students and Wealth

(r = 0:111). There was a low relationship between hispanic studen

and wealth (r = -0.202); district wealth accounted for only 4 percent

in_the variation of numbers of hispanic students across Texas districts
(r2 = 0.0408).

28Tﬁe factor D AS/SAS was utllized to denote experlence (fﬁé 3
16.154); where DAS = district average classroon minimum salary, SAS is

the statewide average minimum required per Texas. Education Code.

29The highest £l = 0.174. Also, the posslblllty of M & O taxes
being used by wealthier districts for buildlng purposes has been raised.
C.f. Strain Sherri (1985) The Impact of HB 72 on_the Equalization of
School Finadrice in- Texas (dcc. diss.), The University of Texas: Austin,
Texas Also, districts which were receiving equalization tranzition
aid were provided disincentives for raising I&S rates. Therefore;
these data may not reveal the entire picture of I&S taxes in Texas:

30For Wealth and 1) total tax rate; 7) I & S rate; 3) M & O
rate r2 = 0, 050, 0.074; and 0.003, respectively. Thus, wealth accounted

for less than 7 percent (at most) in the variation in district's M&O,
or I&S, or total tax rate:

31LIttie variation was explaired by this variable, rl = 0. 116,
0.117, 0.071 for avevage salary, average salary including career ladder,

and beglnnlng teacher salary, respectively.
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32Perhaps the numbers, Versus percentage of total district ADA,
of special program pupils in the larger districts could provide a
plausible explanation for this. That is, when the proportion of the
district's population that was a special population was taken into
account; no relationship was ?xhibited When actual numbers of special
population students were considered; a moderate, negative relationship
was found.
2 .

33For percentage of students passing all sections of TABS, r
0. 035 0. 020, 0.010, for total tax rate, M & 0 rate, and I1&S rate,
respectively.

salartes: r2 = 0.102 for the variation explained by total State and
local revenue per pupil in total teacher salaries.

354s discussed previously; the correlation of teacher experience

variables and wealth was very low, however (r = 0:153, 0.149) suggesting

that the highest teacher salaries, related to an experienced force of

teachers, would be correspondingly lower in wealthy districts: For the

variation accounted for by wealth in average; total and beginning

salaries, r2 = 0.151; 0:145; 0:170, respectively:

36special program pupils included special, vocational, bilingual

and compensatory education. For gifted and talented students,; there
was no relationship to test scores found (r = 0.000, -0.185, for TABS

and TEAMS tests, respectively).

37The correlation between minority and poor students was .884,
indicating a relatively strong interaction between these variables:

38TEC, Chapter 2, § 16:104.

39Acccrding to Odder, Berne and Stiefel (1979), "Great care
should be given to making conclusions about the equity of a state school
finance system on the basis of . . . one statistic. . . ." Education
Finance Center, op. cit., p. 39. This may be especially relevant for
measures, like the range which are affected by inflation.

Z‘OSee Table 17 for correlitions, regressions, slopes and
elasticities relating to revenue and wealth. The variation accounted
for by the correlation was small (r2-0 38). The property values utilized
in computing both theicorrélatibns,fregressions ~and slopes were based
bh thé 198ﬁ téx Yééi‘ (Janu.iry l td Décémbei‘ 31 198&') Théy Were
School,program for the 1985- Bﬁ,school year. If property values declined
more than 8 percent between 1984 (tax year) and 1985, however, the 1985
property values were used. It should be noted that this measure of
property wealth prbﬁides a lag time between assessments and distribution

crosstime comparisons The 1985 tax year property value correlation



with wealth was 0.62: Both calculations are presented for comparison,

although, when cross time comparisons were not used, the more recent

wealth measure is preferred:

~ blgsurce: Education Finance Center, Education Commission of
the States, (1979), Equity in School Finance, Appendix C. Report No.

F79-9. Author: Denver, Colorado. These data appear to be the most

comprehensive, recent intrastate comparative measures available.

o ) azﬁducatioﬁ Finance Center, Education Commission on the States
(1979), op. cit., p. 39.

~ ®3The refined average daily attendance figure is utilized to
denote pupils. It is the best 4 of 8 weeks count, as défined by the
State Board of Education for 1985:-85.

Y% This was based on the 1984 tax year (Jan. 1, 1983-December
31, 1984),

1Y
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Figuré 1

A Summary of Alternative Equity Criteria With
Those Utilized in the Methodology

Indicated by an Asterisk
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(Berne and Stiefel, 1984, p.9)
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Table 1

~ An Illustration of a
Sample District Calculation

Part 1
- State revenue (&oééﬂ;t ihbiﬁaé,ﬁiiinguai 7
summer school) $ 4,030,712
- Local revenue (minus co-curricular/ S
eniterprising) S 899,795
o Total state and local revenue $ 4,930,507
- Transportation costs $ 135,258
o Subtract transportation $ 4,795,249
- Price differential index 1.00851
o Divide by price differential index 84,754,786  *
Part 2
- Regular education ADA 1,421.82
- Special education FTEs 91.69
- Vocational education FTEs 135.49
o Total average daily attendance 1,649.00
- Special educationl 194.48
: Vocational education 60.75
- Bilingual education 12.55
: Compensatory education 9.19
- @ifted and talented education 48.00
o Add pupii differentials as per current law 1,973.97
- Small district weight 1.07148
6 Add small district weight per pupil 2,115.07 *
Part 3
* Revenue variable (Part 1) $ 4,754,786
* Weighted ADA variable (Part 2) 2,115.07

revenue per student figure $ 2,248

l3pecial education and vocational education weighted added include

those weights over 1 FTE per pupil (which was included in the first
section of Part 2). Each student in bilingual, compensatory, and gifted
and talented education programs are weighted in accordance with current

law.



cv,

Table 2

Pearson Product Moment Correlations Betveen Selected Variables, 1985-86 a/

B " © Begim. Perceat Fund
Opersting Total ~ Local ~ State Fund  Balence of

Wealth — Cost.  Revenne Revenue Reverue Balaiice. Total Revenue

Total Tax Rate 023 012 0497 0.0 019 005 0,038
Minority Students as & of Total 0122 0.079  -0.109 0.0 0200 0.8 0,176
Black as § of Total 0.1l 000 0006 057 0260 0,083 -0.106
Hispanic as T of Total 0202 008 002 38 040 009 .1l
Pricé Differeitial Tndex 0:0i0 D006  0.076 0053 -0.268 -0:328 4331

Rofined ADi-Best b of § Weeks 0,166 0.095 0050 062 0.3h D4 0
o Uih Grade Passiig M1 Sec. TABS 016l 0005 0% 0:2s5 D81 QL% 0:131
Cig, in MDA, 1086 to 1985 000 00 40 bl D00 00X 0,048
Deusity: Students per Square Mle 0019 0045 0013 0007 D7 0.5 0.8
ich: Conp, B, s % of Total 0.8 008 0008 0373 0518 0013 0.0

M &0 Tax Rate 000 035 6402 008 Q10 018 0.0%
Wealth-Property Value Per Pupil 1,000 0595  0.647 0,762 .65 0367 0.1
Operating Cost Per upi] 0595 1,000 0907 0785 0400 0,651 0.169
I'& S Rate 0.2 0.9 0.8 0363 0,358 0,095 0008

verage Teacher Salary, 196465 039 0.4l 033 0575 -i69 ooz -0.05)
hverajie Salary & Career ludder 0.8 DA% 032 055 -0.606 0.0 400
Meail Career Ladder Siijpleient 0060 0% b8 0222 0033 -0.088 0:008
Mean Beglnning Teacher Salary 0412 062 0309 049 0.5 0016 .88
Unad justed PDI (Raw PDI) 0.055 0.0% 0.0% 0093 D6 037 0.3
Total Salary Adjusted by Raw DI D46 0525 0.55 0623 095 0319 0.09
Nuilber of Special Fducation Pupils  0.171 0,007 0,060 0067 032 23 .29
Nunber of Vocational Bd, Pupils 0175 0,093 0.0  0.J66 0.1 0.2 -0:281
Nunber of Regular Ed. Pupils 0,66 009 0051  0.161 033 -0.2% 0289
Nanber of Conp: Bd: Pupils 0.6 0089 -0.067 o000 22 028 .20
Nuber of Bitingual B Poplts 0006 00719 065 0066 B D20 02D
Number of Gifted & Taleitel Puplls 0,188 0.107 0.030 0488 A% 029 .
PDI Aliocation Per Pupii 0.009 0006 0177 002 %8 68 0330
Swall District; Alloc; Per Pupdl 043 0.211 0430 O3l 027 0409 0.3l
IFA as a Percent of State Ald 0,697 0559 055  0.901 0,951  0:220 0.0%

Equsl Earichnent Per Pupil 050 036 0359 -0.766 0922 0006 -0.00646

o 45
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~ Table 2
(conttnued)

S Begliii, Percent Fund
Operating Total  Local ‘State  Fund Balaiice of
o Wealth Cost Reveiie Revenie —Revenue Balance Total Revenue

Biper, Teacher Mloc, Per bpll 0001 0088 0O 0.0% D05 00 D068
Bqualization Transition Per Pupil 0415 0.438 0487 0.630 0,55 0,236 0,147
loval P Aeslgment Per Pupdl 0730 0.6 0.60 090 D908 0288 0.066

Sun of ALl Special Program Puplls 0,136 0.090 0.0 0.1l 0.4k D230 .28
Syecial Pupils s 1 of Total Pupils 0,177 D07 002 0303 0.366  0.1% D2l
Regilar Piptls as 7 of Totsl Puptls O:l6L 0083 0.080 0% 0.5 0.0% 0,085
Total State & Lical Revenue Per Pupil 0.647  0:907 1000 0,838 0.3 0366 0200
local Revenue Per Pujil 0762 0785 0838 1000 0832 0410 Oldd
State Reveiie Per Pipll  -0.625 Ddo0 i G832 L0000 0036 -0.020
Beginning Pund Delance Per Pujil 0367  04sl  0:66 0410 .13 1.000  0.879
? Fund Balance of Total Revense 0127 0169 020 0i 0,020 08719 100D
local Earichuent Per Pypil 0721 0821 0900 0970 018 045 0169
Stateblocal Earichment Per Pupll 0682 0852 0.946  0.899 0550 0502 019
Mininun Salary Ratio, 1685 0053 0% 0108 022 D261 0005 -0.0%

Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986 0140 0% 0107 026 .25 -0.005 -0.053

€Y

af Operating Cost ail revenie variables do not contain allovable ad justuents wlich are necessary in the
atalysis of equity, Local revenue; state revene, beginning fund balance and percentage fund balence of

total revenue, are only part of total revenue veriable,
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Table 3

Correlations Between Tax Rates and Selected Variables

- Total Tax M&O 1&S
Varisbles e o Rate Rate Rate a/
Total Tax Rate 1.000 0.783 0.497
Minority Students as % of Total -0.254 -0.196 -0.130
Black as 8 of Total -0.148 0.017 -0.258
Hispanic as % of Total -0:179 -0.218 0.020
Price Differential Index -0:162 -0.109 -0.106
Refined ADA--Best 4 of 8 Weeks -0.349 -0.179 -0.305
$ 9th Grade Passing All Sec: TABS 0.186 0:140 0.100
Chg. in ADA, 1984 to 1985 -0.024 -0.268 0.336
Density: Students per Square Mile -0.240 -0.177 -0.133
Lunch: Comp Ed as % of Total -0.230 -0.189 -0.103
M & O Tax Rate . 0.783 1.000 -0.150
Wealth-Property Value Per Pupil -0.223 -0.059 . -0.272
Operating Cost Per Pupil 0.152 0.385 -0.296
I & S Rate 0.497 -0.150 1.000
Average Teacher Salary, 1984-85 -0.042 0.196 -0.340
Average Salary & Career Ladder -0:007 0.165 -0:342
Mean Career Ladder Supplement -0.359 -6.106 0:092
. Mean Beginning Teacher Salary -0.075 0.106 ., - -0.267
Unadjusted PDI (Raw PDI) , -0.222 -0.128 -0.175
Total Salary Adjusted by Raw PDI 0.091 0.307 <0.284
Number of Special Education Pupils -0.359 -0.179 -0.321
Number of Vocational Ed. Pupils -0.377 -0.198 -0.325
Number of Reguiar Ed. Pupils -0.347 -0.178 -0.303
Number of Comp:. Ed. Pupils -0.354 -0.195 -0.290
Number of Bilingual Ed:. Pupils -0:339 -0:202 -0:257
Number of Gifted & Talented Pupils -0:376 -0:205 -0:311
PDI Allocation Per Pupil -0.162 -0.109 -0.105
Small District. Alloc. Per Pupil 0.055 0.097 -0.047
LFA as a Percent of State Aid 0.000 0.101 -0.410
Equal Enrichment Per Pupll 0.132 -0.162 0.436
Exper. Teacher Alloc. Per Pupil -0.147 0.053 -0.307
Equalization Transition Per Pupil 0.087 0.154 -0.077
Local Fund Assignment Per Pupil -0:187 0.094 -0:429
Sum of All Special Program Pupils -0:359 -0.203 -0.288
Special Pupils at % of Total Pupils -0:222 -0.255 0.004
Resular Pupils at % of Total Pupils 0.09%4 0.018 0.125
Total State & Local Revénue Per Pupil 0.197 0.402 -0.248
Local Revenue Per Pupil 0.042 0.308 -0.363
State Revenue Per Pupil 0.125 -0.110 0.358
Beginning Fund Balance Per Pupil 0.053 0.128 -0.095
% Fund Balance of Total Revenue 0.038 0.C56 -0.018
Local Enrichment Per Pupil 0:182 0.417 -0:293
State&local Enrichment Per Pupil 0.257 0.439 -0.205
Minimum Salary Ratio, 1985 -0.184 0.071 -0.391
Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986 -0.178 0.071 -0.382
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‘a/ Because of the long term expenditure and benefits related to debt

service, attribution of this cost to any one year is Zenuous.
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Correiations Between Selected Variables and Teacher Salaries

Table 4

Beginiiing

——— Salayy - -

Average

- Salary

Corer
Ladder

Total Tax Rate .

Minority Students as & of Total
Black &5 A of Total

lispanic ag & of Total

Price Differential Index
Refined ADA--Best & of B Weeks
% Yth Grade Passing A1l Sec. TABS
Chg: in ADA; 1984 to 1985

Density: Students per Square Mile
Eunch: Comp Ed as % of Total

M & O Tax Rate
Wealth-Property Value Per Pupil
Operating Cost Per Pupil
T&SRate
Average Teacher Salary, 1984-85
Average Salary & Career Ladder
Mean Career Ladder Supplenent
Fean Beginning Tescher Sulary
Unedjusted PDI (Raw PDI)
Total Salary Adjusted by Rew PDI
Nunber of Special Rducation Pupils
Number of Vocational Id. Pupils
Nunber of Regular Ed. Pupils
Nunber of Comp, Bd. Pupils
Nusber of Bilingual Kd, Pupls
Nuiiber of Gifted & Taleiited Pupils
PDI Allocation Per Pupil
Small District. Alloc, Per Pupil
LFA as a Percent of State Aid

ERIC 5]

0,075
0:680
0.195
-0.054
0,045
0,33
0.013
-0:106
0:23
-9:123

-0.042
0.040
0.216

.12
0.578
0.309
0.091

-0.202
0,345

0,190
0,196
0,380
0,440

-0.339
1.060
0.990

0,093
0:73
0.566
0760
0.303
0,332

0,308 -

0.23
0.184
0,336
0,576
-0.340
0,614

0.03)
070
4.2
0,213
0,015
0,167
0.042
0,164
0,006
0.118
0:1%
0,14}
2158
0,090
-0.0%
40,067
1,000
0,058
-0.058
-0,043
0.181
0,161
;167
-0.148
-0.163
-0.131
0,014
0,357
0.600



Table 4

(continued)
Begdnning hverage Cereer Total

Salary - - -—salary _ Ladder Salary

Bqual Enrichment Per Pupi] -0:481 0,561 -0,530 -0.5%0
Exper, Teacher Alloc, Per Pupil 0.088 0.238 .131 0.247
Fyualization Transition Per Pupil 0,246 0,338 0,130 0.320
locel Fund Kssigiment Per Pupil 0,517 0,369 026 0,557

Sun of All Specta? Program Pupils 0,29 0.240 -0.167 0:275
Syiecial Pupils as 4 of Total Pupils 0,006 0,065 0,093 -0:044
Regular Pupils as % of Total Pupils 0.176 0.182 0,033 0.179
Total State & Local Revenue Per Pupil 0,302 0,340 0.138 0.320
liocal Revenue Per Pupil 0,49 0.574 0,220 0,554
State Revene Per Pupl] 0.505 0,618 0.13) 0,60
Jeginning Fund Balance Per Papil 0,016 0042 0038 0:02
7 Fund Balance of Total Revenue 0,089 -0.053 0.008 -0:069
2 local Bnrichent Per Pupil 0:440 0,331 -0.188 0.307
Stateblocal farichment Per Pupil 0,360 0.447 .14l 0:423
Minduun Salary Ratio, 1985 0,208 0.410 0,165 0.417
Mininun Salary Ratio, 1986 0,205 0,040 0,161 0.409

8/{tsl Average Salary (1984-85) lus Career Ladder Adjusted by the Price Differentfal Index (1985-86).

i}
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Table 5

Correlations Between 1est Scores and Selected Variables

TABS-Percent TEAMS-Total
, Passing All Standardized

Varjables - Sections Score a/
Total Tax Rate 0.186 0.154
Minority Students as % of Total -0.699 -0.695
Black as % of Total -0.405 -0:351
Hispanic as % of Total -0:493 -0.532
Price Differential Index -0:.134 -0.009
Refined ADA--Best 4 of 8 Weeks -0.379 -0:.173
& 9th Grade Passing All Sec. TABS 1.000 0.760
Chg. in ADA, 1984 to 1985 0.215 0.217
Density: Students per Square Mile -0.202 -0.056
Lunch: Ccnp Ed as § of Total -0.722 -0.772
M & O Tax Rate 0.140 0.120
Wealth-Property Value Per ADA 0.161 0.232
Operating Cost Per-Pupil 0.005 0.042
I & S Rate 0.100 0.079
Average Teacher Salary 1984-85 0.091 0.168
Average Salary & Career Ladder 0.077 0.167
Mean Career Ladder Supplement 0.042 -0.066
Mean Beginning Teacher Salary 0.013 0.050
UnadeSted PDI (Raw PDI) -0.230 -0.072
Total Salary Adjusted by Raw PDI 0.279 0.256
Number of Special Education Pupils -0.391 -0.182
Number of Vocational Ed. Pupils -0.406 -0.226
Nuimber of Régular Ed. Pupils -0.378 -0.170
Number of Comp. Ed. Pupils _ -0.485 -0.297
Number of Bilingual Ed. Pupils -0.481 -0.283
Number of Gifted & Talented Pupils 0.000 -0.185
PDI1 Allocatlon Per-Pupil -0.134 -0.008
Small District. Alloc. Per Pupil 0.075 0:017
LFA as a Percent of State Aid 0:202 0:319
Equal Enrichment Per Pupil -0:258 -0.395
Exper. Teacher Alloc. Per Pupil -0:170 -0.160
Equalization Transition Per Pupil 0:286 0:335
Local Fund Assignment Per Pupil 0.156 0.269
Sum of All Special Program Pupils -0:455 -0.255
Special Pupils as % of Total Pupils -0.597 -0.558
Regular Pupils as % of Total Pupils 0.172 0:240
Total State & Local Revenue Per Pupil 0:.136 0.163
Local Revenue Per Pupil 0:255 0.344
State Revenue Per Pupil -0:291 -0:413
Beginning Fund Balance Per Pupil 0:132 0.080
$ Fund Balance of Total Revenue 0:131 0:071
Local Enrichment Per Pupil 0.296 0:365
State&local Enrichment Per Pupil 0.267 0.303
Minimum Salary Ratio, 1985 -0.079 -0.0%43

-0.076 -0.041

Minimum Salary Ratio, 1986

a/ N = 897, only districts administering the test were included.
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Table

Correlations Between Foundation School Progan Selected Variables

Price Snall Experienced Local
- Differential District Fqualization Teacher Fund
Variables _ _Index.._ Allotment  Enrichiment Mlotment  Assigoment
Total Tax Rate 0.162 0.055 0:132 147 0.169
Minority Students as % of Total 0.375 -0,203 0.288 0.071 -0.176
Black @s % of Total 0.313 :147 0.33 0.453 0,261
Hispanic as & of Total 0.162 -0.102 0.517 0.178 -0.313
Price Differential Index 1,000 0,674 -0.248 0.065 0.203
ReFined ADi--Best & of 8 Weeks 0,569 -0. 234 -0:336 0:230 0.362
7 9th Grade Passing ALl Sec. TABS 0,13 0.075 0.238 0.170 0.202
Chig: in ADA; 1984 to 1965 ;142 0,050 0,034 -0.228 -0:059
Densitys Students per Square Mile  0.727 0,318 -0.08] 0.035 0:12
Lunchs  Comp Ed as & of Total 0,066 0,012 0.510 0.083 -0:371
M&OTox Rate -0.109 0:097 -).162 0.053 0.101
Wealth-Property Value Per Pupil 0.010 0,143 -9:521 0.001 0.597
Operating Cost Per Pupll -0.009 0.277 -0.366 0:043 0,359
149 Rate 0005 .04 04% 03 D.4I0
Average Teacher Salary, 1984-85  0.579 -0, 344 -0.561 0:239 0:614
Average Salary & Career ladder 0:601 0,358 -0.531 0,27 0662
Meaii Career Ladder Supplement 0015 0.033 0.25 0.131 -0:240
Mean Beginning Teacher Salury 0.404 -0.205 4.481 0,088 0,537
nadjusted T (Raw DY) 0.966 D617 2,301 0.128 0.276
Total Selary Adjusted by Raw PDI 0,059 0,078 0:439 0.203 0.527
Nunber of Spectal Education Pupils  0.564 .22 0.364 0:249 0.362
Nunber of Vocational Bd: Pupils  0.545 -0.224 -0.357 0.282 0,315
Nunber of Regular Ed. Pupils 0,570 .23 0.355 0.228 0:361
Nunber of Comp, Fd. Pupils 0,492 4,192 .22 0.238 0,266
Niiiber of Bilingaai Rd. Puplls  0:461 0.117 -0.200 0.195 0,264
Niiiber of Gifted & Taleited Pupils  0:560 ;225 :378 0.215 0.389
PDI Allocation Per Pupil 1,000 0,000 0,247 0,065 0.203
Small District. Alloc, Per Pupll  =0.675 1.000 0.097 0:017 40.0%0
- LFA o a Percent of State Ald 0.203 0,030 ~0.873 0.071 15000



6%

Table 6

(cont fnued)
- Price wall ~ Experlenced Local
| Differential Mstrict  Eqialization Teacher ~ Fund
___Variables Index Mlotmeit  Enrichment Allotwent  Assipnment -
Fqual Enrichment Per Pupil 0.247 0,097 1,000 -0.178 0.873
Exper. Teacher Alloc. Per Pupil 0.065 0,017 £0.178 1,000 0.171
Bjualization Transition Per Pupil  -0:009 0;036 0,459 .12 0.618
local Fund Assigiient Per Puptl — 0.144 0,083 -0;844 0.097 0.983
Sun of All Special Program Pupils 0.1 0,201 0271 0,230 0.302
Sjiecial Pupils as % of Total Piptls 0.268 -0.176 0,33 0:09 0. 261
Regular Pupils as % of Total Pupils 0.198 40,112 0.125 ~0:309 0:200
Total Stateblocal Revenue Per Pupil -0:177 0.430 40,359 0,009 0:556
Local Revenue Per Pupil 0,052 0.131 0,764 0,038 0.%01
State Revenue Per Pupil -0.268 0.217 0922 4.0 0.951
Beginning Fund Balance Per Pupil 0328 0,409 - -0;106 -0.047 0.20
7 Fund Balance of Total Revenie 0,330 0.314 0,006 0,068 0.056
Locat Enrichnent Per Pupil 0,009 0.150 -0.633 -0,002 0,778
StatebLocal Enriclment Per Pupil  -0:090 0,209 -0.450 -0.059 0.638
Mininun Salary Ratio 1985 0134 0,068 0,298 0,650 0.274
Mininun Salary Ratio, 1986 0,130 -0.065 0.291 0,638 0,268
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Table 7

Correlations Between Number of Special Program Pupils and Selected Variables

Gt b NerSpectal
Special  Vocational Conpensatory Bilinguel  Talented Program

Variables. TPducation Fducation  Pducation Education PFducation Pupils
Total Tax-Raté | 0459 0.9 s D39 .36 ;Qé3§7
Minority Students as 10f Ttal 0473 0473 0567 0.361 0.452 0.470
Black es % of Total 0.610 0.3 0.8 0:528 0:624 0,595
llispanic as % of Total 0.110 0.093 0.231 0,234 0,081 0.114
Price Differential Index B:566 0547 049 0.462 0:361 0ont

Refined ADA--Best 4 of § Weeks  0.9%  0.982 097 0.95 0.966 0:5%9
9 Oth Grade Passing AL Sec. TABS 0391 b6 D485 48l 01 0.3
Clig. 1 ADA, 1984 to 1985 0065 Aast 0 0 A 17
Density: Students per Syuare Mile 0,588 0,567 0,587 0,600 0,370 0,601

& lunch: Comp Ed &s % of Total 025 0260 0403 005 0.27% 0,269
M & 0 Tex Rate 409 0098 05 0202 025 17
Vealth-Property Value ber Pupll 671 0.5 06 O 088 Oulfd
Operating Cost Per Pupil ;107 0003 0089 0.7 0.107 0,0%
I &S Rate 030 630 o0 02 A3 030

hverage Teacher Salary, 1984-85 0,303 0,332 0234 0.184 0.337 0308
Average Salarj & Caréer ladder 0,336 0:364 0:261 0:212 0,311 0,339
Mean Career Ladder Supjleneit 20081 061 09 ek 0.0 0,167
Mean Begioning Teacher Solery 0.3 0.0%8 065 0.7 033 039
Uned justed PDI (Raw PDI) 0,746 0,733 0.688 0.656 0.737 b:734
Total Salary Adjusted by Rew P -0;188 0.6 0223 0,201 Q.4 .18
Nuiber of Special Education Pupils 1,000 0980 0970 0.%b 0.970 0.9%
Nunber of Vocational Bd. Puplls 0,980  1.000 095  0:.92% 0.984 0,980
Namber of Regular Bd: Pujils 0995 090 09 0:9% 006k L0
Nunber of Conp. Ed. Pupils 0.9  0.9% Lo 088 089 0.0
fuber of Bittngual Ed: Popils 0946 0.9 0986 100 0,890 0:936
Nunber of Gifted & Talented Pupils 0,970 0.984 0,929 0.8% 1,000 0:964
PDI Alocation Per Pupil 0,564 0565 0492 0.4l 0.560 0,370
Suall District. Alloc. Per Pupil  =0:229 0.2 6192 &N 0,205 0,23
IFA as a Percent of State Ald 0.362 0.375 0,264 0,24 0,389 0.361

e g | ;




Table T
(c-ntinved)

) Gifted & Non-Special
Spectal  Vocational Céﬁﬁéﬁééféfi Bilihgﬁél Talented Program

Vﬁfiébiéé Educution Education  PBducation  Education Fducation  Pupils

Ryual Enrichment Per Pipil 0.6 057« 025 D200 A8 -0.035
Exper. Teacher Alloc. Per Pupl] 0,249 0.282 0.238 0.195 0.275 0.228
iqualization Transition Per Pupll 0,060 0000 e b 0,026 -0.048
local Fund Aestgraent Per Ppll 0377 0.0 0288 066 0:403 0.37)
Sun of A1l Special Prograu Pupils  0.981 0970 0.9 0.9686 0:448 0.986
Speciul Pupils us % of Total Pupils 0:306 0.314 0,397 0,456 0,304 0.308
Regulr Pupils as § of Total Pupils 0015  -0.066  0.007 0.0 0,03 0:029
Total Stateblocal Reveme Per Pupil 0041 0050 0067 D065 D00 OGS

lical Reveriie Per Pupil 0.7 Oee  0.080 0,066 0.188 0:161
o State Reverie Per Pupil 43 AW m Am LM 3
~ Beginndng Fund Balance Per Pupil  -0.235 0226 0218 .20 .23 .23
v piid Selaice of Total Reveige .06 0.8 6 4 A6 .60
locat Enrichuent Per Pupi] 0.0 004 0% o063 00% 00
Stateblocat Enrichucnt Per Puptl 000 000 008 04 0005 0.0%
Min{nim Salary Ratio, 1963 6.278 0,307 0.251 0.202 0,298 0.258

Minioun Selary Ratio, 1986

J ‘ .




Table 8

Changcs {n Carrelactfon Coafficient Over Tlmn

. Vealth_ _ Percent Percent
= Per.Pucil  ADAN/ —— ~Black-  Hisoanic
Maalch Par Pupil o o o
_1983-84 b/ 1.000 0.161 0.147 -0.149
aalth Per Pupil o - o
1985-86 - 1.000 0.166 0.111 -0.202
Change -in Waalth - N - e
e e e ——— 0.000 0.005__-0.036 =0.053
Operating Expandicures Per-Pupil, S o o o
1983-1984 0.610 0:.100 0.191 -0.187
Operating Revenue Per Pupil o o - I
1985-86 0.595 0.05% 0.1Cs 0.008
Change in Ogcractn; - I _ . o
ffffff - 0,015 -0.00s -0.086 Q9,195
Low Teachar Slll?y. oL o o o
. .1983-84 ) 0.434 0.473 0.335 -0.265
Lov_Teachar Salary; o o -
1985-86 0.4612 0.325 0.195 -0.054
Change_1ia Low B o o
__Ig]ghg;4§ater******' —-0.022 -0.1238 <0,140 0.211
Averag® Téachar Salary, . - I - )
1983-84 0.383 0.366 0.310 -0.305
Average . Teacher Salary, o o o
1985-86 0:389 0.309 0.216 -0.112
Change in Avarage o oo S
 __Teacher Salacy L - 0.006 ———-0,057 -0,094 0,193
Price Diffarantisl Index, N I I o
_ 1984-85 0.20% 0.403 0.268 -0.110
Price Differencial Index, e o o B
~1985-86 0.010 0.571 0.314 0.162
Change in Pttcc o N N
£x - =0.19%& 0,168 - 0,066 0,272
Equalization Enrichment Aid, . R o
1984 -85 ~ -0.470 -0.335 -0.393 0.4253
Equalization Enrichuanf Atd Lo o . o
_.1985-86 -0.527 -0.356 -0.331 0.517
Chnnga in Enrichmant Equali- L o o
7777777777 -0,087 — 0,021 0.062-— 0,081
Experiancad Teacher Allotnment, o B S
1984-85 - -0.156 0.322 0.328 0.801
Experianced Teacher Allotmant, I o o
1985-86 _ -0.001 0.230 0.453 0.077
cﬁiﬁgc in Expeticncea Tclchlt S - A
e ——— 0,152 -0,092 0,125 —-=
[Equalizati{on Transition Aid. o o o B
| 1984-85 -0.458 0.128 -0.177 -0.176
Equalization Transition Ald, o 3 - S
1985-86 0.4l5 -0.046 -0.017 -0.281
Change in Equalizacion S o o
Trageicion Add———— ——— - - - 0,873 Q.174 Q.160 -0.10%

8/ADA is for 1983:84, for 1985-86 ADA = RADA (Refined ADA; Best
4 of 8 weeks).

b/Daca for 1983-84 and 1984-85 from tyndon Baines Johnson School of

Public Affatrs, Tha UnLQerstcy of Texis at Austin, Policy Research Reporec.

—72. These data_represent_
preliminary stata aid celculations. According to thie report “the differ-

engc!7§¢cvciﬁ preltmtnary and final calculations depend in most cases on

changes in ADA; tharefore, the per pupil figure . . . should not be
subsctancially affected.” (p. 23)

1 2 63
ERIC e
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Table 9

Weighted Disperston Measures tor Total State and Local
Revenue, Texas Foundation School Program, 1985-86

Measure

Al Districts

All bistricts
Except Sparse a/

Mean $2,390.13 $2,387.50
Standard Deviation $ 379.69 $ 369.35
Coefficient of Variation 15.89 15.47
Gini Coefficient 0.075 0.074
McLoone Index 0.933 0.932
Federal Range Ratio 0.48% 0.48
Range o S
(100th-1st) $9,781.00  $9,781.00
High 11,475.00 11,475.00
Low 1,694.0C 1,694.00
Ratio £.77 6.77
Resﬁrictedrﬁange o Do
(95th-5th) € $:5.00  § 967.00
High . 96200 2,962.00
Low T.U97.L0 1,97 70
Ratio 1.8 +8
(90th-10th) $ 1 s - 716.00
High 2,6 .¢0 2.818.00
Low 2,1¢7 .60 2,102.00
Ratio 13 1.33
Correlation between
Wealth and Revenue 1.80 G.61
Slope between , 7 o
Wealth and Revenue 0:0010 0:.0011
Elasticity between , -
Wealth and Revenue 0.0999 0.1073
N=1063 N=981

a/Ac defined in current iéw, iﬁé, 6héptér i, 8 16.104.



Table 10

Ranked from Most Equi'able(l) to Least Equ*table (35)

_ Restricted Range Federal Range Ratio
Rank __ State Value Rank State Vatue
1 Louisiana $283 1 Florida 31
2 West Virginia 313 2 louisiana .31
3  Oklahoma 333 3 West Virginia .36
4 North Carolina 340 4 New Mexico .37
5 New Mexico 353 S North Carolina .43
6 Idaho 353 6 1Idaho .46
7  Florida 360 7 Wisconsin .48
8 Arkansas 428 8 Minnesota .50
9 Mississipni 585 9 Oklahoma .50
10 Missouri Unified 503 10  Delaware .54
11 Tennessee 504 11 Missouri Unifled .57
12 New Hampshire 551 12 Rhode Island .58
13  Minnesota 562 13 Maryland .60
14 Rhode Island 57¢ 14 New Hampshire .61
15 South Dakota 585 15 1Indiana .70
16 Wisconsin 590 16 Arkansas .70
17 Delaware 592 17 Vermont .70
18 South Carolina 604 18 Virginia .77
19 Maine 619 19 Ililinois Unified .78
20 Indizna 624 20 Mississippi .79
21  Vermont £33 21  Connecticut .80
22  Kentucky €31 22 Oregon .80
23 Maryland 655 23 New Jersey .85
26 Virginia 640 24  Maine _ .86
25 Nebraska 7i% 25 Kentucky .88
26 Illinois Unified 771 26  South Dalr: .88
27  Tenas 7i% 27  Texas .89
28 Connecticut 801 28  Nebraska .93
25 oregon 836 29 Tenmessee 7
30 New Jersey 804 30 Wyoming .97
31 Georgia 1.015 31 Yew York 1.06
32 Pennsylvania 103 22 Touth Carolina 1.05
33 ~v5iiﬁg i, © 33 iassachusetts 1.10
34 Massachusetts 1,47 34 'eorgla 2.76
25  YNew York L.oEn 35 1. .nsylvania 3.90

Source: Education Finznce Cantis Fouy » “on Commission on the States
(1979), Equity in 5chool Fin=nce. :inpeirdr: C. Author: Denver, Colorado.
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Table 11

_ Revenue Disparity Measures for 35 States in 1976,
Ranked from Most Equitable (1) to Least Equictable (35)

MclLoone Index Coefficient of Variation
Rank State Value Rank State Value

New Mexico -961 1 Louisiana 9.6

West Virginia .951 2 Florida 9.8

3 North Carolina 949 3 West Virginia 10.3

4 Florida 947 4 North Carolina 10.3

5 0Oklahowa , .942 5 Minnesota 12.5

6 Missouri Unified .932 6 Rhode Island 13.~

7 Minnesota 930 7 New Mexico 1.

8 Mississippi 1926 8 Delaware L.
9 Idadho 1926 9  Wisconsin 14,
10 KRentucky .923 10 Mississippi A
11  Maryland .921 11  Idaho : D
12 Wyoming .915 12  Maryland 15.7
13 Illinois Unified .913 13 Indiana 16.2
14 Rhode Island J911 14 Vermont 17.3
15 Massachusetts .910 15 Connecticut 17.8
16 Louisiana .906 16 South Dakota 17.9
17 Wisconsin .901 17 Missouri Unified 18.2
18 New Hampshire .895 18 Maine 18:3
19 vVirginia :892 19  Arkansas 18.8
20 Connecticut .890 20 New Jersey 19.1
21  Arkansas .888 21  Oregon 19.4
22  Nebraska .886 22  Nebraska 20.7
23  Texas .884 23 South Carolina 20.9
24 Indiana .882 24 Oklahoma = 21.3
25 Vermont .880 25 Illinois Unified 21.5
26 Maine .880 26 New Hampshire 22.1
27 Delaware :879 27 Massachusetts 22.4
28 Souch Dakota 874 28 Texas 22.5
29 New Jersey .871 29  Kentucky 23.8
30 South Carolina .868 30 Virginia 24.0
31 Tennessee .864 31 Tennessee 26.2
32 Georgia .835 32 New York 24 .4
23 New York .816 33 Wyoming 25.4
34 Oregon .805 34 Georgia 33.86
35 Pennsylvania 724 35 Pennsvivania 49,3

Source: Education Finance Centsr, Education CommisSion on the States
(1979), Egquits in Sehool Finance, Appéndix C. Author: Dénvér, Colorado.
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Table 12

The Relationship Between Revenues and Weaith

for 35 States in 1976, Ranked from Most

Equitable (1) to Least Equitable

Elasticity Between

Wealth & Revenue

Correlation Beotween
Wealth & Revenue

Rank State Value Rank State Value
1 Illinois Unified ;25 i Maine B 04
2 Maine .32 2 Massachusetts .05
3 Louisiana 37 3 Mississippi .06
% New Mexico 37 4 Louisiana .06
5 Minnesota 4l 5 New Mexico .06
6 New Jersey 4l 6 Vermont .11
7 Wisconsin b4 7 Minnesota 12
8 Rhode Island .45 8 Texas iJ
9 Tennessee 46 9 New Jersey 14
10 West Virginia .49 10  North Carolina 15
11  Vermont .49 11  Illinois Unified .16
12 Delaware .51 12 West Virginia .17
13  New Hampshire .53 13 Wisconsin 17
14  South Carolina .55 14  Florida .19
15 North Carolina .56 15 Idaho .19
16 Indiana .58 16 Nebraska 19
17 Massachusetts .62 17  New Hampshire .20
18 Texas .62 18  Connecticut .20
19 Connecticut .63 19 Rhode Island .22
20 Idaho .64 20 Indiana .23
21  Nebraska .67 21 Tennessee 124
22 Oregon :70 22 Delaware .24
23  Maryland .70 23 Oklahoma .27
24  Virginia ;71 24 Wyoming .28
25 South Dakota .76 25 South bakota .29
26 Florida 77 26 Arkansas .33
27  Rentucky .78 27 Oregon .33
28 New York .79 28 Maryland .36
29 Mississippi .79 29 Missouri Unified .36
30 Arkansas .81 30 South Carolina .36
31 Missouri Unified .81 31 Virginia .38
32 Pennsylvania .81 32 New York .40
33  Oklahoma .85 33 Kentucky 48
34  VWyoming .89 34 Georgia .65
35 Georgia .93 35 Pennsylvania .98

Squrce: Wﬁducétidﬁfﬁiﬁéncg7ééﬁtér, Educacion
"1979), Equity in School Finance, Appendix C.

Commission on the States

Author:

Denver;

Colorado.




Table 13
Weighted Dispersion Measures for Total Revenue:
Cross Time Comparisons, Texas Foundation
School Program, 1976, 1986

Years ‘Difference 7
Measure 1976 a/ 1986 Actual Percent
Coefficient of Variation 22:5 15.¢9 6.6 29:.33
Federal Range Ratio 0.89 0:48 0.41 46.07
McLoone Index 0.884 0.933 0:049 5.54
Resiricted Kange b/ $462.73  $272.52 190.21 41.11
(95th-5th)
Correlation 0:62 0.60 0.02 3.23
(Wealth & Revenue)
Elasticity o o o o
(Wealth & Revenue) 0.13 0.10 0.03 2.31

- a/ Data for 1976 were taken from Tzoles 10-12. The Source:
Education Finance Ceuer, Education Comimission of the States (1979),
Equity in School Fin:nce, Appendix C. Author: Deriver, Colorado.

b/ Adjusted for inflation (1967 = 100). For fiscal year 1976
(September 1975-August 1976) U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, in Business Statisties; (1977) United States Department of
Commerce Bureau of Eronomic Analysis; p. 43. For fiscal year 1986
(September 1985-August 1986); U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Lakor
Statistics,; in Economiec-Indiecators, October 1286, Prepared for the Joint
Economic Committee by the Council of Economic Advisors,; United States

Government Printing Office: Washington, D.C. “he ééﬁsuﬁégigyééé in¢g§

for each month from September to August was sumned and averaged to derive
a fiscal year index for both 1976 and 1986.
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Figure 3 _
A Comparison of Total State and Local
Revenue, 1985-1988
at 0.5 Percant Intervals
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Table 14
A Comparison of Total State and Local Revenue at

S5 Percent and 0.5 Percerit Intervals

_Change to _Change to
. Next Highest . Next Highest
, _Revenue_ Percentile - Revenue Percentile
Pocenvage: — Per Pupil  Actual Percentage Per Pupil  Actual Percentage

All Districts: ) All Districts Excl. Sparse a/
5 Percent Intervals S

0 Percent $1,694.00 $ 0.00

_5 Percent 1+;997.00 303.00

10 Percent 2.1072 .60 105.00

15 Percent 2;1L:4.00 32.00

20 Percent Z.:%3 Q0 1.00

25 Percent 2;1n .00 12:00

30 Percent 2,169.00 22.00

35 Percent 2,205:.00 36.00

40 Percent 2,241.00 36.00

45 Percent 2,281.00 40:00

5U Percent 2,305.00 24.00

55 Percent 2,323.00 18.00

60 Pezcent 2,360.00 37:.00

.00%
.77
.36

.00 $1,694.00 $ 0.00
.89 1,995.00 301.00 1
.26 2,102.00 107.00
.52 2.134.00 32.00
.05 2,134:.00 0.60
.56 2:147:00 13.00
.02 2,169.00 22.00
.66 2,205.00 36.00
.63 2,241.00 36.00
.78 2,280:00 39.00
.05 2,305:00 25.00
:78 2,323.00 18.00
.59 2,360.00 37.00

gy
o~ O

65 Percent 2,379.00 19.00 .81 2,379.00 19.00 81
70 Percent 2 453.00  74.00  3.11  2,453.00  74.00  3.11
75 Percent 2,505:00 52.00 12 2,505.00 52.00 12

.55 2,610.00 105.00
.32 2,706.00 196.00
114 2,818.00 112.00

80 Percent 2,619.00 114:00
85 Percent 2.706.00 87.00
90 Percent 2,818.00 112:00
95 Percent 2,962.00 144.:00

100 Percent 11;475.00 §,513:00

NUWHUWENWOROMMMEF MO O WO

NN B WEBNWO RO RO O
* by
O

[
[0}

.41 11,475.00 8,513.00

Y
[+ ]

Percent Intervals -
.0 Percent 2,962.00 0.00
> Percent 3,021.00 239.00

Percent 3,078.00 57.00

0.00  $2,962.00 10.00

.07 2,991.00 29.00
.16 3,077.00 86.00

.00
.98
.88

96.5 Percent 3,181.00  103.09 .35 3,150.00  73.00 .37
97.0 Percent 3,289.00  108.00 .40 3,286.00  136.00 .32
X ) 38 3,367.00  81.00 .47
98.0 Percent 3,587.00  88.00 .52 3,587.00  220.00 .53
98.5 Percenc 3,655.00  68.00 .90 3,655.00 68.00 .90

.16 3,729.00 74.00
.68  3,997.00 _ 268.03
.77 11,475.00 7,478.00

.02
.19
.09

) Percent 3,734.00  79.00
> Percent  4,058.00  324.00
Percent 11,475.00 7,417.00

NN HNOVW WO 00O
W
o0

NININEFE NS NNNNO O

5

0

5

0

5
97.0 289
97.5 Percent  3,499.00  210.00

0

5

0

5

0

’—‘1
(]
=
o

N=1063 N=981

a/ As defined in current law, TEC, Chapter 2, § 16.104.
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Tabte 15
Weighted Dispersion Meastres for Tocal Revenue
Texas Schoot Foundation School Program; 1985-86

Pupils; : — ﬁifférenﬁe:-. ,

| | 00t 9%t 1008 to
[ N | S 054 93 g53 G54

Coefficient of Variation 15.89 13,16 10,16 2,73 3,00 5,13
Percent Change -- 0.17 0.23 0.17 0,23 0%

Gini Coefficient 0.075  0.068  0.05 0.007 0.012 0.019
Percent Change = 0.09 0.18 0.09 0.13 0.25

Federal Range Ratio 0.48 0,48 0.4] 0,00 0 0,08
Porceiit Chaie - 0.00 0.16 0,00 0.16 0.16

Fel ot Tndex 0.0 098 09% 0:00 0:00 0:00
Percent Change ~ 0 0 0.00 0.0 0.0
(-1 RO ROS00 SLESD 760 00 51
High 11,475:00  3;729;00  2,959.00 7,746.00 770,00  8,516.00

Low 1,696.00  1,694.00  1,694.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
Ratdo 6T 2,20 1,75 .57 0,45 0.7

Restricted Range L S RIS o
(95th-5th) § 965.00 § 94.00 § 808.00 § 1.00 $156.00  § 157,00
High 2;962.00  2;959,00  2;803.00 3.00 156,00 159.00
Low 1,997.00  1,99,00  1,995.00 2,00 0,00 2,00

Ratio 1.48 1.48 1,41 0.00 0,08 0.08

{90th-10th) § 716,00 § 703.00 § 606,00 § 13,00 $97.00 § 110,00
High 2;818:.00  2;805:00  2;706.00 13,00 99.00 112:00
Low 2,102;00  2,102:.00  2,100:00 0:00 2.00 2,00
Ratio 1.34 1.3 1,29

75

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Veighled Dispersion Measures For Tolal Revenue:
Ail Pupils 26d Excluding Oe and Five

Percent of Tolal Pupils

S . Range Restricted Range
18 — —_— 1.280 -
. 1128 | B
. 10 B 1.000 s-1.1-] ,;994
i & é .87 . SN
3 o
. 3 7% .a08
st .aes
i -500
‘ -
K ) 373
2z} £50
izs
o = ) —_— — —
100X 99X -2} 4
oo _ _____ _ repim
B ) Mcloone Index
.8 1.9 ¢
S5t
e 1.0 933 .933 .33
3
2¢ .5
1t
o — — — o , — —
100X 990X 98X 100X [-1- -1 95X
- — Puplls - —— [— P inila
Coefficient c¢- Variation L Cinl Coeflicient :
20— - 10 !
7 !
i8¢t I .09 X
S 15.89
18 i .08
14 o7t
1z t oe
10t o .08
10.18 L
8t .04
6 .03 ¢
P .0z
2t 01
o L—— — — — 7 o — — —
100x%x 99X pex y 100X -1} 1.1 1
w_n_ ’;Em
O

| e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



€9

7

Tabié ié

Weighted Dispersion Measures for Total Revenue
Texas School Foundation School Program, 1985-86

Excluding Sparse Districts

Measure

Pupils:

1002 991

1002 to
99%

hiffére;;E: L
Wt 1008 to
o o

ébeffitient bf Qariatiun
Percent Change

Gint CoefFicient
Percent Change

Pederal Range Ratio
Percent Change

McLoone Index
Percent Change

High
Low
Ratio

Restricted Range
(95th=5th)

High

Low

Ratio
(90th-10th)
High

Low

Ratio

LRICH!

IToxt Provided by ERI

1547

0.932

$2,008.00
3;702.00
1,694.00
2.19

$.9,781,00
1,694,00
4,77

$ 944,00
2,939.60
1,995.00

1.47

$ 967,00
2,962,00
1,995:00

1.48

§ 760§ 7000
2,818,00  2,803.00
2,102,00  2;102.00

1.34 1.33

§1,263.00
2;959.00
1,594.00

1.75

$ 808.00
2,8(3,00
1,995,060

1,41

§ 607.00
2,706,00
2,099:00

1,29

§7,713.00
1,173.00
0.00
4,59

2,88
0:22

0,012
0.18 0.2

0.07
0,14

$8,516.00
8i516~00

$ 15900
159.00
0:00
0.08

$136.00
136,00
600
0,07
§ 94.00
97.00
3,00

$ 109.00
112.00
3,00

18



Table 17
Correlations, Regressions, Slopes: Wasalth and Revenue,

Texe : Tundation School Program, 1985-86

- Tota) Reverue —
o by Percent »f Pupils:
Wealth 1008 .. 99% . 95%
LFA 1986 Scho~l1 Year Property Values:
Corrslation (r) 0.60 0.56 0.41
Repression (r?) 0.36 0.31 0.17
Slope 0.0010 0.0012 0.0009
Elasticity 0.10 0:12 0.08
1985 Tax Year Values:
Correlation {r) 0.62 0.57 0.43
Regression (r2) 0.38 0.32 0.19
Stope 0.0010 0.0012 0.0009
Elasticity 0.10 0.12 0.08
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APPENDIX A

THE MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, SUM,; MINIMUM AND
MAXIMUM VALUES FOR SELECTED VARIABLES (1)
INCLUDING ALL DISTRICTS, (2) INCLUDING ALL
DISTRICTS EXCEPT SPARSE DISTRICTS, AS DEFINED
IN LAW.
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“EXAS EDUCATINN AGENEY —— — - - - ids ;ii #RIDAv, AUCGST 1§, 1988 .
o - - - “Bﬂ‘!k"!@" - PUPIL UNST OF _ANALYSIS BSASLD IN. AVERAGE _DAILY ATTlNQAch 20U - -
Al 5ATA SOR 1388-88 STHOOL YEAR EXIXPT G‘lc‘ . TA.’ SCORES AND "ACMCR SALARIES ('NXCN lll FPOR '984-83)
N

VARIABLE | . B T .f.unu reeses sereneen o UM e, N e s AR TN
20TATL -13 0:702008% “seasdia.
MINSC 1083 48. 3832972 ':uuon:;(
Suxact .. 1583 [ESRSIRIRLY S (- L X 14 R :
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20- . 1083 Tl7857844
RAADa 1082 ELTT R ua;nel wﬂnnu\-
seee et rreeeies 62209833, )
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838874508.4
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M. C_AATE, 1083 ... ... .1“3.22 ettt e A e e noo-716852838.2 . ~~° .G3278020, .. .. ... ;... 43508,
Wi Th 1983 2407527427919 tanyaal wo2e8483849% .2 -‘.t: ‘45815987 Tisdivson. 482>°
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