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1. Th e uti l i z a tion o f a simu l a t i on mo del make s

ce r t a i n assumptions rela t i ve t o cau s e a n d e f fe c t

f ac t ors a nd t h ese f ac o trs can va ry o nly wi t hin

t h e limi t s s e l e cte d by the e xperimenter . Unde r

a c tua l con d i t ion s , these factor s a n d o the r s ma y

va ry 1n d iffere nt ways f rom tho s e se lec ted in t h e

s tudy .

2 . The s c ope o f the study was l im i t e d t o the va r i ­

ab l e s u s e d a nd the inte r -relationship amon g the s e

va r i a b le s . Ma n y v ari ables wh i ch ma y bea r o n

equalizatio n o f educationa l opportunity were n o t

included i n the cu r rent distribution f ormula and

we r e n o t include d in the formula mixe s dev elo ped

by the experime n t er to ana lyze th e distribution

f ormula . The variables which general ly are con ­

s i d e r e d s ignificant in var ious s tate di s t r ibution

f ormula e h a ve been included .

3 . The sco pe o f the study was limite d t o t h e selec ted

c ombinati o n s a nd v a r i a t i o n s i d enti f i e d in t h e

study . A greatly i ncr eased n umber o f combinatio n s

withi n a nd v a r i a t i o n s t o the basic 1 96 5 - 6 6 f ormula

c o u ld be made .

Definition of terms. Terms a n d symbo l s used i n t h e

study a r e included in App endix A, e n t itled "A Gl ossary o f

Te rms and Symbo ls " . In addi t i o n , f o r r e a d e r conve nie nce ,
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hypothet ical ma n ne r s of distributing state grant s ­

in-aid reduce the variation of educational oppor­

tunity in the distr icts under study?

3 . Ca n the variation of educationa l opportunity be

r e d uc ed by int r od uc i n g a factor f or l o c a l effort

i n r ela tion to l oc al abili ty to pay and by apply ­

i ng these f a cto r s ~ n various p r ede t e rmine d a nd

s pec i f i ed wa y s ~n t he d istr ibution f o rmula ?

III. Research Pr oc e d ure s

St e p s t aken . The f ollowing s teps were i ncluded ~ n the

design a nd exe c ution o f the rese a rch t h at is r epo r t e d:

1 . Fo rm u l a t ing research de sign and s i mu lation fo r -

mu lae

2 . Collecting d a t a

3 . Developing p rograms f o r compute r proc e s s ing

4 . Processing and ana lyzing da ta

5. Pr e s e n t i n g an d inte rpreti ng f i nd ings

6 . Summariz ing res u lts of researc h

7. Making r e commendati o n s

Step location ~n dissertation . A rev~ew o f l ite r a t u r e

utilized to p r o v i de background relative to the p roblem and t o

formu late the resea rch design and s imulation formu lae are

included in Chapter I I , Re v i e w of the Li t era t ure .

Description o f the research design and simulation
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f ormulae . t h e source and proc edure of data c o llec tion . and

the p r o g r ams for c ompute r p r ocessing, are t r e a t e d in Chapter

III, Procedures Used in the Research.

The data a n a l y s i s and finding s are presented and

interpreted in Chapter I V, Presentation and Interpretati on of

Data An a l ys is and Findi ngs .

S umma r i zat i on o f t h e s t udy a nd recommendation s r ela­

t i ve to futu re d istribution f o rmulae and futu re r e s e arc h o n

the subject a r e included in Chapter V, Summary a n d Recommen ­

d a t ion s .



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF TIlE LITERATURE

Financing public education by local, state and

national governments requires the acquisition of funds and

the distribution of funds. The degree to which these funds

are acquired and distributed in an equitable manner deter­

mine s the degr ee o f equalization of educational op po r t un i t y

attained. Historically, the state has assumed major respon­

sibility t o assure a minimum guaranteed level o f education

and to provide a degree of equality of opportunity. To

provide this assurance, states have used various means of

distributing state acquired funds while, at the same time,

taking into account funds received by local school districts

from other sources. The literature was reviewed to determine

past procedures and most current ideas regarding the distri­

bution of state-acquired funds for education. The ideas and

procedures most relevant to the study were used as a frame of

reference for the problem. Where different points of view or

a rgume n t s pre vail, both sides are presented so that the

reader might fully understand the limitations of the study.

I. Acquisition of Funds

The Acquisition of Funds section of Chapter II

includes a brief history of school revenue from private,
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church and p ubli c sources a t the various l e vels of g overn-

ment . Some generally a ccep t e d p rincipl es o f taxation a r e

r e viewed r elative t o their affect o n a tax or t a x sys tem.

Finally, and more s pecifically. the presen t Wa s hingt on S t a te

local. county, state and federal r eve nue s ources a r e dis-

cu s s e d .

Historical development of acquirin~ schoo l funds. The

development o f free public education in the United States was

a s i gn i fi c a n t part o f the history of the American democratic

s y stem o f gove r nme n t . America's struggle t o e s t a b l i s h tax-

supported. pUb l i c l y -con t r o l led s c hoo l s co n s t i tuted a un1que

s ystem of education among nations of the world and has become

an important p art of the heritage of the United States.

Rosenstengel and Eastmond wrote: "How America's schools were

to be financed and controlled is undoubtedly one o f the most

momentous decisions ever made .. And it was not made easily . ,, 1

Cubberley described the dissension resulting from the

st r uggl e as : "Excepting the battle f o r the abolition o f

slavery perhaps no question has ever been before the American

peop l e f or s e t t l eme n t which caus ed s o much feeling o r a roused

such b i t t e r a ntagon i sms . ,,2

lWilliam Everett Ro s enstenge l and Je fferson N.
Eastmond~ School Finance Its Theory a nd Practice (New York:
The Ronald Press Company, 1957), p. 26 ..

2Elwood P. Cubberley, Public Educat i on in the United
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Th e f i g h t f o r free public education in t he Uni t ed

States took p lace mai nly during the second quarter of the

ni net een t h centu r y. Howe v e r, prior to and since t h i s period

of hi sto r y, school financ e has been a matter of g reat inter-

est t o the Ame r ican people .

Early col o n is t s brought wi t h them ba s i c i deas a n d

traditio n s r e garding t h e i r future a nd the future o f t h e i r

children . Be c ause these ideas a n d tradit i ons v a r ied a mon g

countr i e s t he approac h e s t o e duc a te children in early colo-

nial Americ a a l so v a r i e d . Howe ve r, most c olonists fel t

e d uc a t ion was the r esponsibil i t y o f e ithe r the home o r the

c hurch .

The c olony o f Massachusetts, o n the oth e r h and, viewed

education as a c ommunity benefit and fe lt al l such benefit s

shoul d be s upported by t he c ommunity as a who le . Early

Massachusetts Colony laws 3 were deve loped to provide pUb lic

support f o r beneficia l se rvices . Rosens tengel and Eas tmond

emphasized t he importance of these e a r l y laws a s f ol lows :

Ta ke n t ogether , these distinctive ly American l aws o f
c o l on i a l Massachusetts prov ided f or c ompulsory educ ation
at p Ubli c expense with t he state a s ser ting the r igh t t o
set and enforce sta nda rds . I t t hus bec omes apparent
t h a t these l aws p rovi de the f oundation for t he p r e sent
sy s t em of finance and control of t he America n schoo l

St a tes (rev. ed .; New York : Houghton Mifflin Company, 1 9 34 ),
p . 164 .

3F h . .urt er e xpos 1 t 10n
Rosens tengel a nd Ea s trnond,

of t he se l aws
QQ. ci t . , pp .

may be
27-9.

f ound 1n:
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s y stems . 4

Sta te s cho o l systems came i nto be i ng as the spirit

o f democracy grew in Americ a and p e op le began t o think o f

fre e sec ular e duc ation f or a l l . Mort , Reuss er . a nd Po l ley

p o inted o ut the importance of the s t a te in public scho o l

education by s t a t i ng :

Our Nationa l Cons titution gives no r e c o gnit i o n wh a t­
e ve r t o education as a proble m o f t h e fe deral gove r nme n t .
So far as t h e National Constitutio n i s conc e r ned . it i s
l eft t o the s t a tes t o decide whethe r education is to be
a t public or priva t e expense . S

During the f r e e s chool mo v ement each s t a t e faced

situatio n s uniq ue un to itse lf . Yet . e a c h stat e had s ome

c ommon elements i n the mo vement t o f inance s chools publicly .

Ro senst e nge l and Eastmond identified o n e o i t h e s e c ommo n

elements i n the f o l l owing statement .

In gene r al , the legislatures granted c ommunities
permi s sion t o o r ga n i z e schoo l districts a nd l e vy taxes o n
a l l p r operty wi t h in t he boundaries of t he d is t r ict . The
citizens o f the district had the righ t t o vo t e whe the r or
not a tax wou l d be l e v i e d o n the prop erty . At f i rst ,
state aid was g ive n from p e rmanent endowme nt fun ds .
Later , man y s t a t e s proff ered aid that was derived fr om
tax s ources . 6

Wi th t he establishment o f state scho ol s y stems and

the r i ght t o tax o n a state l e v e l to partial l y finance

4 I b i d. , pp. 27- 8 .

Spa u l R. Mort , Wal t e r C . Re u s s er, and J ohn W. Po lle y,
Publ ic Scho ol Financ e Its Background, Struc ture a nd Qpe r a ­
t i o n, (New Yo rk : McGraw- Hill Book Company, I nc .• 1 960) , p . 4 .

6Ro sens te n ge l and Ea s tmond , Qg. cit ., p . 33 .
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education , states we r e i n a position to e nfo rce educationa l

requirements or standards in local districts. This enforce -

ment was possi b le when states began to grant substantia l

aid to schools and to wi t hhold grants i f state requirements

we r e n o t met . "After t h e s e con trols had been ach ieved , fur-

ther p rogress was only a ma t t e r of i mproving the adequacy and

methods of school finance and o f upgrading and extending the

system , II wr o t e Rosenstenge l a nd Eastmo nd . 7

The power and status of sta t es t o requ~re prescribed

standards for educa tion wi t hin the state boundaries have been

wel l established . States i n t h e 1960 ' s play a major r ole in

f inancin g a n d presc ribing t he kinds of e ducationa l p r o gram s

carried on 1 n l o c a l dis t r i c t s. No r ton spok e to t h e cu r rent

r o l e o f the state in s cho o l financ e as:

Du rin g the t wen t ie t h cent u r y the percentage of s c h o o l
r even u e r a i s e d by t h e s tate l e vel o f gove r nment r a p i dly
increased . Th is percen tage in recent yea rs , h owe ver ,
has leveled at about 40 p e r c e n t . 8

Research by the National Ed ucation As s ocia t i o n veri -

fied No rton 's statement . "De s p i t e the sharp i ncrease J.TI

federa l f und s for e ducation i n the past two years , revenues

from loca l s o urc e s in 1 96 6-6 7 st i l l account for 5 2 percent

7 I b i d . , p . 34 .

SJohn K. No rton , Dimens ions i n Sc h o ol Finance ,
National Ed u c atio n Association Commit tee on Ed u c at i o n a l
Fi n a n c e (Washington : Na t i o n a l Ed u c a t i o n Association, 1966) ,
p . 129 .
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of total estimated revenues; state sources for 40 percent;

and federa l government for the remaining 8 percent. ,, 9

L i n dma n described the increased federal participat i on

as:

Federal payments to public schools for current expense
purposes have been increasing c o n s i s t e n t l y dur i ng recent
years . I n total annual amounts , federa l contributions
have i n c r e a s e d 20 - fo ld since 1940. As a percent of
pUblic-school current e xpend i ture , the increase was from
1 .7 percent i n 1940 ..• 10

Public schools today rece ive funds f rom several

sources: la) l oc a l. ( b) county. Ie ) state . (d) federal.

(e) no n-tax , and (f) non- revenue . The percent o f r e ve nue

received from these sources var1e s from distr ict to district,

county t o coun ty , a nd s tate to s tate .

Principle s of Taxatio n . Many pr i nci p l es o f t a xation

have been de fined by t a x e xpert s . Some o f t hese p rincip les

are satisfied by one t y pe o f tax wh i l e other p rinciples are

satisfied by o the r types of taxe s . In ge ne ra l , no single

principle is satisfied by a l l types of t axe s . Conve r se ly ,

because some o f t h e p rinc i ple s are in conflict with other

9Nat iona l Educa t ion Assoc i a tion, N. E . A. Research
Bulletin, Volume 45, Number 1 , Ma r c h , a report prepared by
the Research Division (Washington : National Ed uc a t i o n
Assoc iation, 1 96 7 ), p. 3 .

l OEr i c k L. Lin dma n , "The Lo c a l - S t a t e - Fe d e r a l School
Finance Partnership ," Tr e nd s i n F i n a ncin g. Public Education ,
Th e Eighth National Con ference QQ School Finance, 1 96 5
(Washington : Na ti o nal Educa t i o n Associat ion, 1965), p . 4 6.
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principles it is impossible for any tax t o be levie d which

satisfies all o f them .

Some commonly accepted principles of t a xa t ion are

listed be low wi t h a brief s tatemen t i dentifying t he ma in

po i nt o f each. i l

1. Ab ility to Pay . Ea ch e ligibl e t axpaye r shou l d

con t r ibut e to the s uppo r t o f governmen t a c c ording

to h i s abi l i t y . A t ax shou l d be progress ive , t h a t

is , the tax r a te 1ncreases a s t he i nc ome or prop -

erty base increases . Therefo re , persons . firm s ,

and corporations should remain in the same rela-

tive economic p os i t i on after t he tax is collec ted

as before .

2 . Benefits Received. Per s ons, property. and t axable

i nstitution s should p ay f or government according

to the benefi ts r e c eived.

3. Adeq uacy o f Yield. A t ax o r tax system s hou l d

provide the fund s required by e ve r y leve l of

government t o p r o v i de t he essentia l goods a nd

services .

4. Stability and F l exi bi l ity. Ta x yields , ln o r de r

t o provide f o r needed serv ice s, should be

llFur t her exposition of t he se a nd o t he r p r i nc i p l e s o f
t a xa t i o n ma y be f o und i n : Roe L. J ohns a nd Edgar L. Morphet .
Fina ncing the Public Schools {Englewood Cl i f f s. New Jersey :
Prentice-Hall . I nc., 1960}, p . 118.
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sufficiently stab le to cover fluctuations in the

e conomy wi tho u t using de f icit financing , a nd

should be sUfficiently f lexible to rise rapidly

when the cos t s o f gov e rnmen t ri s e rap i dly . To

adapt t o the economy a tax system s h o uld no t be

rendered rigid due to const i tutiona l or othe r

restricti ons on t he rate s o r t yp e s of t axe s l e v i e d.

5 . Ea s e of Adminis t ra tion and Payme n t. Th e cost of

colle cting a tax shou l d no t be e xce s sive a nd the

payme nt of the tax should be made as conveni e n t t o

t he taxp aye r as possible . Hidde n taxe s should be

a vo ided and the p ossibility of t a x evasion s h ould

be mini mi z e d .

It can be r e a d i l y seen that d i f fe r e n t type s of t axes

sa t isfy , 10 p art, d i f fe rent principles o f t axa t i on. Fo r

example : a g raduated net inc ome t a x wo u ld sat isfy the Abil­

ity t o Pa y p r i ncip l e b u t wo uld o n l y par tia l l y s atis f y the

Bene fi t s Re ceived principle . Convers ely, a bridge to l l would

s at i sfy the Be nefi t s Received p rinciple bu t not the Abil i t y

to Pay princ i p le .

Whe n con sideri ng a n ew t a x or a revision t o a n exist­

l ng t ax the tota l tax system, local , state , and federal

should be taken into account . J a r v i s , Gentry , a nd Stephens

suggest four points whic h s hou ld be kept i n mi n d when con ­

side r ing a tax s y s t em . The y a re :
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1. Th e tax struc t u r e ~n t he nation e xists as a s y s tem
of taxes . No tax is l e v i e d i n isolation ; when
l e vied it is affected by , and in t urn a f fects , the
admi nistration of othe r taxes .

2 . All t a xes have desirable a n d undesi rab l e fe atures.
I n a t ax syste m, it is e xpected tha t t h e des irable
f eatures o f one tax will offse t to some degree t h e
un de s i rable fe atures o f another .

3 . Taxes a r e l e vied at three l e ve l s of gove r nment :
( a ) f ede ral , (b ) s tate , a n d (c) l ocal. When
a s s e s s ing a t a x i n t erms of tax c riteria and
principl es , it is we ll t o k eep i n mi n d t h e l e vel
at wh i c h i t is l e v i e d and administered .

4. I n t he l a st f ifty yea rs . t h e American people have
come to a ccept a the ory o f governmen t wh i c h p lac e s
g r eat e mph as is o n the " s ocial bene f i t " of govern ­
ment e xpe nd i t u r es . Fo r example, p ublic educati on
is i n ten ded to produ c e c i tize ns wh o can mak e use­
fu l contri.but ion t o the s o c i e t y in which t h e y
live. The ben e f its which t he individual rec eive s
th : o ugh ,public educati~n are on ly second a ry t o
th1 s p r 1rna r y p urpos e .

The p r i nc i p le s o f taxation a n d the points t o c onsider

wh en de ve lop ing tax s yste ms were r eviewed becau se c e r tai n

t axe s in Washi n gto n State f ail to meet some of the principle s

and b ecause the bread th o f the t a x ba se i s r estricted due to

t h e con stitu t ion a l limita t i on o n a graduated net inc ome tax

tax. 1 3

120s c a r T. J arv i s, Harold W. Gentry . a nd Les te r D .
Stephen s . P ublic Schoo l Bu s iness Administra t i on a nd Fina nce
(Wes t Nyak, New York: Pa rke r Pu blishin g Compa ny. Inc • •
1 9 67 ) . p , 6 .

l 3I n 19 30 t h e vo ters adopte d t he 14t h Amendmen t to the
State Con s titut i on. Thi s ame ndment became Article VI I ,
Sec t i on 1, of t he Constitution . Vi olation of this Article i s
t he basis upon which t h e S t a t e Supreme Court has declared a
g rad uated inc ome tax u nconsti t utiona l . The a r t icle provides
( in par t ): "All taxes sha l l be uni fo rm up o n the same c lass
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Th e fa i lure t o sa t isfy s ome i mp o r t a nt pri nc iples c r e a t e s a

ne ed f or t he state school distributi o n f ormul a t o compensa t e

for certain i ne q uiti e s . Th e s e needs and inequities are dis-

cussed in t h i s chapter under t h e various s ource s o f schoo l

d istric t revenue and i n Chapter II I un de r t h e research de sign

and simulat i on formulae section .

Local revenue sources . Accord i ng t o Jones , 14 "The

l a r ge s t s i ng le sou rce of revenue co l lected l oc ally by s chool

districts i s t h e property tax . I n most s c h ool d i s tric t s,

more tha n f o u r- fi f ths o f r e venues c ollected l o ca l l y come from

t hi s s o urce . . .. " Although i mpor tan t t o the operation o f a

schoo l di st r i ct pro g ram the l oc a l no n- t a x . l o cal non- r evenue

and l ocal t ax othe r than property tax s o u r c e s o f fund s are

not ge rma ne to the s tudy and f o r that r e ason h a ve no t been

t reated in depth i n the l iterature review. The p rop e r t y t ax

of property with i n t he territo r i a l limits o f the authori t y
levyi ng the tax . The wo rd ' p rope rty · as use d herein shal l
mean and include e ve r y t h ing , whether t angible o r intangible ,
s ubj e ct to owne rsh i p . II The c ourt has r u led that inc ome is
p r operty and a tax o n inc ome is a propert y t a x a nd therefo r e
subjec t t o t h e uniformi t y c lau se of Arti c l e VI I . In Culliton
v. Cha s e (1 933) , the cour t r ule d th a t an i ncome t ax wh i ch
p rov i d e s f or a g raduated t ax by f i Xing the r ate o f taxation
s o th a t it becomes g r ea t e r as the amo un t o f t axa b l e i ncome
i ncreases, violates t he requi r ement that all taxes be unifo rm
o n t h e same class of p roperty . The c lass i ficatio n o f i ncome
f or pur pose s of apply ing a g raduated t ax r ate was held t o be
a n a rbitra ry classifica t ion o f property .

l 4Howa r d R. Jones , Fina n c i n g Public Elementary and
Secondary Ed uc at i o n (New York : The Cen t e r f o r Applied
Research in Educati o n, I nc . , 1966), p . 58 .
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wa s t rea ted in grea ter dep th due t o the dependence o f l ocal

schoo l distric t s on t h i s so u rce of r e venue.

The prope r ty tax and certa i n othe r non-pr ope rty taxes

may be levied by s chool districts a nd o t her l oca l gove r n ­

mental un i t s o n ly if grante d p ower to do so by the s t ate

l e gisla t u re . After such p ower has be e n g r a nted the l ocal

g overnments c a n g e n e r a l l y levy a spec if ied r ate o f t ax with ­

o u t a vote of t h e people , bu t a ny amount a bove the specifi e d

rate mus t be e ndo r sed by a ce r ta i n designated ma j ority o f the

ele ctors . Ele c tion laws i n the State o f Wa shington a re

un i que in severa l ways and a r e d i s c u s s e d in more de tai l later

in t h i s c hapte r .

Some o t h e r l ocal gove rnmental non-propert y t axes

authorized by a minori ty of s t a t e legislatures include local

income taxes, l oc a l sa les taxes and renta l t axe s on h o t el

rooms o r restaurant meals . In a d d i t i o n t o tax r e venues f rom

l oc a l l e v i e s othe r local n on -tax r evenues a r e ava i l a b l e to

some scho o l distri cts. Some o f the se r evenue s are t ui tion

f e e s f or o ut- o f - d i str ic t stude nts who attend the di s trict

schoo l s , f e es f or use o f c e r tai n e qui pme nt , f e es fo r r e gi s ­

t ra t ion in s p e c ia l c ourses such a s drive r e d uca t i o n p rograms ,

renta l f rom property , f ine s, a nd o t h e r r eimb u r s e men t items .

F i nally, certa i n non-re ven ue funds are c o l lected , f o r exam­

p le , from the sale of lunche s.

Mort, Re usse r , a n d Polley de scribed the p roperty t a x
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as, " ..• a tax o n wealth, both tangible a nd intangible, l evie d

at a uniform rate in the t axing jurisdiction upon a value

known as assessed valuation. 1115 In general, the property tax

is not complex. Each parcel of property in a t axing juris­

diction is given a value by assessors. The resulting values

are entered on a tax roll . The total o f all these values

f orm the total assessed valuation of the j uri sdiction. Once

taxing aut hor i t y has been granted by the electo rate or desig­

nated legal body o f that jurisdiction the tax i s levi~d.

Each owner o f property in the jurisdiction must then pay his

proportionate share of the levy which is expressed in mills,

cents, or dollars. Property tax rates are paid yearly by the

person who holds title to the land o r house or persona l

property, such as machinery, livestock or business inventory.

In Washington State the rates are limited by the State

Constitution l 6 t o 40 mills on a dollar which may be levied

against property and which shall be assessed at 50% o f t rue

a n d f a i r value . Therefore, state and l ocal government s and

schools together may not levy more than 40 mills o n property

i n their area without a special approval by the voters .

The f orty mills allowed in the Washington Constitution

are divided a mon g the various local governments and the s tate

l5Mo r t, Reusser, and Polley, Qg. cit., p. 1 31.

16Washington State Constitution , Amendment 17, Ar ticle
VI I.
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governments a s f ollows:

Wi thin Cities and Town s Ou t s i de Ci tie s and Town s

State

c o unty

School

City

Floating

2 mill s

8 mi lls

14 mills

15 mills

--!. mill

40 mills

State

c ounty

Schoo l

Roads

Floating

2 mi l l s

8 mills

14 mills

10 mills

6 mills

4 0 mi ll s

In the case o f Washington State school di s tri c t s the

l ocal board o f directors can levy 14 mill s against the tax-

payers of the district without a vote of the people. If

additional l ocal property tax funds are needed to operate the

s chools they must be authorized by the voters through a

special or excess mill levy.I? The Washington State Consti­

tution 18 specifies the following requirements r elative t o

special l evy and bond elections:

To approve a levy which exceeds the regular 14 mills.

40% o f those who voted in the last general e lec t ion must vote

on t he issue, and at least 60% o f t h os e vot i ng must approve .

Special o r excess levies can be approved f or one yea r on ly .

l7An excess mill or special levy was defined a s a tax
levied against the property tax of a schoo l distri ct by an
amount that e xcee ded the r egular 14 mill constitutional limi t
f ollowing a pp rov a l by the e l ect or a te .

lBwashington State Constitution, QE. c i t . , Se c t i on 2 .
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These l e v i e s are s pread i n a tax year 1 9 f ollowing .

Vote rs may a lso a pp r o ve t he is sue of general o b l i g a ­

t i on bonds for specified capital purposes but not for the

r epl a cement o f e q u ipme n t . Of t hose who v o ted i n the last

gene r a l e l ect ion 4~1c mu s t v ote on the i ssue a n d 60% o f t hose

voting must approve. The millage l e v y needed for the paymen t

of interest and p rincipal wi ll be added t o the t ax l e vy i n

a ddi t ion to the 14 mills, in the cas e o f school dis t ricts .

unti l the bonds are paid . It i s the r e sponsibility o f the

board of d irectors of a l oca l s choo l district to be s u r e

s Uffici ent mills are levied to serv ice a n d r etire t h e bond s .

Although the Washingt on Constitution c a l ls f or an

assesse d v a l ue o n property of 5~/o of true a nd fair v alue .

ass e s sors i n d i fferent counties assess at v a ryi ng perc entage s

as was indicat ed i n Chap te r I by the range fro m 1 3 . 8% i n Sa n

Juan Coun t y t o 24 .7.Yo in Fe r r y Co unty. Va r i a tions in a s s ess-

ment prac t ice i s not unique t o Wa s h i ng t on S t ate but i s a

p roblem to some degree in al l state s. The s e variations 20

c reate serious inequiti e s and i njustices be t ween taxpayers o f

19Th e tax y e ar i n Wa sh i n g t o n State e xtends from J anu­
ary 1. t o De c ember 31 . A l e v y a pproved in Ma r c h. 196 5 wou ld
be spread a gainst t he 1 966 t a x yea r while a l e vy approved 1n
November 1965 would be spread against t h e 1967 tax year .

20F o r f urther e xami na t ion o f var i ations in assessment
practice i n t he Uni t e d Sta te s a nd rea sons f or t h e s e va r ia­
t ion s see : Rosenstenge l a nd Ea stmond , QE. c it . , pp . 84-5 ,
a nd Mort . Re usser . and Po lle y . QQ . c i t ., p . 1 3 3.
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different c ountie s in a s t a t e and be t wee n taxpayers wi t h i n a

single coun t y . Two main c a u s es of these var i a tion s a re :

(a ) t h e lack o f uniform method s of asse ssi ng p rope r ty , a nd

(b ) t he d i ffic u l ty o f a s sessing dif f e rent kinds o f p r operty ,

such a s r eal p rope rty ( residen tial, busi ness , i ndustria l ,

fa rm , vaca n t , undeveloped , etc .) and p e r sona l p r op e rty

{tang ibl e and inta n gible}.

F r om 19 61 t h rough 19 66 coun t y a sse ssors ~n Wa s h i ngt on

S t ate have s h own an i mprovement t owa rd minimi z ing the in jus-

tic es c a u s e d by varia t ion in a s sessmen t practice . Accord ing

to Wash ington Sta t e Ta x Commi s s i o n 2 1 data the Indicated

Co unty Ratios22 changed as f o l l ows : ( a ) ran ge in 1 961 from

1 3 .4% t o 24 .8% and in 1966 fr om 15 . 7% t o 25. 3%. (h) differ­

e nc e in 1 961 = 11 .4% and in 1 966 = 9 .6%. (c ) a ve r a ge i n 1961

- 19 . 7% a nd i n 1966 = 20 .8% .

Th e preceding referenc e p e r t a in s mainly t o r eal prop-

erty . Ho we v e r. i n general , prope rty placed o n the t ax rolls

f all s i n t o thre e c a t e go r i e s : r eal p rop e r ty , tangible pe r -

sanal prop e rty , and intangib l e persona l pro pert y .

J one s def i ned r eal p ropert y as "la n d and bu i ldings a nd

2 1Washin g ton State Tax Commi ssio n . Co un t y Ra tio Equa l­
i z a tion S tudy , (Olympia : Re s earch Di v ision, Au gu s t 31,
196 6 ). p. 1 . (Mime o graphed .)

22Indicated County Ra tio is a term used by the Wash­
i ngton State Tax Commis s i on t o s h ow t h e ratio o f assessed
va l ue t o t rue v a lue of prope r t y in Wa s h ing t o n State .
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o t he r improv e me n t o n t h e l a nd . It i s p roperty whic h is fi xed

1 0 its l ocat i on . ,,2 3 Burkhead repo r t s t h a t "r e s i de nc e s make

up a bou t 54 p e rce n t o f t he v a lue o f loc a l l y as s e s s ed r ea l

e s tat e , a nd single f ami l y dwell ings c omprise about 90 percen t

o f residences . " 24 The r e main ing 4 6 perce n t is made up

l a rge ly o f fa rm . industrial , a nd c omme rc ia l p r oper t y.

Tangible pe rsona l p ropert y 15 prope rty whi ch ha s an

inheren t v a l ue o f i t s own and c a n be moved s hou l d t he owner

change hi s r e s i de nce. 2 5 Be n s on state s , "Broa dly defined ,

t angible pe r sona l p r ope r t y i nclude s motor ve h i c l e s , ho u sehold

goods , c lo t hi ng , j ewe.lry . busi ness e q uipment , busi nes s inven­

t o ri e s, f arm equipment, and f a rm anima ls . ,, 26

In tangible pers onal p r ope r ty i s wea l th e ncompassed i n

"bank depos i t s , s t ocks , bonds . account receivable , a nd o t he r

mon i e s o r c l a ims t o owne rsh ip o r c ontrol. ,, 27

A c ompar ison o f local t ax r e ven ue per c api ta y ie l d

place s Wa s hi ng t on r elatively l ow among the states of the

nati on . In 1966 wi th a pe r c ap i t a y i e l d f r om l oc a l taxe s o f

23Jone s , QE. c it • • p . 60 .

24J e sse Burkhead . Sta t e and Loca l Taxe s f or Publi c
Educat i on (Syrac use : Syracuse Univers ity Press , 1963) . p . 35 .

25J 1 .one s. oc . CJ. t .

26Ch a r l e s S . Ben s on , The Ec onomi c s of Publ ic Education
( Bos ton : Hough t on Mi ffli n Company , 1961), p . 155 .

27I b i d •
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$ 101 . 74 Wa shing t on r ank e d 34th nat i onally a nd 10 t h among the

11 con t i ne n t al western s t ates . 28 I n the s ec t ion c oncern i ng

State Reve nue So urc e s a comp a r ison is made r ela tive t o p e r -

capita yie l d f r om s ta t e taxe s . Th e s tate compari s o n s hows

Wa s h i ngton ' s r ank i n a cons iderab l y more f a vorable posi t ion .

County r evenue sources . In s ome states intermedia te

or coun ty un its of gove rnment h ave been g r a n ted a uthori ty by

t he s tate to co l l ect taxe s f or the p urpose o f e d ucation . I n

Washington the counties co l lec t a r e a l estate e xc i se t a x ~n

t he amount of 1% o n t h e price o f real es tat e sa l es i n the

county . By l aw29 the county tax i s allocated t o schoo ls for

s c h ool ope r ation , e xcep t for a s ma l l por tion kept by t h e

county t o c o ver t he cos t s o f c olle cting the t ax . A t ax such

as the 1% r eal estate excise t ax is c l a s si f i e d as a conve y ­

a nce t ax . 30

State Rev e nue Sources. The primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f or

28George Ki n nea r , Washington's Ta x Syste m: A Compari­
s on , (Olympia : Washington St ate Department of Revenue , 1 966 ),
p . 6 . (Mime ographed .)

29Two sta te s tatutes a uthorize the 1% tax co l lec t ion
on t he price o f r eal e s t a te sale s : RCW 28 . 45 .040 , 1 9 51 ,
F i rs t Extr a ordinary Sess ion provides f or r esolutio n a nd p a y­
ment , RCW 28 . 4 1 .070 , 1 951, guarantee s a p aymen t to schools in
the amount o f $ . 17 per pupi l in average d a ily a tte ndance .

30League o f Women Vo ters of Wa s h i ng t o n , Tax F a c t s :
Where t he Money Comes F r om (Seatt l e : Le ague o f Women Voter~;

of Washington , 1 9 66 ), p. 6 .
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public education in the Un i t e d States rests with t h e sta t e

governments . 3 l Th e reason for the primary responsibility

resting wi t h the states wa s e xp lained by J ones as :

The delegates to the Co nstitutional Convention which
founded the Un ited States made no e xpress provis i on for
federa l activity in educ a t i on. Unde r the Tenth Amendment
t o t h e Cons ti t u t i o n , education n o t being a powe r de le ­
gated t o the feder a l government by the Consti tution
itself , wa s ' r e s e r ve d t o t he state s respectively , o r t o
the people~ I Federa l activities i n the educational f ie l d .
wh ich have g r own through the years , are performed under
the expanding interpretatio~2 granted the ge ne r a l welfare
clause o f t h e Constitution.

Five ra ther di st i nct purposes o f s tate support have

been d iscussed extensively in school finance l i t e r a t u r e .

These purposes stated by Lin dman are :

1 . To p romote i mp r ovemen ts in school p ractices by maki ng
s tate aid payments contingent upon adoption of these
practices by l o c a l sch ool districts .

2. To compen sate school dist ricts for unusually expen ­
sive aspec ts of t h e schoo l p rogram , such as pupi l
t ransportation .

3 . To gua r a n t e e a minimum l e vel o f support per c h ild f or
a l l s c hoo l dis t ricts based upon un iform t ax effort as
i llustrated by the f o unda t i o n p rogram.

4 . To provide an incent i ve for greater l oc al tax e f fo r t ,
as illust rated by t h e state suppo rt prog r ams 1n
Wiscons in and Rhode Is land .

3 1Fo r a d e ta i led treatment o f t he subject see : Robe rt
L . Dr u r y and Kenneth C . Ray , Principles Qf Sc h oo l Law, (New
York: Appe1ton-Century-Crofts , Inc. , 1 96 5 ), Chapters 1- 3 ;
Lee O. Garber , Th e Ye a r boo k o f Schoo l Law, 1965, ( Da nv i l l e ,
Il l inois: The In t e r s t a t e Printers and Publishers , 196 5 ),
Chapter 1 .

32Jones , ~. cit . , p . 85 .
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To b r oa d en t he school t a x base t o i nclude revenues
d e r ived from s t a t e - a d mi n i s t ere d non-property taxes . 33

I n o rde r t o a ccompli sh the s e pu rpo s e s i t is ne c e s sa r y

f or t he s tat e to obtain reve nue . Unl ike l oc al r e v enue

wh ereby t he p roper t y tax i s t he main source~ state r e ven ue 1 5

de rive d fr om a combinati o n o f t ax s o urce s . 34 For re a d e r

conve n i e n c e a comparison 35 between Washington S t a te and a ll

state s i n t h e state t ax c o l lec t i o n s by type o f t ax i s ma d e in

Ta ble I . F r om t he comp a r i son in Table I it ~s evi de n t that

Wa shing t on State place s ma jor r e liance o n t h e sales tax as a

r eve nue s ourc e . The pe rcent o f sales t ax t o tot a l state t ax

revenue r a n ge s f r om 1 9 . ~~ 10 Or e gon t o 84.4% in Illinoi s with

Wa shing t o n r anki ng second high .

By c ontrast Washington deriv es no r even ue from t axing

inc ome, either individual o r c o r p o r a t e . Fo r t y o f the fifty

state s rec eive revenue from s ome fo rm of income t a x . The

perc ent o f inc ome tax revenue to t otal s t a t e tax revenue

r anges f r om 0 . 8% in South Dakota t o 5 9 . 5% in Or e gon .

33Eri c k L. Lindman , "State School Fi nance Re f lec ts Its
Times , " Lon9.-Ran~ Plann i n g i n School Financ e , (Wash i ngton ,
D. C . : National Ed uc ation As s ociati on, Ba s e d on p r oc e e d ing s
of the S ixth Na tion a l Scho o l F inanc e Confe r e nc e, Apri l 7 - 9 ,
1 963 ) , p , 38 .

34Fo r a de t a i led review o f t ax r e ve nue sour c e s f or
s ta t e f un d s fo r e a c h sta t e of t h e unio n see : Na t i ona l Educ a ­
t i on Ass oc i ation, Committ e e o n Educ a t i onal Financ e , C E F
Re p o r t (Washingto n , D. C.: Na t iona l Educ a tion As s ocia t i o n,
May . 1 96 7 ) , pp . 1- 24 .

3 5I b i d • • p . 6 .
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TABLE I

~ffiJOR STATE TAX COLLECTIONS I N 1966
(AS PERCENT OF TOTAL TAX REVENUE)

State Ta x e s

Genera l sales and
g ro s s receipts

Motor fuels
To ba c c o product s
Alc oholic beverages
I n s ur a nc e
Others

As % of total
state tax revenue
for a l l states

26.8
15 .7

5 .2
3.4
2 .8
4 . 1

As % o f t otal
tax revenue f or
Wa sh i ng t o n State

55 .2
12. 8

4 .2
4 .0
1. 6
3.8

TOTAL ALL SALES

I nd i v i dua l inc ome
Corporation net income

TOTAL ALL I NCOME

Moto r vehic le and
o pe r a t ors ' licen ses

Other l i c e n s e s

TOTAL ALL LI CENSES

14. 7
6 .9

7 .6
4. 3

58 .0

21.6

11. 9

81.6

5 .3
2.6

7 . 9

TOTAL ALL OTHER

TOTAL COLLECTIONS

8 .5

100. 0

10 . 5

100 .0
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I ncome and sa les taxes consti tute t he ma i n source of

s t ate r evenue . However, a f ew state s rec e i v e s ubst a ntial

reven ue from seve r a nce taxe s and fr om prope r ty t axes .

Example s o f these are : (a ) Lou i siana 27. ~/o f rom s everance

taxes , a nd (b) Nebraska 34. Y~ from prope rty taxes.

Recent l egislat u r e s in Washington State have de bated

t h e need f or a broader t a x base. S om~ f orm o f income t ax

r eceived mo st c ons i de r ation , but due t o the Constitu t i o na l

l imi tation n o income t a x has been enacted. A Constitutional

c h a ng e will be requi red before the tax b ase can be broadened

t o include income a s a possible tax source . The Wa shington

State Constituti on can be amended 36 in two ways.

First . a proposed amendment must be approved as a

j oint resolution by two-thirds of the membership of the

Hou se and by t wo - t h i r d s of the membership of the Senate .

After thi s step the proposed amendment must be s u bm i t t e d t o

the voters at the next state general election. The amendment

becomes law i f approved by a simple majority of those voti ng

o n the amendment.

Second, the Constitution may be amended (or comp letely

rewritten ) by a constitutional c onvention. This r e qui res :

1. Agre ement by two-thirds of the members o f e ach

36washington State Research Council, The Research
Co unc il1 s Handbook, State and Local Governmen t in Wa shingt on
(Ol ymp ia : Washington State Research Council , 1 964), p . 138.
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house of the Le g i slature t h a t the question of a

convention s hou ld be s ubmi t t e d to t he vo t e r s at

the next genera l ele c tion .

2 . Agreement by a simp l e maj ority o f a l l those vo t i n g

a t the gene ral e l e ctio n that a c onven t i on shou l d

be c a l led .

3 . Provi s i on fo r t he me chanics o f ho l d i ng a conven-

t ioD must be made by the next s ucceeding l e gi s la-

tur e.

4. Ame ndme nts proposed by the con ve n t ion mu st be

submit ted t o the vo t e r s f o r their app r ova l or

reject ion .

A con s ti tutio nal c o n ven t ion has not been held in

Washington S t ate s i nce the present Constitution was adopted

10 18 8 9 . The 1 967 Le g islature did not act t o place th e issue

of a c onstitutio n al conven t ion before the vot e rs . However ,

v ote rs h a ve a no the r me a ns o f cal l i n g for such a convention .

This me a ns is t hrough t he power o f initiative . 3?

Step s h a ve been taken by vo te rs t o u s e the power of

i n i tia tive. An initia t ive petition f or s ubmission t o the

3?The initiative is t he direct p ower of t he voters to
e nact new l aws a nd/or c hange e x i s t ing laws. I t wa s provided
in 1 912 by t he Seve n t h Amendme n t t o the State Co n s t i t u t i on.
The r e a re t wo t ypes o f i n i t iatives : t he init i ati ve to the
people a nd t he i n i t iat i ve t o t h e Le gislat u r e . For fu rther
detail re lat i ve t o t he p r oc e d u r e of u s ing the initiative
approach see : Wa sh ington State Research Counc i l . 2£. c i t . ,
pp . 1 36-7.
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p e ople ~ s being c i rcu l a ted to p l a ce I niti ati ve Me a s u r e 24 1

be f o r e t h e v o ters in t he Nove mbe r 5 , 1 968 ge ne r a l e lec t ion .

Initia t i ve Mea s ure 24 1 c a l l s f o r a State Constituti onal

Conven t ion i n 1970 . Until s uch time a consti t u t i o na l change

ha s been e nac t ed it is l i k e l y t h e mai n s o urc e of sta t e t a x

reven ue i n Wa shington will c on t i n ue t o be sa le s .

I n 1 966 with a per cap i t a yie l d from state t axes o f

$ 2 33 . 73 Wa shington ranked 3rd nationally . Wash ington ' s t ota l

state t a x r e v e n ue f or 1 96 6, a s a percent o f 1965 pers onal

inc ome . wa s 8 .1% which ranked 4th among a l l s t a t e s . 38

Fe deral r e venue s o u r ce s . The federal gove r nme nt t oday

c onstitutes what i s probabl y the l ast ma j o r untapped sour c e

o f revenue for p ublic school e d uca t ion in the United States .

Federal g r a nts f or educatio n have been made f o r specific

pu rposes and in specific amounts , but relatively speaking ,

the se f und s r epresent a ve ry minor p ortion of the s o urce t o

date. 39

It i s f elt by many peop l e that if s cho ol s a r e t o go

bey o nd pre sent level s o f q uality a nd a de q uate ly d i scharge

38Na tional Ed uca t i o n Asso c iation , Committe e o n Ed uca­
t ion a l Financ e, £ E F Re p o r t (Wa shingt o n , D. C.: Na t i ona l
Ed u c a tion As s ociati on, May , 19 6 7 ), p. 22 .

39Fo r a detailed r e view o f the f ederal gove r nme n t ls
p ar t icipation in financing p ubl ic schoo l e d uca t ion hi s t ori ­
ca l ly and cur rent l y see : Norton, £E. c i t . , pp . 214- 3 2. ,
Bu rkhead , QQ. ci t . , pp . 236 - 8 7.
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the r e s p ons i bi l i tie s placed on t hem, t he fi n a nc i a l re sou r c e s

of a l l l e vel s o f governme nt must be ma de ava i lable . Other

people f ea r l osing l oc al c o n t r o l of t hei r schools if t h e

federa l gove r nment becomes a g reate r r e ven ue s o urce .

The justification for the demand that a ll leve ls o f

gove r nme n t p a r t ic i p a t e i n supporting s cho o l s i s based o n the

knowledge that public education has a profound influence o n

the way of l ife of our c o un try; i t is no mere l oca l concern .

I n add i tion t o r e c o gn izing t he public sch o o ls ' basic ro le ~n

t he American po l iti c a l s yste m a nd nat iona l securi ty . t h e

Ed u c a t i on a l Polici e s Commi s s i on e mph a s i zed :

There is an i ntimate r elationship be t ween schooling
and the e conomic health o f a nation a nd o f its citizens.
Pro s perit y demand s pro d uctivity, a nd pro d uc tivi ty demands
t rained tal e nt . Ed uc a t i o n deve lop s t he intellectual and
manua l skills which underlie the productive abilities o f
individual s and nations t oday. Nations with the highest
gen e r a l level o f education are those with the highe s t
eco nomi c de ve lopment . Sch ools . e ve n mo!O than natural
r e s o urces . are t h e basis of prosperity.

I f s choo l s are t o achieve the l eve l s o f qua lity

requi red t o keep t h e United St a t e s e c o nomica l ly s t rong it i s

ve ry l i kely t hat t h e fe d e ral gove r nmen t must play a more

reali s t ic role i n educationa l fin ance. The question remains .

h ow de spera te mus t the financial si tuation become before the

4 0Na tio nal Ed uc a tion As s ocia tion a nd American As s ocia­
t i o n of Scho o l Admini s t r ato r s . Educ ati onal Pol i c y Commission .
Natio nal Po l i c y a nd the F inancinq of the Pu b l i c Schools ,
(Wash ington , D. c . : Nati onal Ed uc a t i on As s ocia t i on. 1959 ) ,
p . 7 .
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a tt itude s a nd e mo t i o n s which p re c lude gre a ter uti liza t i o n o f

n a tiona l re s o u rces f or public educ a t ion are modified~ Once

these a t t i t ud e s and e mo t ions a r e modified fed e r al s upp o rt is

likely t o

. 14 2g or1ca

be more gene r a14 1 a nd conti n uo u s

and o f a crash program type.

II . Di s t r i bu t i o n o f Fund s

r ath e r than c a t e -

As p ointed o u t previ ous ly l o c a l di stricts rec eive

funds f or mai ntenance a nd ope r atio n o f sch ools from th r ee

main governmental s o ur c e s : Local . s tat e . a nd federal . The

loca l a nd state s o urc es provide the major amount o f revenue .

Due t o dependency o n the property t ax, variation s i n asse ss -

men t practice , inequali ty of we alth behind each pup i l a nd

di fferen t attitudes re lative t o scho o l support , i t has been

impo ssible for l oc al schoo l boards t o equ a l ize e d uca tio n a l

op po r t un i t y f or all chi ldren i n t h e state. Consequen t ly . i t

h a s bec ome t h e task o f the state t o provide whatever equa li -

zatio n it c an .

Becaus e the state has assumed this i mportant r e spons i -

b i l i t y the Distr ibutio n o f F un d s section o f Chapter I I deals

4 1Th e te rm "general" is used here t o mean g r a n ts-in­
aid g r a n t e d t o state o r l o cal gove r nme nts wi tho ut designation
o f p urpo s e o r r estriction of expenditure o t he r t h an in b r oa d
areas such a s f o r operation o r f or c o n s t r uc t i on .

4 2Th e term "c a t e goric a l" i s used h e r e to mean g r a n t s ­
in-aid g i ve n t o sta te o r loca l gove r nme n ts f o r spe c i f i c
p u rpo se s a nd p r ogram s t o e n c o u r a ge t he i r deve lopm~nt .
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mainly with equaliza tion of educati onal o ppo r tun i t y t hro u gh

state di s tribution o f funds . A brief hi storic al rev i ew of

and r easons beh i nd g ran t s - i n - a i d a n d distribution fo rmu lae 1 5

i nc l ude d. F i n a lly. the distribution f o rm ula adopted by t he

1 9 6 3 Wa sh ingto n S tate Legis lature is rev i e we d .

Hi s t o rical d e velopment o f d i strib utinq schoo l fu nd s .

In t h e Eighteenth Ce ntu ry when the Co nstitutional Convention

de c ided to l e a ve educat i o n li t o t he s tates o r t o t he people , 11

tax-supported e d uca t ion wa s l i mi t e d to the o lde r New England

states. Most original sta t es h a d not adopted t h e conc e p t of

pUblic e d uc a t ion . On l y s e ve n o f the t we l ve states that

adopted c o n s t i t u t ion s a t that time eve n me n t.Lcned education

a nd o n l y thre e o f these defined the term.

As a re s ult o f land-grant 4 3 policy adopted by the

Continenta l Con g r ess in 1787 , states fo rming in the wilder-

ne s s west of the Allegheni e s became more committed t o publ ic

e ducat i on than the ma j o rity o f o l de r states .

In 17 9 5 New York state g ran ted f und s t o munic ipalities

t o be u s ed f or scho o ls and t o be supp lemented l oca l ly by half

the amount . The l aw, e n a c t e d t o o p e r a te for f ive years , wa s

s uc ces sfu l but n o t r e newe d . A c ommi s s ion wa s a p poi n ted i n

4 3An exampl e o f l a nd-gra n t s is the ea rma rk i ng of l a nd
f or s choo l pu rpose s in every t own ship o f the Northwe s t
Territory . Th i s policy wa s e xtended eventual l y t o a l l t h e
ne w states a nd brought t o t he m a t otal land a rea equal to 1 50
Rhode I sla nd s .
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18 11 t o study the p rob l e m of school fi na nc e. I n 1812 , a s a

r e s ul t o f the commiss ion 's recommenda t ion , a l aw wa s passed

wh i c h crea ted a syst e m of l o c al school governmen t , gave the

new gove rnme nt agencies taxing p ower, and r equired them t o

match t he s tate grants . Thi s l aw had wi de influence on

me tho d s o f s t a t e f inanc e a nd metho ds of l oc al fis c al con t rol .

Apart f rom the New York e xample p ublic e d uc a t i o n in

the Ea st wa s in the dol d rums . Some b r ight spots appea red

wh e n in 1803 Ohio p rovided in its constitutio n for right o f

en t ry o f p upi ls t o any schoo l p rof i t i ng from the fede ra l l and

grants and when I ndiana , in its const i tut ion . c a l led o n the

l e gi slature t o s e t up a complete system o f pub l i c s c hools as

soon a s ci r c umstances pe rmitted . Circumst a nc e s in I nd i a n a

d i d n ot "p ermit" until thirty years had elaps e d .

By 18 30 the shape o f p Ub l ic e duc a t i on be gan t o appear.

Rho de Is l and , Ne w Jersey , a nd Pe nnsyl vania called f or p ublic

t ax suppo r t and Rho de Island and Pennsylvania a dded s ma ll

amoun ts of i n c e nti v e aid . New sta tes foll owe d wi t h tax­

s up port e d education and used f e de r a l land-gran t rev e n ue as a

s t i mu lus for l ocal action .

By the middle of the Nineteenth ~entu ry Ho rac e Mann,

Hen r y Ba rnard, Cale b Mills , J ohn Pie rce and o t her educat iona l

leaders he lped clari fy the c oncept , pur pos e and ne e d f or

pUblic education . As a result al l s t a t es adopted the c oncept

t o s ome degree . I n 18 90 o nly e leve n states provided l e s s
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than 15% support fr om s t a t e a n d fe dera l f und s , t we lve states

provided 1 5-1~/o, e ight states 30- 49%, and t en s t a t es more

than 5~/o .44 The p attern o f 1890 s t i l l s u r v i ves i n broad

o u t l i n e at least a s i s shown by c omparable s t a t istic s f or

1956 as analyzed by Mort , e t a l : "Of the e ighteen (states)

in the t wo highe r-percentage groups in 18 90, on ly two a r e

n ow found i n the l ower-p e r c e n t a ge group. Of t he twenty-nine

10 the two l ower-percentage g roup s , only seven are n ow found

10 t h e higher-perc entage g roup . Clearly the pos tu re o f the

several states i n regard to state s up p o r t had already be c ome

fai rly we ll fixe d by 1890 . ,,4 5

S i n ce 1890 period ic c hang ing conditions s ubj ected the

system of school financing to great s tress . Among t hese

con d i t ions were enrollment e xpansion , inflation, depression ,

and the desire f or quali ty e d uc a t i o n . Mor t , et a l 4 6 p o inte d

out t h e histo r i c al tre nd t hat in good time s (periods o f

growt h and inflat i on) l ocal districts genera l ly provide an

increasing porti on o f operating funds , while during bad times

(periods o f depression) t h e state portion of operating budget

r e venue s increases . Perhaps out o f more e xpe rience p o licies

will evolve that wil l keep t h e s e two agencies o f the people

44Mo r t , Reusser , and Polley , ~. cit ., p . 1 96 .

4 5I b i d .• p . 197 .

4 6 I bi d • • pp . 1 98-9 .
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and pe r haps the third. t he federa l government . ~n a firmer

partnersh ip to me e t va r i a ti o ns i n economic and pop ulat i on

growt h periods .

Th r o u gh o ut the period o f struggle f or public education

l eade r s emerged t o give dire c t i on a nd pur pose . I n t he area

o f school f inance and part i cularly i n the are a o f state

fi nancing o f s c hools ce r t a i n me n pla yed ma j or ro les . Some of

t hese me n are included here.

Th e f i rs t exten s ive a na lys i s of sta t e-aid p ractice was

made by Cubbe r ley during a time when economi c and growt h

cond itions were f a vorabl e in many d~stricts but decadent 1n

some o t hers . He d isc overed two basic principles in t h e maze

of va ryi ng prac t ice s . The se p r i nc iples we r e e q u a lization a nd

rewa r d f o r e f f ort. His views were summa rized by t h e f ollow-

1ng s t a t e men t :

Th e o r e t i c a l l y all the c h i ldren o f th e s t a t e are e q ua l ly
important a nd a r e e nt i t led t o h a ve t h e same adv a nta ge s ;
p r act ica l ly t h is c a n never be q uite true. The duty of
the s t ate is t o secu re f or a l l a s high a mi nimum of good
i nst ruct ion as is p o s sib le , b u t not t o r educe a l l to t his
minimum; t o equalize t h e advantages t o all as near ly as
can be done with the r eso urce s a t hand; to p l ace premium
o n t hose l ocal e f fo r ts which wi ll e nable c ommunities t o
rise above t he l e gal minimum a s f ar a s possible : and t o
e ncou rage communities to ext e nd their educat iona l ener­
g ie s to new and desirable undertaking s . 4 7

Cu b be r l ey· s i d e as in fluen ced s t ate support for abou t

fiftee n years . Ti me s then changed and g reater e xtremes

47 I b i d • • p . 17 .
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existed between school di stric t s . More loca l d istr i cts were

una b l e to meet t he demands o f educ ation a n d v a r i a t ions i n

educationa l opportunity i n c r e a s e d.

During this p e r i od o f changing economy o ne o f the mo st

creative and s timulating thinkers i n h i s f i e l d . Harlan

updegraf f,48 built upon the CUbberley ideas. He proposed a

plan f or New York which called upon the state t o p r ovide

f i nancial condition s s uc h than any effort on the part o f a

commun i ty o f l e s s than a vera ge wea l t h woul d yield t ax returns

e q ua l to tho s e of the same effort exe rcised by t h e communi -

ties of average wealth . This was the me r g ing of t he equa l i -

z ation principle and the payment-for-effort p r inciple . I t

has h ad and undoubtedly wi l l c ontinue t o h ave a far r e a c h i n g

influence o n state distr ibution fo rmulae .

Under t h e chang ing conditions followi ng Cubberley's

a nd Updegra ff 's wo r k Stra ye r and Haig prepa r e d a report wh i c h

c o n t a i n e d the c onceptua l basis4 9 o f muc h o f the present day

practice 1n equalizatio n . The basic idea is generally

referred t o as the "Strayer -Haig formula , " o r t h e "fo undati on

program p lan 6 II

48Mo r t, Reusser a nd Polley , 2£. ci t . , pp. 208 - 9.

4 9Ge o r ge D. S tra ye r and Robert M. Hai g , F ina n c ing of
Educatio n in the State of New York . A Report Re v i e wed and
Presented BY the Ed uca t i onal F inanc e Inq u i r y Commission Under
the Auspices o f the Ame r i c a n Counc i l .Q!l Education . (New York :
The Ma cmillan Company, 1923) , pp . 1 7 3-4.
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The f ounda t i on prog r am basica l ly ass ured every d i s -

t ri c t ~n t h e sta t e a prede t e rm i ned s a t i s facto ry minimum

o ff e r i n g pe r pupi l. Al l di s tri c t s wou l d be e xpe cted t o t a x

them s e l ve s at a tax rate e qua l t o t h e r a t e t h e ric h e st d i s-

trict mu s t t a x its e lf t o me e t the guaran teed sat i s factory

rn1 n 1mum p e r p up il . Th e deficienc y amo unt resul ting f r om the

application o f the r e q uire d t a x rate would be p a id t o t h e

d ist ric t by the state . Th e Str a yer- Haig f ormula adop ted

Cubberley 's ba sic conc e p t o f equal izat i on , bu t he l d t hat any

p rogram grant i ng rewa r d f or e f fo r t was inconsistent wi t h the

a im o f e qua l i z a tion . 50

The l a s t maj or pers on 1 0 t he de ve lopment of s tate - aid

p r ograms i n t h i s rev i e w is Paul Mort . Known as a pioneer i n
•

t he de velopment o f though ts on grants -in-ai d at s tate and

federa l l e vel s , Mort a nd as s ociate s advanced a n umber o f

refinements i n t he basic Strayer-Haig p lan . The s e r efine­

men t s S1 inc l ude :

1 . The Adaptab i l ity Pr i nc i ple . Th i s principle hold s

that a c ertain s um of mone y beyond the s t ate ma n-

da t ed mi n i mum or an ave rage e xpe nd i ture is

necessary f or di s t ric ts #to e x te nd programs ~n

SOIbid . , p . 175 .

SlFo r f u rthe r e xpansion on Paul Mo r t's r e f i neme n t s on
the St r ayer- Ha i g f ormu la see : Ben son , 2£. cit ., pp . 210- 12 ,
and Mo r t , Reus se r a nd Polley, 2£. c i t . , pp. 50- 1 .
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desi red direc tions and adopt new , i mp roved p rac -

tices .

2 . The Weigh t e d- Pup il Measure . Regular and special

programs in different s ize d istricts and at

different grade levels require different cos t s per

pupi l . Mo r t determined weighted-pupi l ratios t o

g ive allowan c e f or these unusual costs .

3 . The Key-Distr ict Conc ept . The largest wealthy

di s trict shou ld be used to de t e rm i ne t h e founda-

t i cn p rogram tax rate ra the r t h a n the wealt h i e st

district i n o r der to avoid u s ing s ome "freak d is-

tric t" wi th a b norm a l wealth beh i nd each p upi l as

the dete rmi n a n t .

4. Local Tax Leeway. Thi s p rincip le sug gests that

o nce t h e key district is selected and its t a x rat e

compu t e d i t i s appropriate t o a d j u s t the f ounda-

ticn progr am tax r ate s l igh t ly d ownward . so that

a lmos t all districts--exc e pt pe r hap s the ve ry

r ich . sma l l di stric t s - -re c e i v e s ome s tate aid .

The s e p rinc iples o r v a r i a tions t hereof are i nc luded •, n

ma ny of the s tate d istr ibuti on fo rmu lae i n use t oday . Con-

tinued s tudy by schoo l financ e specialists . state l e g i sla­

tures. s t a t e offices o f e ducat ion and l o c al schoo l boa rds

have led t o further e xpe r imentati on to find improvements t o

e x i s t i n g f o rmu l a e .
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Methods and p atterns o f s tate ~port . The Uni t e d

States Office o f Education distinguishes amon g grants-in-aid

t o school districts on two c riteria : (a) wheth e r the g ran t

~ s genera l o r s pe c i a l p urpose and (b) whe t h e r the pro gram i s

equal izing o r fla t. A grant i s gene ra l purpose i f the funds

a re " a l l oc a t e d t o bo a r d s of e d uc a t i o n with very l i t t l e

i n s t r uc t ion as t o the use t o be made o f the f unds . ,, 5 2

Special purpose grants , on the other hand , ma y be e x pend e d

o n ly o n d e s i gn a ted ob j e c ts or f unctions. Burkhea d d i s t i n -

guished between equalizing or f lat gran t s by determining :

"wh e t h er a measure o f l oc al r e s o urc es i s used i n detennin ing

11 ' h d' . ,, 53 E I ' d 1 fa oce t r on s among t e Ls t r-a.c t s , qua a ee va ue 0 tax -

able property per public school pupi l is the most commonly

used measure o f local resources .

Presently , the taxonomy of g r a n t s - i n - a i d d oes not

identi fy how l ocal ne e ds are determined . Such distinctions

are especially important with regard to the stimulation and

e q u i t y a s p e c ts of grants . Burkhead suggest s t h at a t axonomy

mi gh t include :

I . Use of Proceeds

52Albert R. Munse and Eugene P . McLoone ,
Financ e Programs o f the United Sta tes, 1957-58,
U. S . Of f ice o f Education, 1960), p . 35 .

Public Schoo l
(Wa shington :

53Jesse Burkhead, Publ i c
Po l i t i cs, (Syracuse , New York :
1 9 64 ), p , 208 .

School Financ e , Ec o n omic s a nd
Syracuse University P r e s s ,
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A. General Purpose

B. Specia l Purp ose

II . Re source Measure

A . Equalizing

B. Nonequal izing

I II . Needs Me a s u re

A. Unit Co sts

1 . Fixed

2. Variable

B. Pe r c entage o f Local Expend i tu r e s 54

The Use of P r o c eed s and Re s our c e Me a s u r e s s tand as

de fined by t he U. S . Offi c e of Educ ation. The Ne e d s Me a s u r e s

are distinguished by whether gra n ts a re based o n un i t cost s

o r percentage o f local expenditures . "Under the unit

a pp roa c h , the state governmen t unde rtakes t o dec ide , in

e f fec t , h ow much v a r i o u s types o f e ducat iona l se rv ices s hou ld

c ost , with estimates genera l ly ad justed f o r size o f district

a n d s parsi ty o f p opulation . On the o the r hand . the percent­

age f onnulae rely upon a local detennination o f need . ,, 5 5

Experience o f t he last three o r four decades has pro ­

v ide d s ome guidelines which are gai n ing acc eptance in pro­

gram s o f fin a nc i ng s chools . Some o f these guidelines we r e

S4 I b i d .• p . 20 9 .

SSIbid.
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ide n t i f i ed by Jones 56 a n d a r e pa raphrase d a s f o l l ows:

1 . A f o u nd a t i o n p r o gra m s hou l d be d efined a n d s ho u l d
b e exp r ess e d in dolla r t e rms .

a . All major e l e men ts o f e d uca t i o n t hat sho u ld be
a v a i l a b l e t o every c h i l d s ho ul d be i nclu de d I n
t h e pro gram.

b . Lay c itiz e n s a s wel l a s professional educato r s
s hould pa rtic i pa te i n mak ing the de cisions as
to the nature and le vel of s up po r t p r og ram
that the s tate must h a ve .

c . Th e d ol lar f i g u r e expressed 1 n per pupi l o r
c lass room un i t te rms should be Obj e ctive so
t h a t any person fol lowin g t h e st i pulated fo r ­
mul a wo u ld arr ive a t the s ame r e su l t s .

d . The f o rm u la sho uld be simple e no ugh f o r lay
citizens a nd l e g i s l a t o r s to un de r s t and its
ope r at i on .

2 . The s ta te and t he l ocal school d istrict shoul d
s h are i n s e c uring th e f unds to fu lfil l the f ounda­
tion p r ogram .

3 . Th e a b i l i t y o f a l oc a l schoo l dist r~ct t o c o ntr i b­
u te t o the dollar amo unt requi r ed i n t h e f o un da ­
tion f o rm u l a mu s t be de termined , a n d t h e r e must be
a mandatory l o c a l ef for t .

4 . The sta te must pro v ide at l e as t the d ifference
between the amount ra ised by the manda t ory l oc a l
tax ef f ort and t h e tota l d o lla r amount required
f or the foundation program f o r the sch o o l di strict .

5 . Lo c a l s c hoo l d i stricts s h o u l d be enc ouraged t o tax
t h emse l ves be yond t he ma nda to ry l oca l tax ef for t
r equired i n t he f o undation p rog ram in orde r to
p r o v i d e e d uca t i o na l opportunities be yond t h e
foundat i on p rogram .

6 . The sta te p l a n o f f i n a nc i n g s choo l s should enco ur­
a ge local r esponsibi l ity f o r s c h oo l admi n istration

56Jo nes , 2£. ci t . , p p . 28-39 .
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a n d sh o uld a void s pec ific controls en f orc ed
t hrough the finan c e p lan .

7 . Th e re s h o u l d b e p e r i od i c e v a l ua t ion a nd mod i f i c a­
tion of t h e s tate f inanc e plan in the l i ght o f
e xperien ce a n d in respon s e t o e me rgi ng e d uca t iona l
ne e d s .

State d i s t r i b u t i o n f ormulae. Sta te d istr ibut i o n f or-

mul ae endeavor t o raise the quality of the e d uca t i on program

in t he s t a t e a n d t o e q ua l i z e t he op por t un i t y of a l l studen t s

t o h a ve a v a i l a b l e t o t hem t h e s e q ual ity programs . The term

"q uality" as i t relates t o e d uc a t i on a l pro grams has bee n

conside red by rese archers in many s t ud ies . Alth ough it wa s

r ecognized that many factors a f f e ct the qUolity o f pro grams

the c ost per p upil remain s the most accu r a t e measure t o date.

Vi nce nt refe r r ed t o t he e ducationa l cost - qua l ity

r e lationsh i p a s :

The relation be t ween cost and q uality in educatio n h a s
bee n inve stigated over a l on g period of time~ and by many
abl e r e s e arche r s . The e a r l i e s t s tudie s go back t o the
tu r n o f t he cen tury . The results a r e impres sive: t he
ove rwhe lmi n g e vidence from studie s o f t he r elation
bet ween cos t and q uali ty sh ow tha t ~ in schoo l as in most
o t he r p laces ~ whe n you spe nd more you ge t more . 5 7

Norton r e i nforced Vi ncent I s v iew by s ca t.Ln q , "A num-

be r o f l ine s o f r ese arch ind i cate that highe r pe r p upi l

expendi t u r e is a maj or a nd esse ntia l factor i n achie v ing

57Wi l l i am S . Vi nce nt , Does
As s ociated Pub l i c Sc hool Systems ,
s i ty Pre s s, 1 9 58 ) , p . 1 .

Mone y Ma ke
(Ne w Yo r k,

~ Differe nce ,
Columbia Univer-
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q uality e d ucation , regardless o f o ne ' s de fin ition o f q ual ­

' t ., 581 y.

The Committee o n Tax Education and School Finance o f

the National Education Association59 in studyin g the rela-

t ionsh i p be t ween co s t and quality arrived at certain c onclu-

s~on5 . Among these con c l u s ion s were:

1. There is a factual basis for dealing with the
r elationship between quality in educati on and its
level o f c ost .

2 . The cost-quality relationship 10 education is not
a simple one .

3. The e vidence now available as to the relationship
o f level of per-pupil e xpenditure to the quality
o f education f ound in a school s ystem is neither
final nor c omplete , but it is highly significant.

4 . A highe r qua l ity e d ucation is general ly provided
in school systems which spend l a r ge r amounts per
p upi l.

5 . More money does not a utomatically produce better
schools. but educationa l quality ge ne r a l l y
increases as per-pupil expenditure increases .

Burkhead expressed concern that the c ost-quality rela-

tionship is not adequate t o use as the criterion f or me asur-

ing e q u a l i z a t i o n o f e d uc a t i o n a l opportunity . He wrote :

58 J o h n K. Norton , Does Better Education Co st Mo re? , A
Re port o f Comm i ttee on Educational Finance. (Wa s h i n g ton .
D. C . : National Education Association, 1959), p . 41.

59Nationa l Educati on Association , Committee on Tax
Education and Sc hoo l Finance, Does Better Education Co st
More ?, (Washington. D. C.: National Education Asso c i a tion .
1 95 9 ), pp . 41-44 .
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It wo uld appea r that perh a ps o n e - third of t h e facto rs
af fecting the q uality of t h e s c h ools h a ve s ome r ela t i on­
s hip t o expenditure l e vels ; bu t if all scho o l s in t h e
Uni ted S t ate s had the s ame expenditure l e v e l , t h e re
wou ld stil l be enormou s differences in t h e q ua lity o f
e duca t ion . I n fac t , there a re s ome reaso n s t o belie v e
t h a t q uality d i f fe r e nce s would be reduced v e r y little
e ven if e xpend i t u re l e vels were e q u a t e d . We are a ve r y
l o n g way from a c omplete understanding o f t he c a s u a l
f a c t o r s that e xplain variati ons in the quality of e d uc a ­
tio n . 60

At first , the goal of equa l educationa l o ppo r tun ity

for a ll pupils within a s tate t o achie ve both vertical and

horizontal e quity6 1 wa s t r a n sla t e d into equal re s ources f or

e ach pupi l which, i n turn , became a f i xed dollar amount per

pupi l i n t he f o undation p r o gram . Since , it h a s been recog-

nized that not all c osts v a r y direc tly with the number o f

pupils . Burke said :

• . . . t he objective of state pol icy i s not t o equal i ze
e ducationa l o p po r t un i t i e s in a literal sense but to
improve ed ucat i onal o p p o r t un i t i e s for all children . The
q uestion becomes o n e of l e a r n i n g what is the range of
educat iona l o pp o r t u n i t i e s within t h e s t ate . discovering
Wh y some l oc a l i t ie s l ag so far be hind others, and devis­
i ng means f or lifting the c ommunities at the l ower e nd o f
the scale wh ile at the same time fostering c ontinue d
p rogre s s by c ommunities at the upp e r end o f the s cale o f
ability and will ingness ....What the state can a n d should
do in raising the foundati on l e v e l o f educationa l op por ­
tunities is t o crea te c ondition s whi ch will r e mo v e the
f inancial o b s t ac l es t o improved education i n a ll

6 0 J e s s e Burkhead , Publ ic Scho o l Finance , Ec onomics and
Politics, ~. c i t . , p . 8 7 .

6lArvid
Uni ted States ,
1957) , p. 565 .

J . Bu r ke , Financinq Pu blic Sch o ol s in t h e
(Ne w York : Harper and Brothers . Publis hers ,
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1 1 · · 62oca 1 t. Le s ,

Mc Loone called attention to i nequitie s which a r i s e

f rom va rY1ng s oc ial backgrounds . He s aid: "Today t o

achieve both vertica l and h o r i z o n t a l equity , e qua l e d uc a -

t i onal o ppo r t u n i ty f or a pupi l t o d e ve lop to his fu l l p oten-

tial mean s a dif feren t dolla r amoun t p e r p up il , that i s ,

r e sou rces in whatever amount it takes to o ve r come envi r on-

mental (so cia-economic ) differences among pupils . ,, 63 Some o f

these diffe rences are in motivation , preparati on for learning ,

verbalization , and o t her similar characte ristics . Loc al

school districts and s tate e d u c a t i o n a l systems have been

encou r aged by the federa l gove r nme n t t o deve l op programs t o

reduce the se environmental diffe rences . Encouragement has

c ome by way o f c ate gor i c a l grants-in- aid as e x e mp l i f ied by

the Head Start64 and the Elementa ry a nd Secondary Ed uc a t i o n

Act6 5 programs .

62McLoone described h o r i z o n t al equity as t he equal
treatment o f equals a n d vertica l equity as the unequal treat ­
ment o f unequals. Fo r further tre atment o f these definitions
refer to : Eu gene P . McLoone, "Eva lua t i ng the Weighting Fac ­
t ors i n Us e , " Trends in Financinq Public Ed ucation , Eighth
National Conferen c e on School Finance, (Wa s h i ngt on , D. c . :
Na t iona l Education Association , 1 96 5 ) , p p . 6 3- 7 9 .

6 3I b i d . • p . 6 3 .

6 4Fo r detai l ed i n formation on t h e Head Start program
r e f e r to Ec onomic Oppo r t un i t y Act P . L . 88-452 , Titl e I I ,
passed 1 964 .

65For d e t a i led i n fo rma t ion o n the Elementary and
Secondary Ed uc ati on Act program re f er to Ele me n ta r y a nd
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Env i r onme n t al diffe r e nce s are not as c ommonly me t by

s tate dis t ribution f o rmul ae as are other c ondi tions whic h

c a use ne ed f or va r y i ng amount s o f f inancial a i d . Mo s t common

amon g these other con di t ions wh i c h receive weighte d 66 c on-

sideration in s t a t e f ormulae are those associated with

diffe r ences among grade l e ve l s , those associated with s choo l

d istrict size and t h o s e a s s oc i ate d with the t raining and

e xpe rience o f t e ache r s. The fir st, grade l eve l di f ferentia-

ticn, adj usts a cos t per pupil va ria t ion genera l ly f ound

be t ween k i nde rgarten , elementary, junior high a nd high s chool

g r ade levels. The sec o n d , d istric t size, 67 a d j usts the per

pupi l c ost variation wh ich exists bet ween d i stri cts o f l ow

and high p opulation int ensi ty. The thi rd , t eache r experi ence,

provides mo r e fund s f or d ist r i c ts with more experienc ed

Secondary Educat i on Act P. L. 89- 10 , Title I, II, III, I V a nd
V, passed 1965, a nd P. L. 90- 24 7 , Title VI, passed 1967.

66Albe rt R. Mun se, "We igh t i ng Factor s in State Founda­
tion Pr o grams " Tr e nd s i n Financinq Public Educ a t i on, Ei ghth
Nationa l Con f e r e nc e on Sc hoo l Financ e, (Washi ngton , D. C. :
Na t ional Educat i on As s oc i ati on, 1965) , pp . 56-62 .

67The theoreti ca l r e l a t i on s h i p be tween distr ict size
a nd cost per p upil wa s f ound to have subs tantial empirica l
s upport - -enough t o wa rrant conside r ation of a compensatory
fac t or in t he dist ribution fo rmula . For furthe r de t ai l r e f e r
to Nels W. Hanson, "The Size-Co s t Re lationship i n Public
Schools," Trends in Fi na ncinq Public Educ a tion , Eighth
Nati onal Confere nce on School Finance, (Washingt on , D. c.:
Nat i onal Education Associati on, 1965 ), p. 133; and Ge o r ge D.
Stra ye r, Jr., Guide l i ne s f or Public Sc hool Finance, Report of
a Nation-wide Su r ve y of State a nd Loca l Fi nance by National
Advisory Committee o f School F i na nce , (Bloomington , I ndi a na:
Phi Delta Kappa , 1963) , p. 14 .
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and/ o r mo r e h i ghly e duca t ed sta f fs .

State fo unda t ion and equalizat ion programs uti lize

need as a basic measure f or di s t r i bu t i n g g r a n t s - i n - a i d . The

measurement of need in a given pro gram is a ssoc iated bas-

ically with the number of children in attendance or enrolle d

in the s chool district. Burke identified the means by whi ch

need is most often measured as: It • •• • the nwnber belonging,

net enrollment, average membership, or average daily a t t e n­

dance ...68 Because education most o f t e n takes place in

instructional g roups measures o f educational need have been

e xp r e s s ed as, "classr oom units and as the equivalent in

t erms o f a speci fied weighted number of pupils in atten­

dance, 11 69 which was referred to as a classroom unit. The

measurement of need should be relatively easy to calculate

once given the number of students enrolled in or attending

schoo l at each grade level.

Local ability to support schools is also a measure

utilized in state distribution formulae to equalize the

distribution of state funds. Since approximately 98 percent

of all l ocal tax revenue f or schools is derived from property

taxes it is necessary to c onside r the importance of the

68Arvi d J. Burke, Guides to the ImProvement o f State
School Finance Programs, Report o f the Committee on Tax
Education and School Finance, (Washington , D. C.: National
Education Association, 1958), p. 18.

69Ibid.
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equa lizing t he value of taxable prope rty per unit of ed uc a-

t i ona l need . Johns p o in t s out , howe ve r , that the solu t ion is

no t simp le f or t he f ollowing reasons :

1. It i s argued by some t h a t t he e x tra costs o f
municipal government in l a r ge c ities reduce the
taxpayi ng abi l i ty of those c ities t o support
schoo ls .

2. I t i s a rgued t hat inc ome is a be t ter me asu r e o f
l oc a l taxpaying a bi li ty than p roperty v a l uation.

3 . Some s tat es do not have adeq uate mach i nery f or
determining the e qua l i zed va lue o f property i n
loca l schoo l distr icts; the re fore , some other

70me a s ure o f l ocal t axpaying a bi li ty is needed .

Li ndman 71 speak i ng t o t he validi ty o f poi nt 1 a bove

argued that ru ral school districts do not h a ve as h i gh a

prope r ty tax burde n f o r nons ch ool l ocal gove r nment c osts a s

mun i c ipal districts~ and t hat munic ipal dis t r icts vari ed

among t hemse lves i n the r atio o f munic ipal cos ts t o s c hool

costs. John s 72 s uggests t hat t he solution t o t h e munic i pal

cos t variation problem will probably be fo und i n i nc r e a s e d

g rants - i n-aid t o mun icipal i t ies r ather than i n modifying the

me a s ur e s of local abili ty to pay f or school support i n state

70Roe L. John s , "Indirect Me a s ur e s of Loc a l Abili ty To
Support Schoo l s ," Tr end s in Financing, Publ ic Educa tion,
Ei ghth Nati onal Confe rence on Schoo l Fina nc e, (Washi ngton,
D. C. : National Education As soc i a tion ~ 1965 ), p . 92 .

71Er ick L. Lindman ~ "School Support and Munic i pal
Government coscs , II Long. Ran 5@. Planninq i n Schoo l Finance ,
Sixth Nat iona l Confe rence on School Fina nce, (Wash ington ,
D. C. : Nationa l Educ a t i on Association, 196 3), pp . 129- 34.

72Johns , l oc o c it.
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formulae ..

It ~ s some times argued that t he extra costs o f e duca t -

i ng cu l tura l ly disad vantaged p ersons l iving in big cities are

n o t recognized in s tate f o rmula e. I f these costs exist they

might more appropriate ly be met by we ighting the measure of

need rather than modifying the measure o f local ability .

Income as a measure of ability t o support schools has

received increased consideration i n recent years . The p oint

is made that past , presen t and/or f u t u r e income 15 used t o

p a y taxes; t herefore , inc ome i s a valid me asure o f abi l i ty.

J Th d Dy_. k 7 3 d S ff · duca t Iames , omas , an . . un er u, .. 0 a.ce of E ucac i .on,

Cooperat ive Research Project Numbe r 1 24 1 and Kimbrough and

Johns74 under a similar project Number 2842 de r ived c orre la-

tions between family income and per-capi t a marke t v alue o f

property , and between pe r -capita personal i ncome a nd per-

c a p i ta equali zed va luat ion o f prope r t y respect ive ly . Both

s t ud ies f o un d that per-capita p e r s onal inc ome a nd per-capita

market va lue of prope r ty me a s ure somewhat di fferent aspects

o f taxpaying capacity. Fu r t he r, i t was concluded that

73H. Thoma s James , J . Al a n Thoma s, a nd Ha r old J . Dyck ,
We a l t h, ~pendi ture a nd Dec i s i on-Ma k i nq for Educatio n , U. S .
Of f i c e of Ed ucatio n, Coopera tive Researc h Project #1241 ,
(Stanford , Ca lifo rnia : S t a n f o r d Uni ve r si t y, 1 96 3), pp . 7-8.

74 R. B. Kimbr o ugh and Roe L. J ohn s, The Re lat ionship­
Qf Socioeconomic Fac t ors, Educ a t i onal Le a d e r s h i p Patterns and
E lements of Community Powe r Struc t ure t o Loc al School Fiscal
Policy, U. S . Office of Education, Coo p e r a t i ve Re search Pro j ­
e ct # 284 2 , (Florida : University o f F l orida .. 1967) .
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personal inc ome was not p resently administrat i vely feas ible

because l ocal boards o f education lack the power t o l e vy a

local tax highly corre lated with personal income.

The findings o f the two r esearch projects r eferred t o

above do not necessarily show that the e qua l i ze d v a l ue o f

taxable property sho uld not be u sed a s a meas ure o f local

ability . but perhaps the findin g s do s u gge s t that a cons i der­

ably higher perc entage of the school budget should be derived

from state and f ederal taxes. Hutchins referred to s t ate

participation as: "No s pecific proportion of state money

that should be alloc a ted in proportion t o the lack o f wealth

has been announced, but observations o f new developments

indicate that as much as 70 percent o f equalization can be

desirable . ,,75

Johns· 76 third point on lack of machinery in some

states to adequately equalize property values is a valid

concern. Tho s e state s that h ave a designated agency to

equalize property values, and do the job in a reasonably

accurate manner, provide an e q ui t a b l e base from which a state

f ormula can operate. Unfortunat ely, s ome s ta t e s have failed

to establish a state authority f or determining equalized

75Clayton D. Hutchins , "New Developments in State
Schoo l Finance Systems" Pamphlet , Financinq Education For Our
Changing fQpul ation, Committee on Educational Finance, (Wa sh­
ington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1961), p. 80 .

76Johns, l ac. cit.
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valuations . Th ese states have had t o rely o n vario us f o rms

of economic i ndices to eithe r check t h e validity of reported

va luations o r t o es tabl i s h e q ualized valuation s . The eco-

nomic index approach has not proven a s adequa t e a s direct

e q ua l i zat ion by a s ta te agency. J ohn s conc l uded :

" .... despite the u se o f the most advanced me t h o d s, i t i s not

f e a s i b l e t o e s t i ma te t he equal ized valuation o f property i n a

s c hoo l di strict by a n economic index a s a c curately a s by

de te nn ining e q ua lized v aluation dire ctly ." ??

Bu r ke 78 summa r i ze d various s t ate proc e dures f or de t e r -

m~n1ng equa l i zed v a luation s as :

1. Loca l assessments made unde r little o r no s tate
s upe r v1s10n.

2 . S t anda r d s f o r a sse s sment se t by sta te with s ome
s upe rvi s ion .

3. State t ax c ommission determi ne ratio of a ssessed
valuation t o true value in each taxpaying j uris­
diction.

4 . State use economic i ndex based upon retai l sales,
mo tor vehicle registrations, postal rece ipts , and
othe r i t erns .

Ef f o r t produced by a l ocal commun i t y t o support i ts

schools is a nother measure t a ken into a ccoun t i n sta t e d is-

t ribution formu lae . Re l a tive levels of l oc a l e f fo r t a r e

difficult t o dete rmine in many state s d ue to varia tions in

77Ibi d . • p . 99 .

78 Burke , 2£. c i t . , p . 72 .
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assessment practices . For example , a high millage levy in a

district mayo r ma y not r epre s e n t a high ef f ort dependin g o n

t hat d istrict 's asses sment ratio i n compari son t o al l dis­

t rict s in the state a nd o n the p e r -capi ta inc ome of peop le

r esiding in t he distric t. Some dist ricts 1n a state ma y l evy

two t o ei gh t time s as much a s o t he r d i s t r i c ts . In many c a ses

thi s differenc e c o uld be attributed t o e f fo r t .

The r ange i n actual local effo r t , a l t hough g r eat ly

influenced by t he att i t ud e of the peop l e toward the ir schools ,

is materi ally a f f e cted by two o the r factors i den tified by

John s a n d Morphet a s : " (1) the amoun t of s tate aid p r ovided

a nd the p lan used f or apportion i n g the state f unds. a n d (2 )

t he n umber of small d i s t r i c t s in the state ." 79 Ot he r th i n g s

be i ng equal, sta t e s that have a large proportion of small

districts o f wide l y va ryi ng wealth a nd that provide very

limited funds from s t a te s ources to he lp pay f or s c h ools ,

will have the g rea te s t r a n ge in l oca l eff ort .

Some o ther factors which c ontribute to the variat ion

in l o c al e f for t a re the aspiration s l ocal citizens h a ve f or

the you t h o f the c ommunity, median family inc ome. percent o f

occupied h ou s i ng . median years o f s c h oo l i n g, perce nt o f l a bo r

f o r c e unemp loyed , percent o f population n on - wh i t e. pe rce n t of

c ounty population l i vin g o n r u ral f arms, and percent of

79John s and Morphet, 2£. cit . , pp. 1 60- 6 1.
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students attending private s c h oo l s . SO

State grants-in-aid c onstitute many fOITl1s o f " fi s c a l

incentives" to l oca l school districts. That ~S , l oc a l

authorities are i nduced t o d o certain things i n t h e ir pro-

grams they might not othe rwise do without state support . Of

the ge ne r a l purpose gra nts , acco rding t o Bens on8 1 t here a re

two mai n type s : t he f oundati on pro gram p l a n (Straye r - Haig)

and t h e percentage-equaliz i ng subvention (or matching grants

o n an equalizing basis) . A ques t ion to a s k about t he s e two

p lans i s , which offers g rea ter i ncentive t o the poorer dis-

tric ts? Benson an swered the question a s :

. .• • on e must say that foundation pro g r am plans , a s
standardly adminis tered , offer a fi n ancia l i ncentive t o
the richer district s of a s tate a nd a fi nancia l disincen­
tive to the poorer d istricts . The pe rcentage equalizing
p l a n reduces t h e p r ice of educationa l s ervi ce s more uni ­
fo rmly in a l l distr icts a nd, hence, o f f e rs a more wide ly
dis tributed t yp e of f i nanc ial i ncentive .

I t mi gh t thu s be good po l icy t o incorp o r a te some f orm
of e qua l ized ma tch i ng p rovision in the gene r al a i d p r o­
g r ams in most-- I do no t say a ll- - s t a te s . B2

Perh a p s the be s t example of a n e q ua l iz i ng state g r a n t

with an incentive for t he l ocal district i s Rhode I sland' s

program . According to the State Board o f Ed uc a tio n in Rhode

80Jarnes, Thomas, and Oyc k, gE. cit . , pp . 110 -15.

8lCharles S . Benson, "F iscal Incentiv e s in State Aid
Pro vi sions," Trends in F i na nc i ng Public Education, Eighth
National Conference on School Finance , (Washington , o . c .:
National Ed uc ati o n Association, 1 96 5 ), p . 51 .

82 I b i d • • p , 54 .
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Island:

. .. • any legislation designed t o support schoo ls must
d o two things. First . it must guarantee an adequate
min imum education for all c h i l d r e n in Rhode Island .
Second , i n d oing t he f irs t , it must also guarante e tha t
no schoo l system is discouraged from moving on t oward its
destiny as rapidly and effecti~31y as possible- -with the
approva l and aid o f the state .

Equalization a i d is designed t o help the poo r c ommun -

ities which have inadequate l ocal tax resources t o ove r come

the financial defic iency by paying a greater amount t o the

poorer c ommunities in o rder t o equalize t h e tax burden . I n

Rhode I sla n d , Boyer wr ote:

Whateve r decision s are made l o c a l l y bind t h e S tate to
"p a y its s h a r e" of t he c o st whatever it may be.

The result is a program Whe reby each school district
sets its own "foundation program ." Si nce the State's
share of each c ommunity varies with the t axable wealth
behind each pupi l , the less tfl4 local wealth per pupi l
the higher the State 's share .

Wa shingt on St a t e dis tribution fo rmu la. The 1965

session of the Wa sh i ngt on State Legis lature e nacted a new

school distribution formula8 5 for t he apportionment of state

funds t o schoo l d i s t r i c t s . Full implementation of the

83E. Gil Boyer, Financinq Tomorrow1 s Schools
The Story o f Rhode Is land 's School Fi na nc e Prog ram ,
de nce , Rhode I s l a nd: Oxford Press , I nc., 1961 ), p.

Today-­
{Pr ovi ­
22 .

84 I b i d .• p , 24 .

85Washington State Legis lature , Chapter 154 , Extra­
ord inary Session , 1965, Sc hoo1s - - Di s t r i but i on and Apportion­
me nt o f State Funds .
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f o rmula r equire d a f our-yea r spa n be f o r e the f ormu l a cou l d

be c ome t o t a lly operative . The gradua l i mplementation time

wa s written into the law 50 as not t o d isrupt s ch oo l dist rict

operation and func tion t o o abruptly .

The Wa s h ing t on f ormula inc ludes many of the factors

inc orpora t ed in other s tate f ormulae . A r eview o f the prin-

ciples upon which the formula was developed serves as a base

for unde rstanding :

1. Ev e r y chi ld s hould have a chance f or a relatively
equal educat ional op p o r t un i t y regardless of t he
l o c a t i on or wealth o f h is sch ool di s t ri c t . (The
mi n imum f o undat i o n l e vel guarantees an amount of
revenue per chi ld .)

2 . Th e Legis lature is responsible fo r maintaining a
proper balance among a l l sources o f revenue a vail­
able to school districts . (This is a n attempt t o
r equire e qu a l l ocal tax effort . )

3 . S tate f un d s sho uld be apportioned on as objective
and easily computed a basi s a s possible .

4. The State shou ld e xerc i s e a mi n imum amount o f
contro l over l o c a l school programs .

5 . The S ta te shou ld encourage efficient o rga n i z a t ion
a nd o p e r a t i o n o f school districts t oward economy
and improved educationa l o pp o r t u n i t y .

6 . Allowances sho uld be made f or s ome ran ge in dis­
tr i cts' rev enues f or difference s in cost s n o t
o t he rwi s e cove red , o r f or local pro gram differ­
ences . (Factors f or size o f districts , differ­
ences among s taffs as t o trainin g a nd e xperience,
and f or concentrati o ns o f disadvan taged cg~ldren

have been i ncorpo ra ted i nto t h e f ormula .)

8 6Lo ui s Br uno , The School Distribution Fornlu la We i gh t ­
lng Factors--Memorandum t o Cen tra l Budget Agency from State
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In t he 1965-66 school year , $200 ,114,920 .00 we r e dis -

tr ibuted from state fun ds to meet t h e tota l gua rantee of

$27 1 ,901 .857 .00 . The average s tate support to meet the g uar­

antee was 73 .6% or $224 .48 per p upil .

Chapt e r III treats the Wa sh i ng t on fo rmu la i n detail

re la t ive to a l l f a c t o rs uti lized for equali z ing educational

oppo r tunity . In brie f, the f ormula doe s a ttempt to e qualize

l o c al abili ty to p a y by establis hing a s s e s s ment ratio between

asse ssed va lue a nd true v alue f o r prope rty in e a ch coun t y for

t he r equ i r e d 14 mill r ate. The f ormula d oe s not r e c o gn i ze

effort to e q ua lize a bility t o pay f or local funds rai s e d

thro u gh spec i al levies. With s pecia l levi es inc reasin g in

amo un t a n d rate yea r l y the a b senc e of this f a c tor has c aused

l ow assessed v a luation districts t o make g rea te r and gr e a te r

relative e ffort in o rde r t o maintain r elative p osition with

higher assessed valuation districts.

Supe r intendent of Publ ic Ins t r uction, (Olympia , Washing t o n:
State Superintendent of P ublic Ins t r uction, De c e mber 8 , 1966) ,
pp. 1-2 .
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II I . Summary

Chapter II has been divided into two ma~n section s : t he

Ac q ui siti o n o f Funds and the Distribution o f Funds . Th e

Acquisition of F und s was trea ted h istorically and c u r r e n t ly .

Hi sto r i c a lly, a long and di f fi cult f igh t t ook p lace in Ame rica

ove r fre e public e ducat ion . Th e nationa l Consti tutio n does

not recogn ize educ ation, bu t i nste a d leave s education as t h e

r e s p o n sibil i t y o f t h e s t a tes . The r efo r e, s tates adopted

public e d uc a t i o n at varying rates a nd in vary~ng degre es .

Some basic princ iples of t axati on include f acto r s such

as a bi l ity to p a y, be ne f i t s receive d , adequac y o f y i eld ,

stabili ty a nd flexib i li t y, and ease o f admi n i s t r ation a nd

payment . No one t a x can satis fy every p r inciple f o r some

pr i nc i ples are 1n conf l i c t with others .

Sources o f r e venue i nc lude l oca l, coun ty , s tate , f e d ­

era l a n d non tax source s . The l a r ge s t single l o c a l r evenue

source i s t h e property t a x . Th is t ax is o fte n ine q ui t a b l e

due to unequal property assess ment practice . To gain equity

it is necessary to assess a l l property e qual ly and t o equa l ­

1ze abi l ity to pay in l ow a s sessed va l uat ion areas .

Wa s h i n g t o n State h a s some o f the mo st re s t r ict ive

property t ax regula t ions amo ng all s ta te s . Th e 4 0 mil l l a w

c ombined wi th property taxed a t l e s s tha n 5~~ o f true va lu~

cause the g r e a t e s t barriers .

Co unty revenue i n Wa sh i n g t on for public educatio n is
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de rived from a tax of 1% on a ll real e state sales . Th i s tax

is called the Rea l Estate Transaction Tax.

The main purposes of state tax revenue ~s to ~mprove

programs , to compensate school d istricts. t o g uarantee a

min imum expenditure level, to c r e a t e local incentive, and to

broaden t he tax base . The main s ource o f state r evenue In

Wa s h i n g t on is derived f r om the sa les tax. Some other s t a t e s

util ize the i ncome tax as a major s o urce.

Th e f e d e r al government represent s the l a st maJor un ­

tapped source for s chool revenue. Fe d e r al aid is dis tributed

t h r o u gh two maj or ways , gene ral a n d c ategorical . The mai n

argument f or c a t e g o r i c a l aid i s t o create i n c e n tive to

develop certain programs . Genera l aid , however , provides

more op p o r t un i t y f or loca l c o ntro l of program an d is pre ­

f e r r e d as a distribution method .

Sinc e l o c al and state s ources provide the maJ or amount

of school revenue these sources are t he main means fo r

equalizing educational opp o r t u n i t y among school districts .

However , due t o local d istrict dependency on t he property tax

as its major tax source and due t o variations in assessment

practice , inequality o f we al t h behind each pupi l and differ­

ent attitudes rela tive t o school suppor t , it has been

i mpossible f or l ocal school boards to equalize educat i onal

opportunity . Co n s e q ue n t l y , it has become the task o f the

s ta t e t o provide wh a t e ve r equa l i zation it can . Chapte r II
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has d eal t main l y with e qua lization throu gh t h e d i str i b ution

of state f unds .

Hi sto r i cally, pub l i c support f o r education wa s slow ~n

d eveloping and not unti l the l atter p art o f the ninete enth

c e n tu r y wa s t h e c oncept better unders t ood a n d fairly wide ly

pra ctice d. Th r ough t h e s t r ugg le fo r p ub lic support l eaders

emerged . Mann , Barnard, Mi ll s , a nd Pi e r c e he lped e xplain and

p romo t e t h e conce p t wh i le Cubberley , Updegraff , S trayer , Haig,

Mort and o t he r s developed wa y s where by p u blic f unds c o uld be

d i s t r ibu t e d t o obtain g reate r equalization o f e d uca t iona l

oppor tuni t y . CUbberle y s et for t h two principl es: equaliza ­

tion and reward f or effort. Undegraff bu i lt upon t h e s e

principl es and i n t rod u ce d the me r g i n g o f t he e q ua l i z a t i on and

payment-for- effo r t pr inciples . By s o doing e ffort o n t he

part o f commun i t i e s with l ess than a verage wealth r e alized

tax returns equa l t o those of commun i t ie s ma king the s ame

e ffort bu t with ave rage weal th . S trayer-Hai g f o l l owed wi th

the "fo undat i on p rogra m plan" which bas i ca lly a ssured eve ry

d istr ict a p rede t e rm i ned s a t isfacto ry min imum o f f e r i n g per

pupi l . F i n a l l y, Mo r t advanced a number o f r efinement s t o the

di stribution o f s t ate f unds . Mort' s r efineme nts include d t he

adaptabil i ty p r i nc iple , t he weigh ted - pupil mea s u r e, the k e y-·

di stric t concept and the l ocal t ax l eeway principle .

Types o f grants-in- aid were ijentified i n a t a x on omy

by Burk he a d a s : ge nera l an d special p urpose , e q ua l i z i n g a nd
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non e qua liz i ng , a nd cos t s by unit or percentage of l o c a l

expenditure . Guide lin e s f o r s tate f i n a nce programs include :

(a ) f oundation programs shou l d be e xp r e s sed in dol la r terms,

(b) both state a nd l oc al fund s sho uld be used in the fou nda ­

t i on program , (e) there should be a mandato ry l ocal effort .

(d) the state must provide t he d i f ference between the l oc al

e ffo r t and the de te rmi n e d guaranteed amount, (e ) l oca l

districts sho u ld be e ncouraged t o tax beyond the required

l oc al effort , ( f) l oca l contro l should be perpetuated , and

(g) periodically t he state finance plan should be e v a l ua t e d

and necessary modifications made .

The relationship of c o s t to quali ty is gene rally

accepted t o be posi tive . I t is recognized, however, that

many fac t ors (internal and e x ternal) af fec t the quality of

education in individual dis tricts . Con sequently , state

distribut i on f ormulae should c ompensate f o r differences wh i c h

e xist a nd wh ich are beyond t he c ont ro l o f t he l oc al schoo l

board. Some o f these d ifferences are de te rmined by the

dist rict's need , a b i l i t y t o pay , and effort t o fina nce its

own programs.

The Washington State distribution f ormu l a includes

many factors i nco r por a t e d in o t h e r s t a t e f ormulae . The

f o rmula doe s a t t e mpt t o equal i ze ability t o pay by e s t ablish­

1ng an a sse s smen t r a t io between asse ssed va l ue and true value

f or prope r t y i n e ac h county f or the required mi l l rate.
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However , the f ormula does no t r e c o gn ize effo r t or equalize

ability t o pay f or l ocal funds r aised through specia l levies .

Th i s l at ter f a c t o r should be c ons idered in the e v a l u a t i o n o f

the formula .



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES USED IN THE RESEARCH

Research p rocedure s were deve loped to dete rm i ne the

varia t ion i n e duca t iona l . 1oppo r t.un a ty i n Washington State

unde r ce r ta i n hypot he t ica l manner s o f distributing s ta te

g ran t s- i n - a i d s uc h a s : (a ) when f a c t o r s 2 in t h e s ta te s chool

d is t ribu t ion f ormula are e l iminat e d o r mixe d ~n d iffe ren t

pre determined and spec ifi ed p r op orti on s and (b) when a g iven

increas e in s t a te s up port is dist ributed under circumstance s

wh e r e l oca l effort 3 i n re lation t o l o c al abi lity to pay4 i s

u sed as a factor in t he formula.

The objectives o f the research were t o : (a) identify

those f actors i n the dist r i butio n f ormula wh ich have the

grea t es t infl uenc e o n the va r i a tio n o f educational oppo r t u -

n i t y and (b) test the impac t of i nc luding fact ors f or l o c al

e f for t in r elat i on t o l ocal a bili ty t o p a y o n the v a r i a t ion

IFo r t he definition o f e d uc a tiona l oppo r tun i ty s ee
f ootnote number two , Chapter I o f this s tudy .

2Factors are those elements included in the distribu­
t i o n f ormula which a f fec t the number o f dollars per p upi l
a l loca t e d t o l ocal d istric t s , e .g . e n rol lme nt , a s s essed va lu­
a tion , g ua r a n t eed suppo r t leve l, regular mi l l a ge r ate,
Federal Forest Funds, h and i capped pro grams .

3Fo r t he definition o f l ocal e ffort see foo tnote
n umber fo u r , Chapter I o f t his s tudy .

4 Fo r t he defin i tion o f l o cal abi l i ty t o pay see foot­
note number five , Ch a p te r I o f this study .
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of e d uca t i o n a l o ppo r t un i t y .

Th e o b j e c t i v e s o f the resea rch would be satisfied

by answer i ng the f o llowin g que stions :

1 . Wh a t fac tors i n the 1965 d i st r ibut i on f orm ula
e xert t h e g r eatest i nf luence o n t he va r iation of
e d ucationa l opportunity among se lected s c hool
di s t ricts i n Wa s h i ngton St a t e ?

2 . Will certain p rede termined and specified m~xes

(combinatio n s) o f e xisting factors under certain
hypothetical manne r s o f distributing state grants­
i n- a i d reduce t he variation of e duc at iona l oppor­
tunity in t he dis t r i cts unde r study?

3. Ca n the va r i a t ion o f e ducationa l oppo r t unity be
r e duced by introd ucin g a f a c t or f or l ocal e f fo rt
in r e l a t i o n to l ocal abi lity to pay a nd by a pp ly­
i ng this fa c t o r in va r ious p redetermined a nd
s peci fied ways i n the distr i b ution f ormula ?

I. Formulat ing Re sea r ch Design a nd S i mulation Formulae

The t hree que s t ion s d e velop ed t o satisfy the o bje c -

tive s o f t h e stud y s e r ved as t h e basis f or t h e research

de s ign . I n e ach c ase, fa cto r s in the Washingto n S t a te Di s -

trib u tion f o rmul a were ma nipu lated e i t he r by de l e ting a l l o r

s ome o f them , cha ng ing some of their va lues , or by introduc-

~ n g new f act ors which a f fected them .

Th e state distribution f ormula f or t h e schoo l year

1965-66 , when b roken i n t o its basic f a c t or s , i s best de-

scr i bed by f ormul a . Th e factors a nd their s ymbol s a r e:

6
~
j =l

R! · +
1 )

6
L
j=l

s . .
1)

where A .
1

i s the state grants-in- aid di s tr i buted to a g~ve n
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d i stric t including f l at g r a n t s and equa l ization gran ts; u i s

t h e g ua r a n teed support level ;5 N ·, is the n umbe r o f we i gh t e d

p upils 6 in a given di s t r ict; r i s t he r e gula r s chool milla ge

rate? (required mill rate); C i ~s t he a s se s s ed v a l ue o f a

given district a s determined by the c o un t y as se s so r ~
•

R "'J

where j=1 , ••. 6 are the receipts from the f ollowing s ources:

o • •
Ril = 1% c ounty r ea l estate tran5act~on t ax , Ri 2 = that

portion of Public Law 874 funds which are required deduc -

• 0

t~ons, Ri3 = t hat p ortion of Federal Forest F unds which are
o

r equired deductions, Ri 4 = public utility district revenue,
• 0

Ri S = in-lieu-of tax revenue, and RiG = non h igh receipts;

Sij where j =1, ••• 6 are other state receipts f or special

programs from the f ollowing sou r ce s : Sil = handicapped

program , Si2 = driver education, Si3 - vocational technical

programs, Si4 = adult education , SiS - transportation, Si6

= institutions.

SFor the d efinition of guaranteed support level see
footnote number nine , Chapter I o f this study.

&weighted p upils are measured by applying the f actors
adopted by the Washington State Board o f Education f or the
1965-6 6 school yea r: e . g . : kindergarten = . 5, elementary
= 1.0, secondary = 1. 3, vocational = .2 p er h o ur. a nd o t he r
va lue s f or staff experience, s ta f f preparation. c u ltural ly
disadvantaged o r migran t pupils, sma l l s chool s, and g rand ­
father and emergency districts.

7 Re g u l a r scho ol millage rate o r required mill rate
r e f e r s to the 14 mills required t o be levied by a l ocal
school district in order to qualify f or state e q ua l i z a t ion
funds to bring the district r e venue up t o the guaran teed
support l e ve l .
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In o rder t o answer q ue stion o ne : "Wha t factors

currently utilized ~n the d i s t r i bution f ormula e x e r t the

greatest influence o n the va r i a t ion o f educational opportu-

n ity among selected s chool di s t r ict s in Washington State?"

the preceding distribution formula wa s used . Selected factors

in the f ormula we r e t e sted f o r thei r ef f ec t o n e d ucational

oppo r t u n i t y by h olding constant at the 1965-66 revenue

level the total amou n t of state aid a v ailable for distribu-

t i c n t o school districts included i n the study (A) , the

requi red mill r a t e ( r ), a nd the assessed valuation (ei ) .

In order to hold the tota l amoun t o f state aid (A) constant

it was necessary t o s olve for the guaranteed support level (u)

as selected factors were tested . Factors included for t e s t i n g
, 0

were Ri l through RiG and Sil through SiG - These factors we re

tested by e l iminat ing o ne at a t ime wh ile holding t h e others

con stan t a t the 1965-66 r e ven ue level. As indi vidual f ac t ors

were e l i mi na t e d the state grants- in-aid (Ai) and the e xpendi­

tu re p e r weighted pupil (Ei)8 for each individual dis trict

were c omputed . Ei r epresents educationa l op po r t u n i ty in

i nd ivi dua l distr icts a n d the variation o f e d ucat ion a l oppo r -

tunity determines the degree to which e d uc a t iona l opportunity

8Ei is the t otal expendi ture o f fu nds per weighted
pupil in a given district le ss e x p e nd i t u r e s for transporta­
t i on, l unc h r o om, abatements , commun ity s ervices , and that
po r t ion o f acc ounts 1300 and 1400 not a ttributed to p e r p upi l
cos t s a s d e t e rmine d f rom d istr ict reports to the State Supe r ­
i ntendent f or the 196 5-66 s c hoo l year .
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a s equa lized in the s tate. Tab le II, "P lan for Compu t i n g

State Aid and Expenditure Pe r We i gh t e d Pupil i n Indiv i d ua l

Washington State Schoo l Districts by Eliminating Sele cted

Variables from 1 96 5- 6 6 State Gran ts-in-Aid FOrInula , 1I indi-

cates t h e factors an d constants required to compute t h e Ai

a nd Ei 1 0 each of the fifteen f ormulae.

Fo rmula 1 (£1) was computed for each d is t rict in the

s t udy and provides actua l 1 965-6 6 state aid a nd expenditure

data . F o rmula e 2 th rough 15 (f2 , ... f lS) were c ompared with

formu la 1 to d e t e rmi ne wh i c h selected factor s cause a signif-

i c ant variation in educationa l oppo r tunity .

To mea s u r e the variatio n , a standa r d deviation wa s c om-

pu t ed f rom t he educational opportuni ty in groups of d i str i c t s

for e ach f ormula f l t hrough flS• A t - te s t 9 was used to me a s -

ure the l e v e l o f s i gn i f i c a n c e in var i ation be twee n t he stan -

dard deviations i n t h e simulated a n d ac t ual formulae. A

form u la wh i c h produces l e s s variation between its s tandard

deviat ion and that of fl doe s provide greater e q ualization

9Secause f ormulae f 1 through flS have a major ity o f
factors i n common and because the population in the study is
the same for each f o rmul a the amount o f state aid per d is­
tr i ct a nd the e xpenditure per we i gh t e d pupi l per district in
each form u la are l ikely t o be highly corre lated . A t - t e s t
formula for c orrelated data is used . A c omplete description
of t h e t - test f ormula can be f ound in : George A . Fe r g u s on ,
Statistical Ana lysis .i n Psych o l ogy dnd Education, (New York :
McGraw-Hill Bo ok Company , I n c., 1 96 6 ), pp . 18 3-4 .
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o f educational opportunity . Sign ificance o f varia tion wa s

compu t ed fo r a l l sch oo l distri c t s i n the study a nd for sub-

g roups o f schoo l distric t s based on e n ro l l me n t a n d whe ther

t he di stricts h a v e or do not h a v e h i gh s cho ol s.

A t otal of 278 s c hoo l dis t r icts r e p r e s ent ing a l l s izes

of dist r icts in t he Sta te of Wash ington was c onsidered in the

s tudy . For p u r p ose o f c omparison be t ween di s trict sizes ; t h e

dat a were c omp i l e d i n e i ght g roups with t he base e nro l l mentl O

range s (full time e q u i v a len t s ) shown in Ta ble III .

From these e n r o l l me nt groups, districts were separ a t ed

i nto non high schoo l gro ups (Kindergarten or gr ade one up t o

grade n ine) and into comp le te program school groups (Kinder­

gar t e n or g r ade o n e th r ough g rad e twelve ). Table I V, "Sch ool

Di s tricts by Gro ups t o be Tested f or Vari a t i o n in Expenditure

Per Pupi l" shows the c omposition of the s e gro ups .

On l y dist r icts qualifying a s Grandfather o r Emergency

Di stricts we re e l i mi nat e d f rom the s t ud y and are not re f l ected

i n t h e 278 di stri c t s in Table I V. The Gran d fa t her and Eme r -

gency Di stricts l l were e xc l u d e d because their revenue is n ot

l OBase en r o l l me n t i s measured by the number of
studen ts i n a s c h ool district as o f October 1 , 1 9 65 whe r e
k indergarten pupil s are coun t e d . 5 and all o t h e r s tuden ts
1. 0. Ba s e e n ro l l men t may also be refe rred to a s fu l l t ime
e q u i v a l e n t s (F . T. E .) .

lITh e 1 96 5 Le gislature prov i ded tha t no d ist rict under
t he new d istributi o n fo rmula should rece ive l e s s than 95% of
the t o tal reve nue per we i ghted pupi l , e XC luding special
levie s, which such d istricts realized during the 1964-65
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TABLE III

SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUPS BY

BASE ENROLlMENT

t:;r oun Total Base Enrollme nt Number of Di s t rict s

A 1 - maxllll wu 278
B 9 .000 - maximum 12
C 5 .000 - a .999 20
D 2 .000 - 4 . 9 9 9 43,
E 1, 000 - 1. 9 9 9 4 0
F 225 - 999 aa
G 100 - 224 23
H 1 - 9 9 5 2

,
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TABLE I V

SCHOOL DI ST RICTS BY GROUPS AND CATEGORY TO BE TESTED
FOR VARIATION I N EXPENDITURE PER PUPI L

Category of Groups Number o f Districts ~n Grou~ .A-.~

A B C D E F G H- - -. - -- -

All districts 278

SUb-groups of all
districts 12 20 43 4 0 88 23 52

Non-high schoo l
dist r icts 83

Sub-groups of
non-h igh school
distr i cts 1 1 14 16 51

- -
Complete program

districts 195

Sub-groups o f
complete 12 20 42 39

I
74 7 1program ,

districts I I,
I,

I I, I , ,
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c omp a r a b l e t o r e venue o f all oth er d i stricts un de r the

1965 - 6 6 state di s tri bution formul a .

To answer questio n t wo : "Will ce r t a i n p r e determined

and s pe c i f ied mi x es (combina tio n s) o f e x i s t i n g fa c tors under

certa in hypotheti cal manners o f d i s t r ibu t i ng state g ran t s - i n -

a id r e duce the v a r i a t i on o f educa t iona l oppo r t uni t y in the

d i s t r icts u nde r study? " th e facto rs i n existenc e in the

1 9 65- 6 6 distributio n f o rm ula t h a t c ause a s i g n i f i c a n t v a r i a -

ticn in e ducati onal opp o r t u n i t y whe n elimi nated from t h e

f ormula a s f ound i n the solut i on t o que st i on one, and ot he r

factors in t he f ormula were mixed i n certain c ombinations .

These c ombinations are i de n ti f i e d as formulae f16 through £ 30

in Ta ble V. "Di s t r i b u t i o n o f S t a t e Grants-in-Aid Under

Ce r tain Hypotheti cal , Predetermined and Sp e c i f i e d Formul a

Mixes . "

The s ame e nro l lmen t and categorical g roupi n g s a n d the

s ame t e s t s f or v ariation used t o an swer ques tion one were used

t o test e ach f ormula de ve l oped t o answer question two .

For the p urpo se o f manipulati ng d ata t o deri v e

spe c ifi ed mixes f or answers t o q uestion two a s indi cated 1n

sch oo l year (S u bse c t ion 7, Se ction 1 , Chap t e r 1 7 1 , Extra ­
o r d i n a r y Sess i on , 1 9 6 5) . These d is t ric ts are ca l led
Grandfa ther Districts . In additi o n, t h e Legi s lature provid ed
the State Superintendent of Public Ins t r u c t i on authority t o
make an e me rge ncy a d justment in the even t of una v o ida b l e cos t
o r une x pec ted v a r i ati o n in anticipated revenue s f or a perio d
not t o exce e d two ye a r s (Se c t i on 4, Ch a p te r 154, Extrao rdina ry
Sessio n, 1 9 6 5 ). The s e d i s tri c t s a re ca l l ed Emerge n c y Di str i cts .
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Table III the basic formu la for the distric t expenditu r e 1. 5 :

,
(ri - r ) " S:E . = A· + C · + R· + F · + + re· - D ·, i. , .i. , , a. ,
district •wh e r e ,n a g iven E · is the total expenditure of.i.

f unds ~n a g~ve n d i str i c t l es s expenditures for t r a n sp o r t a -

ticn , l u n chro om, a ba tements , commun ity s ervic e s, a nd that

port ion o f budget accounts 1 30 0 a n d 140 0 not a ttributed t o

per p up i l costs as de te rmined from district r e po rt s to the

S tate Superintendent f o r the 19 65-6 6 s ch ool year : Ai is the

s tate gran t s - i n-aid ; ri- r i s t he specia l l e vy mi l l rate ; Ci

~ s t he as se s sed val ue as determine d b y t he county as s essor :

"Ri is the t o t al revenue from P ublic Law 874 ; F · is the t o t al,
,

revenue f r om F ede r al F o r e st Funds: Si i s all o the r r e v e n u e

s o urc e s such as othe r f e de ra l f unds a nd othe r reve nue as

indic a ted in b udge t accou n ts 6 0, 70, 8 0 a n d 90 : r i s the

r equire d mi l l rate j a n d Di i s all e xpend i tur es f o r t r ansp o r ­

tati o n, l unchr o om, abateme n t s , commun i t y services , a n d t hat

portion of budge t accounts 1 30 0 a nd 1400 not attribu ted to

p e r pup i l cos ts .

Ed ucational op p o r t u n i t y (Ei' e xpe ndi ture pe r we ighted

pupi l) i s dete rmined by d i vid ing Ei by Ni -

F o rmu lae f 31, . . . f 33 were used to answer question three :

"Can t h e v a riation of educationa l opportuni t y be reduced by

int roducing a factor f o r l o c al effort beyond the requ ired 14

mi l l support level ~n conjunction wi t h a facto r f or l o c a l

abi li ty to pay and by app l ying these factors i n var~OU5
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prede t e rm i ned an d spec i f ied wa ys i n the dis t r ibution for -

mula ? " Table VI, "Formula Mixe s Rec ogn iz ing Lo c al Ef f o r t and

Lo cal Ability t o Pa y" ind i c a t e s the manner i n wh i c h t h e

f a cto rs we re manipulated . Formula 31 ( £31) r e fl e cts the Ai

a nd Ei where additional state a id ~ s dis t r i buted even l y per

weighted p upi l witho u t r ecognizing a bility and e f f ort .

Formulae 32 and 33 ( f 32 and f 33 ) utilize the s ame t otal

a ddi tion a l state aid b ut app ly t he fund s in di ffere nt wa y s.

The basic dist r ibution f ormula f or ma t ching specia l levi e s

by recognizing effort in relation t o ability t o pay f ollows :

p
m 6 , 6•

~(~) z: z;A · - uN · + u N· - rC · - R · . + S . .
1 1 1 1 1 ) 1)j =l j =l

i=l

where in a g i ve n sch ool district Ai i s the state grants-in-

a i d ; u is the g ua r a n t e e d s up po r t l e vel : Ni is the n umbe r o f

we i ghted p upils; u is the additio nal amount of state aid

a vailabl e f or distribution ; p is the measure o f r elative

~'

12
e f fo r t

r i- r
k '
:c (ri - r)
i=l

•

whe re r · - r i s the excess mill
1

l e v y ~ n each district and k i s t he number o f excess mill

12Re l a t ive e ffo r t is measu red by the ratio of a g1ven
di s t ri c t ' s e xce s s mill l e vy ( loca l e f for t) t o the a v e r a ge
e xcess mi ll l e vy (ave r age l ocal e ffo r t) in the exce ss mill
d is t r icts studi e d . Ave r age l ocal e ffor t is meas u r e d by
d i viding the s um o f t he exc ess mill l ev i e s in the di s t r i c t s
included in the study by the n umbe r of e xcess mill d i stric t s
i n the s t u dy .
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d i s t r icts ; a nd m 15 the me a s u r e of r e l ati v e abil i t y to payl 3

m - k '
~
i=1

where Ca ., ~s t he adjusted va lue o f a

g i v e n di s t r i c t a s dete rmine d by the Washington State Tax

Commiss i on wh i ch conside r s the various c ounty a ssessment

r atios and where the symbols in the remainder of the formula

a r e the same as the state distribution f ormula descri bed o n

page 3 .

Fo rmu l ae ~n Tables II, V, and VI which prod uce an

e x pe nd i t u r e per we i ghted p upil (E i ) significantly less v a ried

than t h e 1965-66 f ormu!awe re c onside red better a b l e t o pro­

v i de equa lizat i on o f educa tional oppor tunity . The formula

which signi ficantly c r eates the l e a st varia t ion was c onsidere d

the best o f tho s e f ormula e studied to provide equal ization o f

educat i onal opp o r t u n i t y .

I I . Collecting Data

Data we re o b t a i ne d f r om th e Off i c e of t h e Wa shingto n

l3Relative a b i l i t y t o p ay i s measured by t he rat io o f
a g ive n dis t ri c t 's a djus t e d va luatio n per weighted pupil
( loc a l a bility t o pay) t o the a verage ad justed valuat i on per

weighted p upi l o f all excess mill districts i n the stud y
(ave r a ge l o c al a b ili ty t o pay) . Average l o c al a b i l i ty t o pay
is measure d by dividing the sum of the a djusted valua tions
pe r we i gh t e d pupi l of all e xces s mi l l districts i n t h e s tudy
b y the number of e x c e s s mi l l di stricts in the study .
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State Supe r i n tendent o f Public I n stru c tio n a nd the Washington

Sta t e Tax Commi ssion . Th e data from the State S uper i ntendent

o f Publ i c Instruction a re actual reve n ue a n d e x penditure

figu r e s reported by l o c al schoo l d istricts in t h e i r a nnual

reports t o the Superintendent o f Publi c I n str uction f o r t he

196 5-1966 s ch ool year . The t ax c ommiss ion data are actua l

tax rati o s determined by the c ommission f or e ach county i n

t h e s ta te.

The Wa s h i n g t on Stat e Le g i slature, 10 ba lanc i ng t he

s tate biennial budge t , uti lized $42 ,500 , 000. 0 0 o f f u n ds by a

bookkeepi n g e n t r y , which in e f f ec t , reduced 1/ 6 o f t h e s tate

r e ven ue payment t o schools f o r the 1965-66 school year . The

l e g i slation r e q u ired t h e payment o f the J u l y and August

warrants f or teachers t o be p aid out o f the 19 66-6 7 budget

year . Previo u s ly , t he s e Ju ly and August war ran ts were date d

p r ior t o Ju ly 1 and the refore paid ou t of the f isca l y ea r the

se r v l ce s were ren de re d . By de f e r r ing the two month l y pay­

me nts to t h e 196 6-6 7 scho o l yea r a nd maintaining t he new

payme nt sch e d u l e i n subsequent year s , a one-time s avi ng of

$42 , 500 , 000 . 00 wa s rea lized. Should t he paymen t schedu le

e ver r evert back t o full payment during the year s ervi c e s are

r endered i t wo u ld require f unds amoun ting t o 7/6 o f the sta t e

r e venue con t r ibution .

I n orde r f or t his s tudy t o d e a l with an a n nual t wel ve­

mon t h e xpenditur e f o r s chool d is t ricts, it wa s necessary to use
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t h e a c tua l state c o n t r i b u t ion t o each s ch ool ( 5/ 6 at e n t i t led

amoun t ) an d a d d to it the 1/ 6 de f erred paymen t . The re f ore,

it wa s n e cessary t o ad d t he 1/6 deferred payment a moun t t o

t he a c t u a l e xpenditure {IO month} which the n p r ov i de d a t we lve

month expend iture l e vel f or e ach di s t r i ct . It was r e c o gni z e d

t ha t thi s app r o a ch as sumed the same p r oportionate expendi t ure

o f the 1/6 r e ven ue as o f t h e 5/ 6 re venue , wh ich mi gh t not have

be en t he actua l c a se 10 e ach di strict had the mone y bee n

available . Howe ver , it wa s f elt that this a s sumption wa s

sound f o r th i s study because e ach district wa s treated in t he

same manner an d because s alaries represented approx imately

8 0% - 85% i n most s c h o o l b udge ts and t h e r e f o r e th is ma j or

p ortion of t h e 1/ 6 amo unt wo uld be e x pe nded at e x a c t l y the

same level as t h e 5/6 amount.

Ano ther assumption requ ired t o t r e at a l l districts i n

an equa l manner wa s t h a t d i s trict revenue f rom the regu lar 14

mill l e v y and fr om spec ial levie s i s c ol lected at the rati o

o f 35% o f the Fall c o l lectio n ( 196 5 tax year) and 65% o f the

Spring c o l l e cti on ( 1966 tax year) . It wa s re c ognized th a t

dis tricts may experience a n actual c o l l e c tion r atio d i f fer­

e n t from the on e be i ng utilized . Howe v e r, the Of f ice o f t he

State Superintendent o f Publ ic I nstruction has f ound t h e

35% - 65% r at i o t o be average a n d uses t h e rati o f or sta t e

c a l c u l a t i o n s l e stimates , and f or di stributi on o f state fun d s

t o schoo l distr i cts i n the d istribution f ormu la .
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I II . Deve l oping Programs for Computer Proc e ssing

App endix B, Format of Data Received fr om the State

Super i n tenden t of Public I n s t r uc t i o n and from the Wa s hin g t o n

S ta te Ta x Commiss ion , i s included t o as sis t the r eade r in

und e rstanding the fo rm of th e co l lected data and t h e manipu -

l a tion and f ormula tion requi r ed t o deve lop compu te r programs .

Data from one s c h o ol d ist r i ct i s include d i n Appe ndix B. To

show these data f o r a ll 2 78 distr icts i n the s tudy requires

more space t h a n ~s prac t ical .

Sample data ma n i p ulation 1 S shown f or the basic f o r-

mu l a e to determine Ai (s ta te a id in a given distric t) , A

( t o t a l s t a t e aid d i s t r i b u t ed in 1965- 66) , Ri (to t a l revenue

•
a vailable f o r e xpend i tu re i n a given school di s t r ict ) , and Ei

( tot a l e x p e nditu re o f funds l e ss e xpe n d i t u res fo r t ransport a-

tion, l unc h r o o m, abateme nt s , commu nity s ervices , tha t por t i on

o f budget a c c o un ts 130 0 a nd 1400 not attri b uted to p er p upi l

c osts , a nd fu nd s fo r a n e ndi ng cash b a l a nce) .

Determination of Ai ( t o t a l s tate a id e ntitled a glve n

di str ict) f o llows :
6
~
j=l

6
~
j= l

g ..
'J

wh e r e the i ndicate d fac to r s appea r in Appendix B as:

1. u $ 305. 00 g uara n tee pe r p upi l (es tablished
by State Board of Ed uca t i o n )

2 .

3 .

N·, p . 72 , c o l . 9

p . 7 2 , c o l . 10

(weighted e n ro l l ment)

(guaranteed s upp ort )
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p , 7 3 , col. 4 (require d mi l l rate )

5 . c ·, p. 7 3 , c o l . 2 and col. 3 (asse s sed v a l ue )

p . 7 3 , col. 9 (1% Real Estate Tax)

p. 74 , co l . 2 and col. 3 (Public Law 8 74)
,

8 . R13

,
10. Ri 5

,
1 1. Ri 6

1 2. 5il

1 3. 5 i 2

14. 513

15. 5 i 4

16. 5i5

1 7. 5i 6

p , 74 , co l. 4

p . 74 , col. 5

p , 7 3 , c o l . 8

p . 73 , col. 7

p , 83 , col. 2

p . 8 1 , col. H

p , 83 , col. 5

p . 83 , co l. 3

p , 65 , col. 9

p . 83 , col. 4

(Fe de r a l Fo rest Funds)

(Publ ic Util ity Districts)

(In- lieu- of tax )

(Non-high school receipts )

(Handicapped )

(Driver Education)

(Vocat ional - Technical)

(Adul t Educa tion)

(Transportation)

(I nstitut ions)

To compute Ri (tota l revenue available f or e xpend i ­

ture) the f ollowin g s teps were required :

*Ba · + Dp - Wo whe re ~n a given district, t h e

t o ta l receipts rece ived from Ju ly 1, 1 9 6 5 to June 30 , 1 9 6 6 ;

*Sai is the ending cash balanc e as o f June 3 0 , 1 9 6 5 ; Dp is the

1/6 (11%) deferred payment o f s ta te aid distributed in Ju ly

and Augus t of the 1966-67 schoo l y e a r for serV1ce rendered ~n

the 1965-66 scho ol year; a nd Wo are the warrants ou tstanding

as of July 1, 1 9 6 5 f or 19 64- 6 5 e x penditures . Three o f chese

f a c tors appear in Append ix Bas:

1. * *Ri + Bai p . 8 1, c ol. A
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p . 8 1 , col. B

The defer red payment (Dp) wa s computed as : Dp = .17

(Ai - 5 i 2) where 5 i 2 are the fu nds paid a given distric t for

d r iver education at 6/6 ( lO~~) value. Values for 5i 2 appear

on p . 81, col . H of Appe ndix B.

The to t a l f und s avai lable for e xpenditure 1n a given

dis t r i c t for a twe l ve month pe r iod we r e computed as :
11 I t I II

E i = E i + Dp wh e r e i n a g i ven distric t E i is the t o t al

e xpe nd iture o f f un d s f or a twe lve mo n t h p e r iod fo r th e s c h o o l., ,
year 1965-66; E i i s t h e t otal e x p e nditure o f f unds for a

, , ,
ten month pe r iod f o r 1 96 5-66. E i d a ta a re o b taine d f r om

p p . 45 - 5 3 , co l . 2, o f Appendix B.

Th e e ndi n g c ash ba l a n ce ( Ba i ) f o r a g 1 ven d istrict o f

unencumbered and une xpe nded funds as o f June 30 , 1 96 6 wa s

compu ted a s: "=Ri - E i ·

Lunchro om, a b a t eme n ts , comm un i t y serv~ce s , and that

po rtion of accoun ts 1 30 0 and 1400 not attri b u ted t o per pupi l

costs f o r a t welve month period (Lr) we re calcu la t ed by th e

"fo rmu l a : Lr = E i - Nc whe re Nc is the n e t co s t o f school

operation for a twelve mo nth period ~n 196 5 - 6 6 i n a g ive n

di stric t and is fou nd on pp. 45-5 3 , co l . 3 of Append ix B.

Tran s p o rta tio n e x penses (Ti ) f o r the t we lve mon t h s ~ n

a g iven d i str i c t were determined by : T i + . 17 "(Til where
,

Ti i s th e cost of transporta tion service for ten months in a

g~ven d istrict a n d i s foun d on p p . 4 5-5 3 , col . 6 of Appendix
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l S the t o ta l stat e transportatio n a l l otmen t f o r a

g ive n s choo l d is t r i ct f or a t we lve mon th pe r i o d and i s f o und

o n p. 65 , co l . 9 of Appendix B.

The t otal expenditure in a g i ve n d is t r ict fo r a twelv e

month period le ss e x pen d i t u res f or transportatio n, lunchroom,

a bat ements, c ommun i ty services , that port i on o f accoun t s 1 300

and 140 0 not a ttribu t ed to per pupil c os t s and funds fo r a n

•e nding cas h balance (Ei ) wa s compu t e d by the f ormula:

•
Ei = Ri - Lr - Ti - Bai "

To determine the amount o f educational opportunity or

expenditure

was made.

• •
per p up il in a district the computation Ei 7 Ni

S ubsequent formulae in Tables II, V, and VI were deter-

mined by manipulating the data in a similar manner t o the

ba s ic form ula de s c r i be d o n the preceding pages. Other Ei o r

ri-r quan tities for f ormulae f 2 through f 1 5 i n Tabl e II, f 1 6

through f30 i n Table V. and f32 and f 33 in Table VI were

c omputed a g a i n s t f l in Table I I , f l in Table V, a nd f 3l in

Table VI respectively for the correlation c oefficient , sta n -

dard dev i a t ion , mean difference and signific anc e o f v a r i a tion

by a t -te st . Table s II, V, and VI i n d i c a t e by s ymbo l the

kn own a n d unknown information required t o c ompute £i o r r i-r.
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I V. Summary

Research p r o cedures we r e developed to accomplish t he

p urpose o f the study .

The p u rpos e was t o i nvestigate the variat i on ~n

e duca t ion a l op p o r t u n i t y in Washing t on State unde r c e rtain

hypothetical manners o f d istribut ing s tate g r a nts- i n-a i d such

as: (a) when factor s in the s t a t e s c hoo l d istr i bu t ion f o r -

mula a r e el i minated o r mixed in different predetermined and

spec i f i ed pro po r t i on s a n d (b) when a g ive n incre a se i n sta te

s upp ort is dis tributed u nder circumstance s where l ocal e f fo r t

i n r e l a t i o n t o l o cal abili t y t o pay is used a s a factor in

the f onnula .

The objec t ives o f the research were t o : (a) identify

t h o s e fact o r s in the distribution formula whi ch h ave the

g r e a t e s t i nfluence on t he variation of educational opp or t u-

n ity and (b) t est the impact of inc luding factors f or l oc al

effor t i n r e lation t o l ocal abi lity t o pay on the variation

o f e duca tiona l opport uni t y . The ob jec t ives o f the research

we r e satisfied t h r ough the derivation o f an s wers t o thre e

q ue s t i ons :

1. What f ac t or s i n the 1965 distribu t i on f o rmu l a
exert the grea t es t i n f luence on t he variat i on o f
ed uc a t i onal oppo r tun i ty amon g selected sch oo l
di s tr i cts In Washington S ta t e?

2 . Will cer tain pr-ede t.e rmi.ned and specified mixe s
(combinations) o f e xisting f ac tors under certain

hypothetical manners o f di stributi ng state g r a nts­
i n-aid r e d uce t he variation o f educational
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op p o r tun i t y in t he di stricts unde r s tudy?

3 . Ca n the va r i a tio n o f ed uca t i o nal oppor t un i t y be
r e du c e d by introd u c i n g a fac t o r f o r l oca l effo rt
i n r ela t i o n to l o c al abi l i ty t o pay a nd by app l y ­
ing this factor in var ious p redete rmine d and
s pe c i f i e d wa y s in the dis t r i b u tio n f ormu l a?

The three quest i ons used to sati s f y the o b j e c t i ve s o f

the study s erved as the basi s f or the research desig n . I n

f o rmulae de s i gne d t o a nswer eac h question the f actors in the

Wa shington Sta t e d i s t r ibut ion f o rmu l a were manipulated either

by de le ting al l or s ome o f them, cha nging s ome o f their

va lues , o r b y introduc ing new f a c t o r s which affect t hem.

Tables I I. V, and VI s how by symbol the various f ormulae

manipulation . A t -test f or correlated data was used to

d e termine t h e leve l of s ignificance o f variation i n the

standard d e v i a t i o n o f educatio nal op p o r t un i t y f or each for -

mula tested . A signi ficant decrea s e i n vari a nce indicated

mo r e equalization of e ducat i onal op por t un i t y .

A t otal o f 2 78 schoo l dis tricts r e p r e s e n t i ng a l l s izes

o f districts in t he St a t e o f Wa sh i n g t on wa s cons i de r e d in the

s t udy . Fo r purpose o f c ompa r i s on between di strict s i ze s the

d a t a we re comp i l e d i n eight g r o up s with t h e base e nro l l me n t

ran ges sh own in Table III .

From t h ese enro l lme n t g roup s di s t r i ct s we r e sepa ra t e d

i nto n on high school g roups (Kin de r garten o r g r a de o ne up t o

grade ni ne ) an d i n t o comp l e t e p r ogr cm school g roups (Ki nder-

ga r t e n o r grade o ne th ro ugh grade t we l ve ) a s shown i n
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Table IV .

Data were obtained f rom the Office o f t he Wash ing t on

State Superintendent o f Public Instruct i on and t he Washington

State Tax Commiss ion. The data from the state superintendent

were for a ten month pe riod of operati on which r epresented

5/6 of t he total revenue and e xpenditures i n school distric ts .

Consequently . these data required read justmen t i n al l f ormu ­

lations to the full 6/6 l e vel.

The data a s c o l lected from the state s uperintendent

are s hown in Appendix B. Secti on III o f Chapte r III shows

e xamp les o f data man i p ulation required to uti l ize it i n t he

s imulated formu lae des igned t o an swe r q ues t i on s 1 , 2 a nd 3 i n

o r de r to satisfy the objectives o f the stUdy .



C,ffiPTER IV

PRESENTATI ON AND INTERPRETATION

OF DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Data c ollected as a resu lt o f rese a r ch pro ced ures

de sc r i be d in Chapter I I I are arranged acc ording t o th e

formulae s h own in Tables I I , V and VI respective ly . All

f ormulae were p roce s s e d and ana lyzed. Only those f ormulae

which pro duce a s ign i f ica nt reduc tion in t h e v a r i a t i o n of

e d uc a t iona l oppo r t u n i t y are presented and interpreted in

detai l .

Basic data for the study are i nc luded in Appe nd i x C.

These data include the guaranteed support level (u), mean per

weighted pupil expenditure (M), standard deviation ( C~) ,

c orrelation (r), a n d t -tes t results (t) f or a l l f o rm u l ae and

all e n r ol lment g roups . On ly fl ' £1 a nd £31 f r om Tables I I,

V a nd VI do not show r and ~ , for it is t h e s e f ormulae against

which o t he r f ormulae in the respective tables we re tested.

I . Processing and Analyzin g Data

Because al l f ormulae (fl through £33) h a d a majority

o f factors in c ommon a n d because the population in t h e study

was t h e same f or e ach f ormula , t h e amount of s t a te aid p e r

dis trict a n d the expend iture pe r weighted pupil per d istrict

in e ach f ormula we r e highly cor r e l a ted . The r e f ore . at- test
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fo rmu l a f or co r re la t ed dat a (see footnote 9 , Chapt er II I f or

f ormula sou rce ) wa s used t o determine the level o f sign i f i ­

c a nce o f v ariation be t we e n s t a n d a r d de via tions of e d uc a t iona l

opportunity when c omparin g f ormulae £ 2 t h r o ugh £30 with £1

a nd f 32 and f3 3 with f 31 ·

Whe r e d iffere nce s be t we e n s t a ndard dev iation of educa­

tional opportunity were f o und be t we e n a given s e t o f formu lae

and £1 o r £3 1 - i t wou l d be e xpec t e d that l arge r va l ues of

difference s in s t a nda r d deviation wo uld y ie l d larger proba­

b i litie s that t h e s e d i f f e r e nce s did no t oc c u r by chance

(i .e . , r e ach a give n level o f s ign i f i c a n c e ) . However,

becau s e o f the n ature o f the t - t e s t for co~re l ated data , this

d oes not alway s oc cu r . An a c t u a l e xample o f this situation

bette r c lar i f ie s the point . The s t a n d a r d deviation f or all

278 districts in £1 i s 106 . 08 . For all 2 78 districts . the

s tandard deviation ~n £4 i s 108 . 08 a nd in £ 3 ~ s 108 .05 .

Although the v a lue o f t h e standard dev i ation ~n f4 i s greater

than i n f 3. the t - te st r e sult in £4 is 1.66 (not a signifi­

c a n t difference ) and i n £3 is 3 .68 (significantly differen t

a t t he . 0 1 conf ide n ce l evel). Th i s apparen t ambigui ty is

explaine d by the c oef f i c i e n t o f cor r e l a t ion in eac h f ormu l a.

The cor re l a t i o n in £4 is . 98 2 and in £3 i s . 9 97. The e ffect

o f t h e c o r r e l a t ion o n t h e t -te st c a n be s ee n by a n ana lysi s

o f the f ormula which f ollows :
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Be cause the c o r r e l a t i on (r) i s ~n t h e den ominator of

t h e fo rm u l a and be c ause i t is square d and s ub t r acted from

o ne , then t h e larg e r the £, as in £3_ t he s ma l ler the denom­

i nator and h enc e. the g r e ate r the t . Conversely , the smalle r

the £, a s i n £4' the larger the denomin a t o r and he nce ,

smaller the t . Thi s means that s ma l l di fferenc e s i n the

var iance o f highly co r r e l a ted data is more likely to be

significantly different (i.e . , probably not due t o chance)

than sma l l difference s i n l ess highly correlated data .

Table I V i n Chapter III s hows three categories o f

s cho ol di stricts: a l l dis tricts, non-high sch ool districts

and c omplete pro gram districts . These c a t e go r ies were u s ed

s o that variati on s in expenditure per pupi l c o uld be s t ud i e d

for the district with complete programs (Kindergarten or

first g rade through grade twelve ) and th o s e district s that

h a ve e leme nta ry pro grams on l y . Each o f these categories wa s

t h e n sub - divided into seven g r oup s (B- H) by b a se enrollment

for pu r p oses o f studying t he differences a mon g t he district s

o f va r i o us s ize s. Pro gram c osts vary and refle ct dis tric t

s~ze and type o f program o f f e r e d .

We i gh t i n g f actors e mp loy e d by the State Superintenden t

o f Public I nstruction f or comp u t i n g the we ighted en r ollmen t

were use d i n t his s tudy . Remote and ne c e s s a r y ele men ta ry
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districts with enro l lment of less t h a n 100 pupi ls r e ceive

a d ded weight i n gs a s do high schoo l d istricts wi t h enrollments

o f l es s than 250 p upi ls as s h own in Appendix D. These

weightings assist i n increasing the per pupil e xpenditure

between 5~h and 10 0% i n some ex t reme ly small districts i n

f ormu l ae where the gua ran teed support level i s s ubs tantia lly

increa s ed . The sma l le r dis trict g roups a re affected by the

weigh ting facto r more t h an l arge r district groups .

The expenditure per we i gh t e d pupil increases sharply

~n d istricts with high we a l t h behind each pupil when the

a s se s s ed va luation inc reases substan ti a l ly as in f ormu l a e

£2 1 £ 1 2 a nd £14 in Ta b l e V. Al l gro ups have some hi gh ­

a s se s sed-va!uat ion-pe r - weigh ted-pupi l di s t r ic t s; but ge ner­

a lly t h e y f a ll in the sma l l er dis t ricts _

Ta ble I I Da t a

Tab le II f ormu l ae fl through £15 comp r~se the f i rst

phase of this statistical analysis of the 1965 Wa sh i ngt on

State school d istribut ion f o rmu l a . The se f o rmu l ae were

de s i gned to answer t he question, "Wha t factors i n t he 196 5

d ist r ibu t ion fo rmu la exe r t t he gre ate st i n f luence on t he

va r i a t ion o f e duca tiona l oppo r tunity among se l ec ted schoo l

districts a n Wa shin gt on State? " Fo r r e ader convenience .

Table VI I summar1zes t he f unc t i on o f each formula f l through

£15- For a c omp l e t e review o f e a ch fo rmula, refer direct ly
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TABLE VII

IDENTIFI CATI ON OF FORMULA f 1 THROUGH f 15 , TABLE I I

Formula

fl

f 2

f 3

f 4

f5

f 6

f 7

fa
f 9

f l O

f 11

f 12

f 1 3

f 14

f 15

Content*

Actua l 1 9 6 5-66 revenue and e xpendi ture

1% c o unty re al e s t ate t r an s a c t i on tax revenue

Publ i c Law 874 f unds

Federal Forest funds

Publ ic utility district revenue

I n- lieu- of tax revenue

Non-h i gh sch ool receipts

f 2 thr o ugh f 7 combi ned

Hand i c apped funds

Dri ve r education f unds

Vocational -technic a l f und s

Adult e ducation fun d s

Tran s p o r tat i o n f unds

Institutions a nd o t he r state receipts

£9 t h r o ugh £14 combined

*Formu l ae £2 through £1 5 a re v a r iations o f formu la £ 1 whe r e

the indicated factor is no t deducted from the g uaranteed

s upport level a s requ ired by the 1 96 5 state distribution

f ormu la and a s deducted in f o rmu l a fl o
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t o Ta b l e II.

Table VI I I shows a summa ry o f the f ormulae wh ich cause

a signific a nt v a ri a tion in t he s tand a rd devi a tion o f e duca -

t i on a l oppo r tun i t y when c ompared with fl . A single a nd

d ouble asterisk 1n Table VI I I represents a signi ficant var ia-

t i cn a t the . 0 5 and . 0 1 con fiden ce l evels respect i v e l y .

Asterisks in the negative c olumn un de r e ach f ormula ind i ca t e

a significantly r educed variation in th e s t andard deviat i on

o f educa t i o nal opportunity compared wi th f l ' Conversely ,

asterisks in t h e po s i t ive col umn un de r e a c h formulae indicate

a s igni ficantly i nc r e ased v a r i a t ion in the standard deviatio n

o f educa tional op p o r t un i t y when comp a red wi t h fl~ For t h e

pu rpose o f t h i s s tudy , only t hose f ormulae wh i c h reduc e t h e

v a r i a t ion significant ly (increase the equalization of e duca-

t iona l op p o r t un i t y ) were in t e r p r e t e d in depth .

I t s hou l d be note d that i n a l l fo rmulae applica t ions

f 2 through f 1 5 the t o t a l s tate aid paid to all d istricts is

held cons tan t at t he a ctual f1 l e v e l. The refore , as variou s. ,
factor s (Ri l t h r o ugh Ri6) are elimin a ted as reductions from

the guaranteed s upp o r t l e ve l, mo r e f und s are distributed to

those d istricts wh e r e the fac tors apply . This inc r e a s e d

distribution t o certain districts causes the gu a r a n t e e d

s up po r t l e vel f or all d istricts t o be reduced . Consequently,

i n f o rmu l a e f 2 through f 8 the gua ranteed suppo r t leve l i s

fr om $0 . 19 t o $ 23 . 4 8 per weighted pupi l be l ow that o f f l o



96

•

•

••

••

••

•

,- - - .--

•
•

••

•

•
•

••

, ,

••

-++-

•

: I

•
•

.
, !

•
•

•• •

•

••

•

•• •

••

•• •

I I
I '

--' I:. \.
j-

••

••

••

•,
r.,

•
= : , ~

•
•

••

,-f-
••

••

••

••

,,

••

••••

•

••

••

••

••

••

••

•••

•

••

••

••

•,

•,

•

•

•

•

• I

•

•

•

•

·, ,

;:1 .,'-I -- r--
' 1 .1. , , - ."

.' f-+---,-: rf-~ l~-~-r-: !
~ f-I--t-t'-t- '-f '-~ J_--. ' I

o-

-

-

-

-

I!-
! ~ f-t-- - f- ---I-+.-l-I-l-+---I-+-t-+-------+-t---"-\--H--+--

"

.'

~,
v
•
"~ ~-0 _

••< -
Ws ~

· 0

~ ~
5·
;~
o ·• •
• 0> 0 zw· ". <.

::15 3
" "w< •

v z

l:a
W o
z 0•z z
0 ,

" << ~. '~ 5•, 0
z-« z
v
•
z
o
~

•

•

· ,
•

•o z ·u 0 W

z••o
o•e,
W •,
W

••z
o
v

!

z
o
z

• 0
Wou

- - - - - - ---- -

•



97

Converse ly . 1 0 f o rmul ae £9 thro ugh £15 where the add itive

factors (Sil through Si6) are eliminated f rom t he f ormula the

dis t r i c ts providing t he s pec i a l program receive l e ss state

aid . Th e r e f ore, mo r e money i s ava ilable f or distributio n t o

all di stricts and the guaranteed support level increases .

The increase in guaranteed support over £1 resulting fr om the

appl ication of f ormu lae £9 t hrough £15 range s from $1 . 03 to

$3 7 . 2 7 per wei gh ted pu p i l . As previously indicated . the d a t a

f or e a c h f ormu la are recorded i n App e nd i x C .

Fo rmul a fl o Formu la £1 represented the a c t ua l revenue

and expenditure o f f u nds per we i gh t e d pupi l in each district

during the 1 9 65-6 6 schoo l year . The 1 96 5 s tate di s tr i b utio n

f ormula wa s u s e d t o a l locate state f und s . Formu lae £2

through £15 we r e c ompared with f l·

F o r mu l a f 2 0 Fo rmu la f 2 determine d the e xpenditu r e per

weighted pupi l i n each schoo l di s t ric t when the 1% coun ty

real e s t a t e transaction tax revenue was not deducted from the

guaranteed support lev e l. The 196 5 d i stri bu t i on formu la

requ ired t ha t revenu e r e ce i ved by d is t r i c t s fr om the county

tax sou rce must be deducted from the guaranteed s uppo r t l evel

when comp u t i ng the state g rants-in-aid .

Throu gh t he application o f f ormul a £2 ' the me an exp en­

di t u r e pe r we i gh t e d p upil (M) i n t he va rious g roups dec rea s ed

approx imately o ne d o llar in t he l a r ge r school districts ,
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r e mained approximate ly the same 1n the medium S1ze distr i cts

and i n c r e a s e d s h a r p l y , approximately $26. 00 . in the s malles t

d istricts. No s ign i f icant differen c e occ u r red t h r ough the

a p p l ication o f £2 exc e p t i n Groups H and E i n t h e All Di s ­

trict c a t e go r y and Gr oups A a nd E i n t h e Complete Program

ca tego r y . I n Gro ups A and E , t h e variat ion in s tanda r d

d eviation wa s sign if i c a n t l y g r ea t e r at the . 0 5 con f i dence

l eve l wh ile in Group H t he var ia tion i n stan dard dev iation

was significan t l y l ess a t the . 01 c onfidence level . With the

va r i a t ion in the majority o f g r o up s and categorie s e i t he r not

s ign i f icant ly diffe rent or signi f ican t ly greater , t he e qua l ­

ization o f educational opp o r t u n i t y decrea sed . Therefore .

formu la f 2 was not c onside red a n improvement ov e r f l a nd was

rejected from further conside ration .

Formu la f3 . Formula f3 determined the expenditure per

weighted pupi l in each s chool d istric t wh e n Public Law 8 74

funds were not deducted from the g ua r a n t e e d s uppor t level as

r equired i n the 196 5 distribution f ormula .

I n Gr oups A th r ough G. app licat ion o f formu la £ 3

altered t h e r a n ge o f t h e me an expenditure p e r weighted p upil

(M) from a minu s $ . 54 t o a p l us $1 .02 . I n Group H. the M

increased app r oximately $ 26 . 40 . A s ignificant difference

o c cu r r e d i n Group s A, S, D, E, G and H in t he c a tegorie s

indicated i n Table VI I I . No significant d i f fere nce oc c ur red

i n the remaining gro ups . The signif i c an t d i f f e re nce i n
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Gro ups A, D a nd E at the . 0 1 l evel o f c on f i d e nce and Gr o up s

Ban d G at t he . 0 5 l e vel o f con fidence i n d i c a t e d more va r ~a­

t i c n in the standa rd deviatio n o f e d uc a t i o n a l opp o r t u n i t y and

the r e fo r e a red uc t ion i n e qua l iza t ion o f educ ational oppo r tu­

nity . In Group H. the varia t i on was s i gn i f i c a n t l y less , at

the . 0 5 level of c onfidence, s howing a n incre ase in equaliza­

tio n o f educatio nal oppor tunity . These results mean tha t

when n o Pub l i c Law 874 r e v e n ue is deducted from t h e guaran ­

teed support l e vel in the distribution f o rm u l a less e q u a l i z a ­

tion o f educational op p o r t un i t y results. Normal ly , by virtue

o f these results , formula £3 would be c onsidered not relevant

t o the s t udy and be rejected f or further c on s i de r a t i on .

Howeve r , due t o resul ts f ound in the application o f for.mulae

f4, fS' f17' f18 and f19 the results of focmula £3 wi ll be

considered in greater depth later i n this chapter.

Fo rmu l a £4 ' Fo r.mu l a £4 deter.mined t h e e x p e n d i t u r e per

we i gh t e d pupil in e a ch school district wh e n Fe d e r a l Forest

funds were n o t deducted f r om the guaranteed support l e vel as

required in the 1965 d istribution formula.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in Groups

B t h rou gh G remai ned at approximately the same l e vel. In

Group A, the M increased approximately $2 .50 and i n Gro up H,

approximately $17 .00 . A significant variation in e q ua l i z a t ion

o f educ a tiona l op por t un i t y occ u r r e d in Groups Band F i n t he

All Di st r i c t category , i n Group F , the Non-high School
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cate go ry and 10 Gro up s A, 8 a n d F ~ n t h e Complete Program

category.

In f ormula £4 ' a g r e a te r numbe r o f s i gni f ica n t

var i ation s i ndica ted l ess equalization o f educationa l oppor ­

tun i t y . Howe ver , the varia tion i n Group B i ndica ted mo r e

equa l i z a t ion of e ducational opportun i ty . Th i s app arent

reversa l in results c ould o c c u r by c h a nc e be cause when a

ba t c h o f t ests f o r s ign i fic a nce are run , o ne migh t be signif­

ican t ~n the reverse d i rec t ion by chance . Also. t his appar­

en t r eve r s al 10 results cou l d o ccu r because Group B con t a i ne d

on l y the larger dis t r i cts wh e r e few Federal Forest f un d s were

r eceived . Th ose that we re rece ived c ou ld narrow the varia­

tion i n e x p e n d i t u r e pe r weighted p upil.

No rmally. with f ormu la £4 r e s ults , wh i c h i ndicat e t ha t

by r emo vin g Federal Forest f unds as d educ t i on from the sta t e

distr ibution f ormula the e qual i zati o n of e d uca t ion a l op p o r tu­

nity is de crea sed, t h e f ormula wo uld be re j e cted f or fur ther

c onsi de ra t ion . Howe ver , f or the reason stated in the dis­

cu s sion of form u la f 3' f ormul a f 4 wil l al s o be c o n s idere d in

g rea te r dept h l a t e r in this chapter .

Formula £ 5 ' Formula fS determined th e expenditure pe r

weighted p up i l i n e a c h school d i strict when public u tili t y

di s t r i c t rev e nue wa s not d e duc t e d f rom t he gua r a nteed support

l e vel as requi r ed in the 19 6 5 d istr i bution f o rmu l a.

The me an e xpend i tu re p e r we i ghte d pupi l (M) in Groups
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B through G increased from n o chan ge t o $ . 54. In Group A, i t

incre ased approxima t ely $ 1 .00 and in Group H approxima t ely

$2 7 . 00 . No s i gnifican t d i f fe rence oc c u r r e d through the

a pp lic a t ion o f £5 except in Gro up H in the All District and

Non-high Scho o l categories. In Group H, t he variation in t he

s t a ndard deviation was significantly l ess at the .01 l e vel of

c o n f i d e nce . Therefore , in Gro up H equalizati on o f ed uca ­

t i on a l opp o r tun i t y increased . Group H districts be ing t he

o n l y districts affected s ignifican t ly , bu t not s u f f i c i e n t l y

to affect the s ignifica n c e of the total group in e a ch c a t e­

g ory , f ormu la £s would normally be rejected for further c on­

sideration . However , f or t h e reason s tated i n f ormula £3_

f ormula £5 wil l also be considered i n greater depth l a t e r in

this chapter .

Formula £6. Fo rmula £6 determined the e xpenditure per

we ighted pupi l in each schoo l dis t r ict whe n i n-lie u-o£ tax

reve n ue wa s not deducted from the g uaranteed support level as

require d in the 1965 distribution formula .

The mean expenditu re per weighted pupi l (M) 1n Gro ups

A th r o u gh G r ema i ned approx i mate ly the s ame , wh i l e i n Gro up H

it increased approximately $27 .00 . A significant differenc e

occ u r r e d on ly in Groups A and H in the categories indicat e d

in Table VI I I . I n these groups, the variatio n in the

s tandard deviation was s i gn i f i c a n t l y less a t the . 01 l e v e l of

c onfidence, ind i c a t i n g g r e a t e r e q ua l i z a t ion o f e d uc a tiona l
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op p o r t un i t y . Formu l a £6 was considered r ele v a n t and will be

consi de red in g rea t e r d e p t h la ter in this chapter .

Formu l a £7 ° Formul a £7 de t e rm i ned the e xpen d itu re p e r

we i gh ted pupil ~n each schoo l distric t whe n non - high s cho o l

receip ts were n o t deduc ted from t he guaran teed s uppor t l e v e l

a s r equired in the 19 6 5 distribution f ormula.

The me a n e xpen d itu r e per weighted pup i l (M) 10 Gr o ups

A t h r o ugh H varied less than $ .65 . A signific ant d i fference

occu r r e d on l y i n Group s A a n d F 10 the c ategor i es indicat e d

in Table VI I I . I n Groups A and F , the variatio n in the

s tanda r d de via tio n wa s sign i fi c a n t ly more a t t he . 0 5 level o f

c onfidence . F o rm u l a £7 wa s rej ected due t o the decrease in

the equalization of educationa l op por t un i t y .

Formula fs' Formula £s determined the e xp e n d i t u r e per

we ighted p up i l in each school district when the fac tors c o n ­

s i de red in f ormulae £ 2 through £7 in comb i na t ion we re not

deducted fr om the g u a r a n teed supp or t l e vel a s required in t h e

1965 distribution formula .

The mean e xpenditure per weigh t e d pupi l (M) in Group s

B through G va r ied le s s t han $1 .00, in Gr oup A a p p roxima te ly

$2 .00 and i n Group H a pproxima te l y $16 .00. A sign i f icant

differenc e occurred in Groups A, B, 0 , E and F indicating a

r ed uction in t h e equalization o f e ducational op p o r t unity .

Th e r e f ore, f o r.mul a f a wa s r e j e c t ed f r om furthe r c o nsideratio n .
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Fo r mu l ae £9' flO - £11 - £12 and £14' The s e f ormu l a e

p rod uc e d significant ly r educed va r i a t i o n s i n the stand a r d

deviations of e ducation a l op portun i t y . Th e s e fo rmu lae dete r ­

mined the e xp e n d i t u re pe r we igh ted p upi l i n each s choo l

d istr ict when the sp e c i a l p rograms , handicapped educa tion ,

d r i ve r educat i on . v o c at i o n a l - technica l e duca tio n , a d u lt

education, and i ns titution s respe ctively and i nd i v idu a l l y

we r e not f inanced by the s ta te . Most o f t hese va r i a t ion s , a s

indicated in Ta ble VI I I , were s ign i f i c a n t a t the . 01 l e vel o f

con f i de nce . The indicated reduction i n standard deviation s

mean s that by remo ving the se as state support programs,

g reater eq ua liz a t i on o f educa t iona l opportunity occ ur s .

Consequent ly . these formulae we r e re levant to the study and

will be given further c onsideration later in thi s chapter.

Formula £13 . Formula £13 de t e rmi ned t h e expenditur e

per we i gh t e d pupil i n each schoo l d i stric t when the t r a n sp or­

t ation p r ogram was not financed by the state .

Th e mean expend i t u r e per weighted p up i l (M) 1n Gro up s

B through G varied less than $2 .50 . Group H. however ,

increase d a pprox ima t e l y $38 . 00. It should be noted that t he

la rge i nc r e a se s 1n t he me a n expendi t ure pe r we i ghte d p upil i n

Group H was due t o all but one of the distr icts being e lemen­

tary dis tricts a nd the manner 1n which the gu a r anteed sta t e

suppo r t level (u) wa s computed . I n t he s e districts , Q

i nc reased approx i ma te ly $ 31 . 00 beca use sta t e f und s normally
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distributed t o some districts f o r t r a n sportation we r e r e d i. s­

tributed . This i ncrease in Q. when multip l i e d b y t h e su b­

stantial e n ro l l me nt weig h ting fac to r f or sma ll e lemen ta ry

districts. increased the expendi ture per weighted p upi l

sharply. Even with the large increas e in y and El. the

s tandard deviation did n ot vary signific antly.

Group A in the All District and Non-high Schoo l Di s ­

t ricts did expe rience a significant variatio n i n the standard

deviation o f e duca tional opportunity while all o t h e r groups

showe d n o signi f i c a nt v a r i a t i o n . As a r esult o f t hese f i n d ­

ings, f ormula £13 was rejected from further c on sideration .

Formula £15 . Fo rmul a f lS determined the e xpenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the factors

c onsidered in form u l ae f 9 through f14 in c ombination were not

included as state support fo r the special programs but

instead those do llars were applied to the guaran teed support

l e vel.

The results produced sign i f i c a n tly l e ss var i a t ion a t

the . 0 1 confidence l e vel in the standard deviation o f educa­

tional op p o r tun i t y . Therefore , f ormula f15 p rovided greater

equalization of ed ucational op p o r t u n i ty . The fo rm u l a will

be con s i de~e d in g r eat e r depth later in this c hapte r .

Table V Data

Table V f ormulae f1 6 through £30 c ompr ised the s econd
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phase of th i s statis tical a nalys is o f t he 1 96 5 Wa s h i n g t o n

Sta t e school d i s t ri bu t i on f o rmula. The se f ormulae we r e

design ed t o a nswer the q ue sti on. "Wil l cert a i n p r edete rmined

a nd spe ci f i ed mixes (combinations) o f e xistin g fac tors unde r

certa i n h ypotheti cal manners o f dist r ibuting s t a te grants -in ­

aid reduce t h e v a r i a t i o n o f e ducat i ona l o p po r t un i t y in t he
•

districts under s t ud y ? " For reader convenience , Table IX

summa r i ze s t he f u nc t ion of e ach f ormulae £ 16 t h rough £ 30 '

Fo r a c ompl e te r e v i ew o f e a c h f ormu l a . refer di rec tly t o

Ta ble V.

Table X shows the f ormulae which cause a significant

variation ~n the standard deviati o n o f educationa l o pp o r t u ­

ni ty when c ompared with fl o As terisks used i n Ta b l e X ind i ­

c a te the same results as those used in Table VIII and

de s c r i be d previously in this chapter.

Formula fl . Formula f l represented the actual reven ue

and e x pend i t ure o f fu nd s per weighted pupil i n e a ch distric t

d ur i ng t he 1965-66 s chool year . The 196 5 s t a t e distributi on

f o rmu l a was us e d to al l ocate s t a te fund s ° Fo rmula e f16

through £30 were c ompared with fl o Formulae f 23 - f 27 a nd f29

c omp a r e d t h e special l e vy requiremen t wi th the specia l l e v y

requirement i n flo All o t h e r f ormulae compared the expend i ­

tu r e per wei gh ted pupi l with fl . The s ame t -tes t fo r co r re -:

l ated d a t a wa s us e d t.o t e st the va r iati on i n s t a nd a rd devi a ­

t i on f or t he s pecial levy c omparis on a s for the e xpenditure
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TABLE IX

IDENTIFICATION OF FORMULAE f 16 THROUGH f3 0' TABLE V

•

Formula Content

Actual distribution of State funds in 1965-66
school year

Actual with assessed va l uation (ei) adjusted t o
50% and Q he ld constant

• •
Actual with Public Law 874 (Ri 2) ad justed t o

85% reduction

•
Actual with Federal Forest funds (Ri3) a d j u s t e d

t o 85% reduction

• •Ac t u a l with Ri 2 a n d Ri 3 adj u s t e d to 85%
reduction

Actual with guaranteed support (r) doubled t o
$610 .00 and special l e vy (ri-r) eliminated

Actual with guaranteed support (u) increased by
. 5 to $457 .50

Actual with ri-r incre a s e d by . 5

Actual with guaranteed s up p o r t (ul i ncreased by
. 5 and Ei held c onstant to fi nd effect o n ri-r

Actual with Ci adjusted t o 50% a n d regular l e vy
(r) ad justea to 7 mills

Actua l wi th ri-r reduced by 50%

Actua l wi t h Ci adj us ted to 5~~ a nd ri-r r e duc e d
by 5~~ wit~ h eld c on s t a n t to fi n d e f f e c t on
Ei

Actual with Ci adjusted to 50% and t otal State
aid (A) h eTa constant t o find e f fec t on ri-r
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TABLE IX (continued )

Conten t

Actual with Ci adjust e d t o 5~~ a n d ri -r r e d uce d
by 5~~ wi tn-u held constant to fina-ef f e c t on
E '~

Actua l with Ci adjusted to 50% a nd Q he l d
con s t a n t t o-find e f fect on r i- r

Actual with Q adjusted by amount ne e d e d t o
elimi nate al l but 10% o f the special l e vy
districts
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per weighted pupil c ompa r ~ son .

Formu la £16 " Formula f 16 determined the e xp e n d i tu re

per weighted pupil in each school district when t h e guaran ­

t eed s upport leve l (u) r emains at $305 . 00 . t h e t ota l state

aid (A) wa s va r iable , a nd the assessed valuation (ei ) was

adjusted to 5~~ o f true and f air v a l ue . The a ctua l 1965

distribution f ormula u t il ized t he as sessed valuation deter­

mined by t h e c o un t y asse ssors as shown i n Appendix E .

The mean e xpenditure per we i ghte d p upi l (M) in all

group s inc r e a s ed from approxima t e l y $ 40 .00 i n Group F t o

$2 20 .00 in Group H with an $ 84 . 0 0 ave r a ge i ncrease fo r a l l

d istricts (2 78) . Bec ause t he r e ven ue from t he r egular 14

mi l l l evy i ncreased mo r e t h a n twice the ac tua l amo unt and

because this amount i n t he distribution f ormula was d e ducted

f r om t h e guaranteed l eve l whe n de t erminin g the s t ate g r a n t t o

d is t r icts , t h e s ta te a i d de c r e a sed sha r ply . Loc a l reve nue

increased e ve n mo re s ha rply in al l specia l l e v y districts .

Th e r efore, r e ven ue avai lable fo r e xpendi tu re i nc reased and

h e n c e . the i nc rease in e xpe nd itu r e per we i ghted p up i l .

Table X i ndicates that all Groups A t hro ugh H evi ­

denced a s ign ifican tly g rea te r v a r iation in the s t a n d a r d

devia t ion o f e ducati o na l op p o r t u n i t y wh i ch means f ormul a f 1 6

produced a reduct i on in equalization o f educationa l opportu­

ni ty . Th i s r ed uc tion wa s due t o t he g rea te r dependency o n

l oca l r e venue wh ich ampl i fi ed t h e e x i st ing i nequitie s caused



•

110

by variat i o ns 10 assessment l evel p e r pupil be t wee n and

with in counties .

F o r mula f 16 wa s re j ~cted for fur t h e r cons ide r ation

bec a use it decrea sed rather than i ncrea sed the e qua l i zation

o f education a l op p o r t un i t y .

Formul a £ 17 - Formul a £1 7 de t e rm i ned t he e x penditure

pe r weighted pupil in each s choo l district when t h e g ua ra n -

teed s upport leve l (u) had t o be determined, when the t otal

s ta t e c ontribut i on t o all school d i s t r icts (A) wa s maintained

at the actual 1965-66 l e ve l , a nd when 85% of Public Law 8 74
,

( Ri Z) funds was reduced from the gua ranteed s up por t level in

determining the s t a t e grant per distric t . (The 1965 distri -

but i on formu l a deducted 4~6 o f Publ i c Law 874 funds from t h e

gua r a n t e e d s upport leve l in determining t h e state grant per

district .)

Th e mean e xpenditure per we i gh t e d pupi l (M) 1 0 al l

d i s trict gro ups decreased between $4 . 00 a n d $ 8 400 f or those

di s tric ts c o l lecti ng Publi c Law 874 funds t he state support

r eve nue decrea sed 4 Conversely , t hose districts not c o l l e ct-

ing t h ese f unds r e ceived more s t a t e suppor t . However , t h e

t otal funds available f or e xpenditure by a l l districts

d e creased because most dist ricts not r ece iving s ome Pu bl i c

Law 874 fund s were the smaller districts 4 The decre ase i n

r e v e n ue i n the larger districts , there f ore , o f f s e t t h e ga i ns

o f the s mal le r di stricts.
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As a result o f formula £17 app l ication , o n l y Group 0

s howed a signi fi can t v a riati o n ~n the standard dev ia tion o f

e d uc ational op po rtun i t y a t t he . 0 5 l e vel of confide nce

Varia t i on 10 a ll othe r gro ups was n o t s i gni f i c an t. The

va r iatio n 10 Group 0, a lthough d irected t owa rd g r e a ter equal -

iza t i o n o f educational op p o r t un i t y ; wa s not su f ficient ly c on -

elusive t o c o n s i der the r esul t s f urthe r . Of t he t we nty

poss ible g roups where s ign i f icance cou ld o cc u r in Tabl e X, it

occur red in o n ly two group s (Group 0 i n a l l d i stric ts a nd

Group D in c omplete p rog r am d is t r i c ts ) . Two o f twenty

po ssibi liti e s o r 10% c ould occ ur by c hance . Therefore, £o r-

mu la £1 7 wa s re j e cte d for fur t he r c o nsiderat ion .

Fo rmu l a £lS . Formula f18 de termin e d the e xpe ndi ture

per weighted p upil in e a ch s c hoo l dis tr ict wh e n the gua r a n -

teed s uppo r t level (u) h a d t o be determined , whe n t he to ta l

s ta te c ont ributi on t o a l l schoo l d is tr ict s (A ) wa s mainta ine d

at t h e ac tu a l 1965-66 l e ve l , a nd when 85% o f F e d eral F o r e s t
,

fu nd s (Ri3) was r ed uced fro m t h e guaran teed support level in

de termining the state g rant pe r d istr ict . (The 1965 d i stri -

bution fo rmula deducted 4~~ o f F e d e r a l Fo r e s t funds from the

guaranteed suppor t l e v el in dete rmin ing t h e state grant per

d i s tri c t . )

The me a n e xpe nd i t u re per we i ghted pup i l (M) ~n t he

Groups B t h rough H tended t o dec rea ae more as the di strict

size dimin ished; Group B dis tricts reduced appro ximately
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$ 1 .00 p e r we i ghte d pupi l and Gr oup H d istricts r ed uc ed

app roxima te ly $ 12 .00 per we i gh t e d pupi l . Group A dist r i cts'

(a l l 278 d i str ic ts) me a n expe nditu re per wei gh t ed pup il

d e c r eas ed a pp rox i mate l y $ 6 .00.

As a r esult of f ormula f18' Groups A, B, F and H were

f o und t o v a ry s i gn i fica n tly a s s hown i n Table X. Gro ups A ,

F and H r e fl e c t ed g rea te r equ a li zation o f e d uca t i o na l op po r -

t uni t y while Gr oup B re flected les s equalization . The

r e sul t s der i ve d from f o rmula £18 we r e r ele v ant t o the s tudy

and will be pursued in g rea t e r de p t h lat e r in t h is chapter .

Formu l a f1 9 " Formula f 19 determined the e xpend i t ure

per weighte d pupi l i n e a ch schoo l district when the g uar a n-

t e e d support l e vel (u ) h ad t o be determine d. whe n the to t al

s ta t e c o ntribut i o n t o all s choo l districts (A) wa s ma int a i ne d

a t t h e ac tua l 1 9 65- 66 l e ve l , a nd when 8 5% o f Public La w 874
, ,

( Ri 2) fund s a nd 85% o f F e deral Forest fu nd s ( Ri 3 ) wa s

r e duced f r om the g ua r a n teed s uppor t level i n dete rmi ning t he

s ta t e g r ant per district .

Fo r mul a f 19 r eflected the combi n ed re s ul t s o f f ormul a

£ 17 a nd f 18 · The var i a t i o n i n the s tandard deviation o f

e d ucati ona l o p p o r t un i t y was s i gn ificant i n Groups A, D, E , F

a nd H a nd ind i c ate d g r ea te r equa liza t i o n of ed uc a tio nal

o pp o r t un i t y . As a r e s ul t , f o rmula f 1 9 wi l l be r evie we d ~n

g re a t e r dept h l ate r i n this c hapte r .
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Formula £ 20 - Formula £2 0 determin e d the expe nditure

per weighte d pup il in each scho ol dist rict wh e n the guaran ­

t e e d s up po rt l e ve l (u ) was d o ub led to $610 .00 , whe n t he total

sta t e cont r ibu t i o n t o a l l school d istricts (A) h a d t o be

d etermined, and when a l l special l e v i e s (ri - r ) we r e e l i mi­

nated.

Th e mean expenditure per weighted pupi l (M) varied

be t wee n a n inc r ease of $ 260 . 0 0 t o $285. 00 in a l l g roups

e xcep t Group B wh ich increase d on ly $ 198 .00 . The s ma ller

increase in Gr o up B was due mainly to the fact th e l a r ge r

distric ts were more depen d e n t upon s pec ial l e v i e s wh ich, when

e limina ted by £ 20 ' c a u s e d the e x pen d itu r e l e vel to decrease.

As a r e s u lt o f f o rmula £ 20 . Groups At a, F a nd H were

f oun d t o v a ry s i gnificantly a s shown in Ta ble X. Groups A ,

F a nd H r eflected g reate r equal iza t i on o f educat ional o ppor­

t un ity while Group B reflected l e s s equal ization. Th e

r e s ults deri ve d from f ormu la £ 20 were r e levant to th e s tudy

and wil l be pursue d in grea te r d epth l a t e r i n this c hapter .

Formul a f 2l ' F ormula f 2l d e termined the e x pe nd iture

p e r we i gh t e d pup i l i n each scho o l d i s t r i c t when the gua ran ­

teed support level (u ) was inc r ease d by 50% to $457 .50 . when

t h e t o t a l s ta te c o n t r i b u t ion t o a l l s chool districts (A) had

to be de termined a nd when spe c i al l e v i e s remained as ac tually

a ppro ved f a r t he 196 5- 66 s chool ye a r .

Th r o ugh t he a ppl icat i o n o f f ormu la f 21• the me an
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expenditure pe r we i gh ted p upi l (M) increased i n all Gr oups by

e xact ly $152 .50 . Within each g r oup , each school d i st r i c t' s

revenue increased by this s ame amount . Consequently , a per­

f e ct coe f f i cient o f c o r r e l a t i o n resulted (1 .00) and the

t -test equaled zero. There f ore , formu la £ 21 was rejected f or

i t c aus e d n o i ncrease or dec rease i n t he equal iza t ion of

educa t i o n a l oppo r tun i t y .

F ormula £2 20 F ormul a £ 22 determined the e xp e nd i t u r e

per weig h t e d pup i l i n e ach s c h ool district wh en all f a c t or s

we re held con stant e x cep t t h e specia l le\~ ( ri-r) which wa s

increased by 5 ~.

The me a n e x penditu re p e r we i ghted pupil (M) 1n a ll

g roup s i nc r e a sed with the leas t i nc r e a s e , app roximat ely

$9 .00 , occurring i n Group E a nd t h e g rea te s t ~ncrea se ,

app r o x ima te l y $30.00 , occurring in Gr o up B. The largest a nd

smallest districts' expenditu r es i nc re a s ed the mo st when

fo rmu la £ 22 was ut i l i zed , which sugges t s t h e s e districts

d e pended more heavily o n s pecia l l e v i es as a means of obtain­

i n g r e v enue.

Al l g r oup s e xpe r ienced a signifi c an t variatio n in the

standard deviation o f educational opportunity . In e a c h

g r oup , the stand ard deviation was greater than f l and

r e f l e c t ed a decrease i n equalization o f e d uc ati o nal opportu­

n i t y . The r e fo r e, formula f22 was re jected for f ur t her con ­

s i de ration.
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Fo rmu l a £23 ' Fo rmula £ 23 de t e r mined t he numbe r o f

mills required in special l evy s choo l d istricts, whe n t h e

g ua r a n t eed suppo r t l evel ( u ) wa s i n c re a s e d b y 50% to $4 5 7. 50 ,

when the t otal state contribution to all s c h o o l d istric ts (A )

had t o be determined , a nd when t he e x pe nd i t u r e per weighte d

pupi l in each dis trict (Ei) was held c onsta n t . The v a r i a t i o n

•
i n the s tandard deviatio n o f spe cia l l evy mill s wa s compa red

with £1 to d e te rmi ne t he significance of t h e var i a t ion .

No standard devi ati o n o r t -tes t r e s ults were e vident

due t o the applicatio n of formu l a £23' be c ause wi t h the

app l ication o f 1 . 5 ~ a n d the holding of the pe r weighted

p up i l e xpenditure at the £1 l e v e l, al l spec i a l l evie s were

elimin ated . Th i s f a m uia demonstrated how, through t he

application of a suff i ciently l arge guaran teed support l e vel ,

specia l l e v i e s can be eliminated a nd the same program s p r o ­

v ided by l oc al districts.

Be c ause f ormula f 2 3 was n ot des igned t o measure t h e

di f f e r e nc e i n e d ucationa l opportuni t y , it was not i ntended

t o be c onsidered fur ther in t h e s tudy .

Fo rm u l a f 24- Formula f 24 de te rmined the e xpenditure

per we ighted p upil in each schoo l district when the g ua r a n ­

teed support l e vel ( u) h a d to be dete rmined, when t h e t o t a l

state contribut i o n t o a l l sch o o l districts (A) wa s maintain e d

a t the actual 1 965- 66 l eve l , when t he assessed v alua tion (C i )

wa s a djusted t o 5 0% o f t r ue a n d f ai~ v a l ue , and when the
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r egu la r 14 mil l l e vy ( r) wa s red u ced t o 7 mi ll s.

The mean expenditure p e r weighted pupil (M) inc r e a s e d

fr om $44 . 0 0 in Group E t o $ 187 .00 in Group H wi th t he ave ra ge

o f all groups (Group A) increasing $ 7 2. 00 . Gro up B i nc r eased

$103 .00 . From these increases. it was evident that the l arge

districts and s ome very small di s tricts , be in g more dependen t

upon s p e c i a l levies or ve ry sensitive to increased assessed

valuation , r e ceived a substantial increase i n rev enue from

f ormula £24 " With the assessed v a l ue increased to 5 0% and

t he regular milla ge r e duc e d by 5 0%, distric t s did derive more

funds from the r e g ular levy, especially those districts where

t he assessed va l uat i o n was l e ss than 25% o f true and fair

v a l ue . (Many small districts received more t han the guaran­

teed support level) . These funds were deducted from t h e

guaranteed support level , and wou ld mean that without a

specia l l e vy a nd without a relatively h i gh assessed valua tion

p er p up i l, dis tricts would maintai n a bo u t the same l e ve l of

revenue as in f ormu la fl . Howe ver, for special levy dis ­

tricts , the reven ue would i ncrease (d ue to the increased

asse s s me n t) two to three t imes, depending upon the c ounty

assessment ratio.

Because the special levy i n f l ue n c e d t h e r evenue f o r

expenditure ~n f 24 , al l g roup s evid~nced a s i g n i f i can t var~a­

t ion in t h e standard deviation of e d u c a t i o n a l oppo rtu n i ty a s

shown in Ta b l e X. The standard deviation wa s g r e a t e r due t o
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the amplific a tion of the previously referred t o inequitie s o f

s pec i a l l e v y and hence , the equalization o f educational

oppor t uni ty decreased . Therefore, f ormula £24 wa s rejected

fo r further conside rati on .

Formula £25 0 Formula £25 determined t he e xpenditure

pe r weighted pupil in each s chool dis tr i ct wh en the guaran -

•
t e e d suppor t level (u) wa s held c on s t ant at $305 .00 a nd wh e n

the special levy (rl-r) wa s reduced by 50%.

Th e mean e xpendi tu re pe r weigh ted pupi l (M) decreased

from $8 .00 i n Group E t o $30.00 in Gr o up Band $1 6 .00 i n

Groups C and H. Again , the districts with special l evies

were i n f luen ced t he g reatest by f ormula £25" Groups A, C, F

and H indic a ted a s i gnificant variation i n the s t a ndard

devia t ion o f e ducationa l o pp o r t un i t y as s hown in Ta ble X.

The standard deviati o n wa s r educed and hence, the equaliza ­

tion o f e d uca t iona l o pportun i t y increa sed. Therefore ,

f o rmula f
2 5

wa s relevan t to t he study a n d will be considered

i n greater depth later in this chap ter .

Formu l a f 26 0 Formu l a f26 determine d the e xpend iture

per we i ght e d p up i l in eac h s c hoo l d i s t r ic t wh en the guar a n ­

teed suppor t l evel (u) h a d to be de t e rmined , whe n t h e total

state cont r ibution t o a l l school dis tricts (A) was ma i n t a ine d

a t the a ctual 1965-66 level . when t h e assessed valuation (ei )

wa s adj us ted to 50% o f t r ue a nd f ai r va lue . a nd when the
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spe c ial l e v y (ri-r) wa s redu ced by 50% .

The mean e x penditure per we i gh t e d pupil (M) i nc reas ed

~n a l l groups f rom a mi nimum of $87 .00 i n Group C to a maXl ­

mum o f $506 . 00 i n Gro up H wi t h a n overal l ave rage 1n Group H

o f $1 66 . 00. He r e agai n , specia l l e v i e s i nf luenced the

results SUb stant ia l l y a l though the re sults were a l s o i n £1u-
•

e nce d in th e r e gu la r and speci a l levie s by the increase in

asse s s ed va luation . The incr e a s e i n t he assessed valuation

o f 2 t o 3 t imes . de pending upon t h e c o un t y a s s e s smen t r a tio ,

rai sed t he revenue i n s ome distric t s , partic ularly the

sma l ler one s , to the p o int where n o state aid was r e c e i ved .

Group s A, C, D, F , G a n d H indic ated a s ign i f ican t

variation in the s t anda rd deviation o f e duc a t iona l opp ort u ­

n i ty a s shown i n Table X. The increase in s t andard deviation

indicated a reduct ion i n t h e equa l izat i on o f e d ucation a l

oppor t un i ty . Therefo r e, f 26 was r eje cted f o r furth e r c on ­

sideration .

Formula £2 7 " Formu l a £27 determine d the num be r of

mil ls r equired in s pec i a l l e v y d i s tr icts when t he gua ran teed

s upport level (u) had t o be de t ermine d , whe n the t otal s t ate

con tri bu t ion to a l l s c h ool d i s t r ic ts (A) was maintained at

the a ctual 1 965- 66 level , when the a ssess e d valuation (e i)

wa s i ncreased to 5~/o o f true and f air value a n d wh en t h e

e xpe nd itu r e pe r weighted pupi l wa s hel d constant a t the £1

l evel . The v a r i a t i o n i n the standurd deviation of specia l
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l e vy mi lls was comp a r e d wi t h £1 to de t e rmi ne t h e signif icanc e

of the variation .

The s e l e vie s we r e r e d uc e d s u f f ici e n t ly t o c a use a

s ign i f i c a n t r e d ucti on ~n t he s tanda r d deviat ion o f t h e me a n

o f the specia l levies 1 0 Gr o up s A, C a n d D. Al though t hese

res u l t s d o not deal wi th t he e xp e n d i t u r e p e r we i gh t e d pupil

t h e y wil l be b rie fly discussed l a t e r i n thi s c h a p t e r .

Formula £28- Formula £28 determined the expenditure

per weight ed p up i l i n each s chool dis trict when the g ua ran­

t e ed support l e ve l (u ) was held c o nstant , wh en the t ota l

state c ontribu t i on t o al l school districts (A) had t o be

d e te rmi ned , wh e n the a sse ssed v a l ua t i o n (ei ) wa s i ncrea sed t o

50% o f true a n d f air v a l ue , and when ~he special l evy (ri-r)

wa s reduced by 5~~ .

The mean expend i ture per weighted pupi l (M) i n al l

g roup s increased wi th t h e l e a st increase, approximate ly

$19 .00 , o c c u r r i n g i n Group C a n d the greatest i n c r e a s e ,

a p p rox i ma t e l y $171. 0 0 , oc c u r r i n g in Group H with the incre a s e

f or a ll groups c omb i ned being $57.00 as shown in Table X.

A signi f i c an t ly lar ge v a r iation i n e d ucat i on a l oppor­

tunity was f o und. Therefore, f ormula f2 8 wa s rejec ted from

f urthe r c onsiderati on . Here a g a i n , the a s sessmen t l e ve l

i nflue nc e d t he regular l e vy a n d the r emaining s pecia l l e vy to

t he point where the i n e q u i t ie s o f assessmen t s t i l l caused

s i gn i f i cantly large v a r i a t i on s .
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Formula £2 9. F o rmula f 29 de termine d the number o f

mi lls required 1 n special l evy di stricts when the g ua ranteed

support level (u) was h e l d const a n t , when the total state

c o n t r i b ut i on t o a l l s chool distric ts (A) had t o be deter­

mined, when the a ssessed v aluation (e i) was incre a s ed t o 50%

o f t rue and fa i r v a l ue , a n d when the expenditure pe r weigh t e d

• pupi l (Ei) was held constant at the £1 l evel . The vari ati on

in t h e standard deviation of s p e c i a l levy mill s wa s compared

wi th £1 to determi ne the sign i f i cance o f the v a r i a t i on .

As i n formula £27' the l e vie s we r e r e d uc e d sufficien t ly

t o cause a significan t r e d uc t i on i n the s tandard deviat ion o f

the mean o f t he special levies in all Groups that sti ll have

special l e v i e s after they are reduced. Fo rmu l a f2 9 will be

briefly d i s c u s s e d later in t h i s chapter.

Formul a f3 0 . Formula £30 dete rmin e d the e xpenditu re

pe r weigh t ed pupi l i n e ach s choo l district whe n t he guaran­

t e e d support leve l ( u ) was increased t o $389 .50 , the amount

necessary t o eliminate al l but 10% o f the s pecia l l e vie s ,

when th e t otal state con t r i b u t i o n to all s choo l districts (A)

h a d t o be determined , and when the specia l l ev i es in the

rema1 n1ng 10% o f the d istricts were r educed by $ 84 . 50 pe r

pupi l , the amo unt a d d e d to the $305.00 ~ 1n f l o

Th e mean expenditure per we i ghte d p up i l in all gro ups

var i e d from a reduc tion of $ 26 . 00 i n Gr oup B t o a n a d d i t i o n

o f $3 .00 i n Group F with the a ve rage reduction f or a ll
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distric ts being $16 .00 . A s i g n i f i can t variati on at the . 0 1

con f i d e n c e l e vel was f o un d in Gro up s A. C , D, P , G a nd H w i t.n

Groups A, D, F a nd H showing a reduction i n s tandard devia­

tion varia nce a nd with C, F a nd G showi n g a n i ncre a s e as

indicated i n Ta ble X.

Be c a u s e f o rmu l a £30 had c onflic ting re s ults as far
•

a s s ignificance was concerned , t he formula will be e x ami ned

fur ther l a t e r in t his c hapte r .

Ta ble VI Da t a

Table VI f o rm u l a e £ 31 th r ough £ 33 c omp rise d the thi r d

phase o f this statist ical a nalysis o f t he 1 965 Wa shington

S t a t e s chool dis tribution formu la . These f o rmulae were

designed t o a nswer t h e q ues tion , "Can the variation o f educa­

t i on a l opp ortu n ity b e r e duc e d by introducing a fa c t or fo r

l oc al e f fo r t in re l a t ion t o l o c al a b i l i ty t o p ay and by

applyi ng this fact o r in va rious p r e d e t e r mine d and specified

ways in the d i stribut i o n f ormu l a ?" Fo r r ead e r convenienc e,

Table XI summarizes the f unc t i on of each f o rmu l a £31 through

f33 . F o r a c omplete r e v i ew o f each fO l~u la, refer di rectly

t o Table VI .

Ta ble XII shows t he f o rmulae wh i c h cause a significant

vari a t ion in the standar d de v i a t ion o f educa t iona l oppor t u ­

nity when compared wi t h £ 31. Aster i sks used i n Table XII

indicate t he same r esults a s those u s e d i n Tabl e VI I I and
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TABLE XI

IDENTIFICATION OF FORMULAE £ 31 THROUGH £ 3 3 ' TABLE VI

Formula Conten t*

Gua r a nte e d s upport level (u) increa s ed $100 . 0 0

Guarant eed support level (u ) increased $5 0 .00 .
matching funds (u l

) i nc r e a s e d e quiva lent of
SSO.OO per weighted p upil i n a l l di stricts .
and t ota l state s up p o r t (A) he ld at £31
level

Guaranteed s upport level (u ) i nc re a sed $ 70 .00 ,
matchin g funds (u ') increased equivalent of
$30 .00 per weighted p upil i n a l l districts,
a nd t ota l stat e supp ort (A) held at £31
l e vel

*Fo rrnu lae £31 t hro ugh £33 v a ry from fo rmula fl- the actual

19 65 - 66 s choo l y e a r d istribution f ormula , as indicated .



123

T.... BL E XII

SIGNIFIC ANT VA RIAT ION IN EOUCAT IONAL OP POR tU NITY
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described p reviou sly ~n th is c hapte r .

Formu l a £310 Formu la £31 represen t e d t he a c tual

r e venue a nd expend i t u r e of funds per weigh t e d pup i l i n each

d istrict during the 1 96 5- 66 school year plus addi t iona l s tate

mone y 10 th e amount of $100 . 0 0 per we i ghte d p up i l (u

= $ 40 5 . 0 0 ) . As proved in formu la £21 1 adding a dd i t ion a l

g uaran t eed s upport f u nd s d i d not a l ter t he orde r of dis-

tricts. Conse q uen tly, £31 cor related pe rfectly wi th fl o

Therefo r e, £ 32 a nd £33 could be t e ste d a gainst £ 310

Formula £3 2" Formula £32 dete rmined t he expenditure

per weighted pup i l i n e ach s chool district wh e n the guaran-

t e ed suppo rt l e vel (u) was increased $50. 00 pe r we i ghted

p upil (u = $ 355. 0 0 ), when t he equivalent o f $ 50. 0 0 pe r

weighted p up i l wa s allocated f or s pec ia l l e vy matching pur-

•p ose s (u ) , and whe n the t otal state support (A) was held

con s tan t at the f 31 l e vel.

Appl i c a tion o f f ormula f 3 2 a l te r e d t h e mean e xpe ndi ­

ture pe r we ighted pupil (M) fr om a $6 .00 i nc rease i n Group B

t o a $ 27 .00 decrease in Group A. All g roup s e xcept B and H

experienc ed a s i gn i f i c a n t ly increased variatio n in the stan-

dard dev iation o f educ a tional opport un i ty as i ndicated 1n

Table XII . I n Group s B and H, the r e wa s n o s ignifi c ant

difference .

The r e s ul t from the ap p licat ion o f f o rmula £32 was a
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dec r ease i n t he e qua lization of edu c ationa l opportuni ty a n d ,

therefore , t he formu la wa s rejec ted from further c o n s i d e r a ­

tion.

Formula £ 3 3 0 Formu la £ 3 3 determin e d the e xpenditure

p e r weighte d pupi l in e ach schoo l d istr ict wh e n t he gua ran ­

teed support l e vel (u ) wa s inc r e a s e d $ 70 .00 per we i ghted

pupi l (u = $ 37 5. 00 ), when the equiva l e nt of $30 .00 per

we i gh t e d pupil wa s a l locat e d f or s pecial levy matching pur ­

poses (u ') , a nd when the t o t al s tate s upp o r t (A) wa s h e l d

constant a t t h e £ 31 level .

Appl i cati on o f fo rmu la £33 a l t ered the mean expe n d i ­

t ure pe r weigh t e d pup i l (M) from a $4. 0 0 inc r e a se in Gr oup B

t o a $16. 0 0 dec rea se i n Group A. All groups e xcep t B a nd H

experien ced a significan t l y increased var i ation in t he stan ­

dard dev iation o f educationa l oppor t uni t y as i ndicated ~n

Ta ble XI I . I n Groups B and H, there wa s no significant

d i f ference .

Th e re s ul t from t h e applica t ion of formu la £33 was a

d e c re a s e i n t h e e qua l i zation of e duca t iona l opportun i t y a nd ,

there f o r e, t he fo rmula wa s r e j e c t ed f r om f urther consi de ra­

t ion . Alth o ugh fo rmu l ae f 3 l t h rough f 3 3 we r e r e j e c t e d for

f u rth e r consideration , t he concep t o f t he s tate matching

e xcess mil l l e v i e s will be di s cus s e d l a t e r in this chapter .
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I I. P r e s e nti ng and Inte r p retin g F i nd i n g s

On l y f ormu l a e wh ich signi fi cantly produce g reate r

e qua l i z a t ion o f educat ional opportuni ty or which do not

produce s i g ni f i c a n t result s but which con t ribu te t o the

interpretation o f those formu la which were signif i cant are

prese n t ed and interpreted i n dept h i n the rema i nder o f th is

chapter. Those formulae include £3 ' £4 ' £5 _ £6 ' £9 ' flO'

fll' f1 2' f14 and f l S in Table II. f l B' f1 9' f 20, f 2S ' f 27 •

£29 and £ 30 i n Ta ble V. The c oncept s e t f orth i n Table VI

will a l so be discussed . All other formulae eithe r produced

n o s ignif i c a n t di f f e ren c e , a significant differenc e i n the

direction o f less equalization of educational opportunity, o r

did not contribute t o the interpretation and therefore were

r ej e cted from f urther consideration and discussion.

Table II Formulae

Ta ble II f ormulae which s ignificantly produced g rea ter

equalization o f educ ational opportun ity alter the 1 965 dis­

tribution f ormula o n ly to the extent that a specific f a ctor

was d e leted f rom the distribution formula wh i l e the tota l

state a i d t o all distri c ts wa s maintained at the actual l e vel

f o r the 1965- 66 s c h ool yea r . By holding the t o t al s t a t e aid

(A) constan t , the gua r a nte e d s upport leve l (u) wa s r e c omp u t e d

whi ch in t urn a ffected the expenditure per we i ghted pupil i n

e ach district.
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To better understand the e ffe c t o f dele t ing f acto r s

f rom t he 1965 s tate distribution formu la , a rev~ew of the

fo rmu la i s he l p f u l . The f o rmula for t otal s t a t e g rants-in-

aid f ol l ows :

•
k

A - L
1=1

k

L
i=1

( uN . - re · -, .i.

6
L
j=l

,
R· · +
'J

6
:c
j - 1

s )
'J

whe re A i s the t o t al grants - i n-aid paid by t he state to a l l

d i stricts; Ai i s the s tate grants- i n-aid distributed to a

given di strict inc luding flat gran ts and equalization grants;

u i s the gua ranteed support leve l ; Ni i s the n umbe r of

we i ghte d pupi ls in a g iven di s tr i ct; r is the regular scho o l

mi llage r a t e (required mil l rate); Ci is the assessed va lue

o f a g iven d i s trict a s de t ermi ned by t he c ounty assess o r ;
,

Ri j , where j=1, . . . 6, a r e the rece ipt s from t h e fol lowing

, '
sources : Ril = 1% county r ea l estate t ransactio n t ax, Ri2

= t h at po r t ion of Public Law 8 74 f u nd s wh i c h a re req uired

. ,
deduct~ons , Ri 3 = that portion of Federal Forest funds wh i c h

are r e q u i r e d deductions , Ri4 = public u t i l i ty distric t reve-

n ue , Ris = i n-lieu-of t ax r e v en ue,

r e c e i p t s ; Sij ' where j =1, a • • 6 , are

, .
a n d Ri 6 = non-h ~ gh

o t h e r state receipt s for

spec i a l p r ogra ms from the f ol lowing s ources : S i l = handi ­

c apped p rogram , S i2 = driver educat ion , Si3 = vocationa l ­

technica l programs , Si4 = adult education , SiS = transporta ­

t ion , S i 6 = institutions; a nd k is t he number of districts in

t h e s amp l e f or any gr oup o r ca tegory .
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When t he t otal s ta t e supp o r t (A) wa s held constant .

the effect on the guaranteed suppo r t le vel (u) by d e l e tin g
,

any o ne o f the Rilg was o ppos i te t o t he e f f ect when one o f

the 8i' s was de leted . When a n Ri wa s dele t ed . d is t r icts with

r e venue f r om t his s ou rce r eceived mo r e state a i d because the

amo un t o f t h e s ourc e wa s not d e duc ted fr om t h e guara nteed

support l e v e l. Wi th more s t ate money distrib uted t o t hese

rece ivin g districts , the u had t o be r e d uc e d i n o r de r t o

ma i ntain A c on sta nt . Conversely, when a n 5 i was deleted,

districts with these s p e c i a l programs wo uld rece ive l ess

state money and th e I I would rise t o uti lize all t he s tate

grant .

Ta ble XIII c omp ares t h e guaranteed support l e vel

between significan t f o rmula e in Table II in a l l groups. The

Ta ble shows t he si tuation desc ribed above in that f 6 repre-
,

s e n t s RiS (i n-lieu -of tax revenue ). In t his case l t he ~ is

lower than £1 except in Group H. The rema ining formulae

r epresent the Si (special program s) . I n these formula e , u 1S

greater t han o r equa l t o ~ i n fl . One e xcepti o n under f 6 i s

noted . The exc eption 1 S in the Group H districts which are

al l , except o ne , eleme ntary districts. Al l base line data

f r om the o f fic e o f the S t a t e Superin t e ndent were proce s sed 1 n

precisely the same manner . Yet , the exce ption exi s t s in

Group H. Th i s e xc e p t i o n can not be i n terpre t ed from a vail-

a b l e d a ta .
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TABLE XI II

COMPARISON OF GUARANTEED SUPPORT LEVEL BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT

FORMULAE IN TABLE I I IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORI ES

Gro up Gua ranteed S upport Le v e l

£1 £6 £9 £10 £11 £12 £14 £1 5

Al l Dis t ricts

A 305 .00 304.81 316 .80 306 .19 312 . 24 306 . 03 307 . 0 9 34 2 .27

B 305.00 304 . 4 9 319 . 19 306. 12 319.42 306 . 13 305 . 52 344 . 0 7

C 305 .00 304 .77 316 .87 306.02 308 .82 306. 18 30 5. 00 336 . 36

D 305 .00 304 .98 314. 35 306 . 28 305 .00 305. 75 306.1 2 337 . 8 3
•

306 .02 305.37 315 . 90 349 .3 6E 305 .00 304. 96 312. 4 8 305 .00

F I 305 .00 304 . 92 312 .68 305 .94 305 .00 305 . 30 307. 62 34 7 .85

G I 305. 00 304 .71 313.08 30 5 . 00 305 .00 30 5 . 00 305 .00 34 4 .37,

H I 305 . 00 334.33 341. 95 334.33 334 .33 334 .3 3 334 .33 403. 92,
Non-high ,

School ,,,
I

A , 305. 00 30 9 . 17 319 .25 309 . 39 309 .2 9 309 .32 309. 29 35 3 .90I
F 305. 00 304. 90 314 . 57 305 .26 305 . 00 30 5 .07 305.00 34 7 .74,

,

,...
'"'"



TABLE XIII (cont i nued )

•

c:

Group Guarante ed Support Le ve l

£1 £6 £9 £10 £11 £12 £14 £15

G 305. 00 304. 54 315.30 30 5 .00 305 .00 30 5 . 00 305 .00 34 7 . 88

H 305 .00 332 . 51 340.21 332 .51 33 2 . 51 332 .51 332 .51 4 0 3. 3 3

Compl e t e
Program

A 305 . 00 304 . 72 316 . 75 306.13 31 2. 30 305 .96 307 .05 342 . 02

B 305 .00 304.4 9 319 .19 306 . 12 319.42 306 .13 305 .52 344 . 07

C 30 5 . 00 304 . 77 316 . 87 306. 0 2 308 . 82 306 . 18 305 .00 336 . 36

D 305. 00 304. 98 314.29 306 .31 305 . 00 305 .76 306 . 15 3 37 . 78

E 305. 00 304. 96 312.42 306 .04 305. 00 30 5 . 38 316 . 1 5 34 9 . 70

F 30 5 .00 304. 92 312.45 306.02 305.00 305. 33 307 .94 347 .86

G 305 . 00 305 .00 309.31 305. 00 305 .00 305 .00 305 .00 338 . 42

...
w
o
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TABLE XI V

COMPARISON OF MEAN EXPENDI TURE PER WEI GHTED PUPIL BETWEEN SI GNIF I CANT

FORMULAE IN TABLE II IN ALL GRO UPS AND CATEGORIES

, Gro up Me a n Expend i t ure Per We i gh t e d Pupi l,,

f 1 f 6 f 9 flO f ll f 12 f 14
! f 15

Al l Di s trict s

A 417 . 71 417 .62 421. 12 417. 9 7 424 .07 4 18 . 31 417 .02 413 .52

B 449 .52 449 . 46 450 . 44 449. 29 45 3. 67 44 9 . 47 449. 61 452. 61

C 4 15 . 70 415 . 71 4 15 . 95 4 15. 48 4 15 . 72 415.7 3 4 15 . 70 416. 02

D 387 . 15 387. 15 38 7. 14 386 .86 387 . 15 387 .0 5 386 .78 386 . 24

E 396 . 78 396.79 396 .93 396 . 52 396. 78 396.76 395 . 59 395 .32

F 415 . 59 4 15 .63 4 15 . 69 415 . 50 4 15 . 59 4 15 .64 416 .01 4 15. 75

G 396 . 09 396 .06 395 .69 396 .09 396 .09 396 .09 396 .09 398 . 87

H 465 .63 492 .40 493. 31 492 . 40 4 92 .40 492. 40 492 . 4 0 503 . 90

Non - high
Schoo l I

I
A 4 31. 54 4 35 . 62 437 . 47 4 35. 68 4 35. 6 3 4 35 .65 4 35 . 6 3 4 33. 00 :

I
I

F 399 . 4 2 399 . 52 399 .07 399 . 42 399 . 4 2 399 . 44 399 . 42 397. 50 .

,...
w
N
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The ~ncrease was n o t la r ge, f ur the tota l f unds d istr i buted

f or t he handicappe d program we re not larg e by compa r i son wi t h

t he total state funds granted for a l l pro g rams .

In t e r p re ting the resu lts o f f ormula £9 i ndica ted that

t he p r esen t state distr ibution f ormula wa s fu lfilling t he j ob

fo r wh i c h i t was i n t ende d . Th e hand icapped p r ogram is a
•

spe cia l program of f e r e d by ce r tai n distric ts f or students

requ l r lng t hese serVlces . Some d i s tr i c t s o f f e r their pro­

g r ams f o r neigh boring distri cts . Ha ndic a p p e d programs are

more expensive to ope r a t e a nd for thi s r e a s on s tudents

attendi ng these c l asses a re we i ghte d more than those in

r e g ular classes . Wi th additional state f und s offe red t o

hand i c apped pro g r am d i s t r icts , it wa s a s s ume d that the varia ­

t i on in expenditure per weighted p upil shou l d be g reat e r .

Formula f 9 veri f ied this ass umpt ion . By removi ng t he hand i ­

c a ppe d fund s from the distributi on f ormula , l e s s var ia t ion ~ n

t he s t andard deviation of e x penditure per weighted pupi l

(grea t e r e qua l i zation o f educa t iona l o pportuni t y) resu lted .

Although sign i f icance wa s i nd ica t ed in g roups of va r y i ng

sizes , the l a r ge r d ist r icts in Groups B a nd C exercised the

g r e a t e r inf l uence ove r Group A as noted in the Complete Pro­

gram category . This too was e xpected . since the larger

districts tended t o o f fe r more handicapped programs t o more

s t ud e n t s .

Fo rmu l a f lO ' Formu l a fl O' where dr i ver e duc a t i o n
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p r og ram f unds we r e de l eted from the s t a te distri b u t i on f o r­

mula , produced s igni f ica n t l y le s s va riatio n in t h e standard

deviati on o f educa t ional opportun ity i n Groups B a n d H.

For r e a s ons e sta blished i n t he di scussion of f o rmu l a

£9 ' it would be expected that f lO wo uld p roduce a s i gnific an t

d i f f e r e n c e in more g r ou ps . Driver educatio n , h owe ve r , is a

r e l a t i v e ly new program a n d was not o f f e red in many districts

in t h e 1 96 5- 6 6 s chool year. Those di stricts offe r i ng i t

o f f e r e d a re lat ive l y mode st pro gram . Con s e q uently. in most

g r o up s , the remov al o f these f unds f rom sta te supp ort d i d no t

a p preciably a l te r t he me a n e xp e n d i t u r e p e r weighted pupil o r

t he g u a r an t eed sup p ort l e v e l a s shown in Ta bles XI V a nd XIII

respectiv e l y . Therefore, t h e va r iation wa s no t s i gnificant .

I n Group B, h owever , larger driver e ducation p r ograms were

o f f e r e d an d t h eir removal from state support had the same

i mp a c t on Group B a s d i s cus s e d i n f ormula f 9 .

Fo rmu l a fl l . F o rmu l a f l l , where v o c a tional-te chnic al

f unds were delete d f r om the state d istribut i on f ormula , p r o­

d uced the same r esu l t as f lO . Gro up B distr i cts aga i n

re f l e cte d s i gn i f i c a n t l y le s s v a r i a t ion i n t h e standard devia ­

tio n o f expend i t ure per weigh ted p upil . Th e i n f l uence of

Gr oup B t ended t o a f fe c t Group A a n d made a s ignif i cant

v a r i a t i o n , a l so . Th e s e resu l t s ind icate d Group B dis tricts

a s a wh o l e o ffered more vo ca t i o n a l - t e c h n ica l prog rams than

other gr oup s o f d is t r i c ts as a wh o l e .
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Formu l a £12 - Formula f 1 2 1 wh e r e adult educat ion funds

were delete d fr om t he state d istribution formula , ind i c ate d a

ten dency to reduce t he variation in the standard deviation of

e duc a t iona l op por tunity s ignificantly . I n t hi s i ns t a nce , t he

tendenc y originated from the Group F dis t r i c t s. The in flu­

e n c e o f Group F wa s not su ff icien t l y great to affect Group A

sign if i cantly. Other g roups , a s s hown in Tabl e XV , evidenced

a r educt i on 10 sta ndard deviation but n ot enough to make a

signif i can t difference .

Formu l a £14 ' Fo rmula £14 el iminated state support o f

f unds f o r ins titu tion s a nd oth e r s ta t e r e c e i p t s. As a r e s u l t

o f £14 a pplication , a significant variation in the standard

deviation o f educatio nal oppor t un i t y was n o ted in Group s B, E

and H. Whe n non-high schoo l d istricts were eliminated , the

s ignificance wa s al s o n o t ed in Gr o up A a s shown in t h e Com­

plete Program c a tegory . On l y a relati v e l y f ew dis t ric ts

rece ived fun d s f or s t affing a n d c ond ucting s ch ool programs ~n

s tate insti t ution s . Th erefore , where these pro grams did

occur , th e e liminatio n of support f un d s f o r them t en ded to

red uce t he variation i n t he s tandard deviation o f educationa l

op portun i ty .

Fo r mul a f l S . Fonnula £1 5 e l i mi n a ted co l lectively f i -om

state support a l l t h e special programs eliminate d s ingu larly

in f ormulae £ 9 th rough £14 . Due t o the i n fl ue n c e o f one
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p rogram o n the o t he r , the resu l ts of s i g n i f i c a n c e 1 n £1 5 we r e

not ne c e ssa r i l y the cumulation o f £9 t h r o ugh £1 4 . Onl y

Group s B and E s howed a significant va r i a t i on i n the Al l Di s­

t ric t c a tego ry wh i le Gr o up A wa s a lso significant i n the

• Compl e te Program category .

The purpose o f Ta b l e II f ormulae wa s t o a n s wer the

question , "Wha t factors currently utilized in t he distribu­

tio n fo rmula e xert t he greatest inf luence on t h e variati on of

e d ucation a l oppo rtun i ty among selected schoo l d istr i cts i n

Wa shington Sta t e ? " The f acto r s which , when e liminated f r om

the f ormula , c aused the greatest in fluenc e on the varia tion

i n a di rec t ion where g reater equalization o f educational

opp o r t un i t y is a chieved were: ( I) i n-lieu-of t a x r e ve n ue ,

(2) h andicappe d p rograms , ( 3) dr i ver educa t ion p rograms ,

(4) vocational-te c hn i cal programs, (5 ) adu l t educ at i on pro­

grams and (6 ) i n s t itu t i on programs. With the e xcept ion of

in-lie u-of tax revenue , these were all speci a l programs

which, when included i n the d i str ibution fo rmula , p r ovided

more categorical state aid t o s ome districts and therefore,

r e d uce d the guaranteed s upport to a l l d istr icts whe n the

tota l state a i d was held constant. Red uced ge neral s t a t e a i d

reduced t he expe ndi t ur e per weighted p upi l . Under these

c onditions , th i s xeduct.Lon in ge ne ra l aid s uppor t ed t h e

inte nt o f the 1965 d istribution fo rmu la . Special programs

c ost IDQre to op e r a t e a nd should r e c e i ve additional state
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help. Th i s spec i al a id caused g rea t e r va r i a t ion 1 0 e x pe ndi -

ture pe r weighted pupi l .

Con ve r s e l y , f o rmu lae £2_ £3 a n d £4 (1% county rea l

esta t e transaction t ax. Public Law 874 and Federal F o r e s t

funds) s h owe d a s i gn i ficantly greate r variation i n e duca-

t iona l op po r t un i t y _ Th ese r e s u l ts a l s o v e ri f i e d that t h e

1965-6 6 di s tri bu tio n f ormu la d id a ccompl i s h i t s in tent . Whe n

d i s t r i c t s d i d not, f o r example , d e d uct the r equire d portion

o f Public Law 874 f u nd s , those dist r i c t s d e r i ve d a n a dvan t a ge

ov e r o t he r dis tric t s, whi ch was ref lected i n a decrease in

the equalization o f e ducational o p po r tun i ty .

Table V Formulae

Each Table V fo rmu l a , which significantly p roduced

g r e a t e r equalization of educational opportunity, a lte r e d t he

tota l district revenue .

To better un d e rs t an d h ow variou s f ormula applica ti o n

af fect the expenditure per we i ghted pupil. the basi c fo rmula

f o r district expendi t u r e f ollows :
,

E · = A · +
~ ~

( r i - r ) Ci +
,

s ·
~

+ r e · - D·
~ ~

,
where ~n a g ive n district Ei i s the t otal e xp e n d i t u re o f

funds less expenditure s f o r transportation . l unchro om. a b a te-

ments , c ommunity s e r v ice s , and t hat port i on o f budge t

a ccounts 1300 and 14 00 no t att r ibut e d t o per p up i l c o sts as

d e te rm i n e d f r om dis t rict r e p o r t s to the State Superintenden t
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fo r t he 1965-66 sch o o l ye a r; Ai 1 5 t he s tate g r a nts-in- a id;

( ri- r ) is t he special l e v y mi l l r a t e ; Ci i s the asses sed

v alue a s de termined b y the county a s s e s s o r ; "Ri is t h e total

•

reven u e from Public La w 874 ; F i is the t otal r e v enue from
,

Federal F o r e st f und s ; 8 i i s a l l other r eve n ue s ources s u c h

as oth e r federal f und s an d other revenue as indicated ~n

budget accounts 60 , 70, 80 a n d 9 0; r is the r equi r e d mill

rate ; and Di i s a ll e x pen d i tu re s f o r tra n s p o rta t i on , l un c h -

r oom, abat e me n t s, comm un i t y service s , a nd t h a t p o r t i on o f

budge t a ccoun t s 130 0 and 1400 n o t a ttri bu t e d t o per pupi l

costs .

Educational op p o r t un i t y (expe nditure per we ighte d

pupi l) wa s determined by dividing Ei by Ni l where Ni i s the

t o tal number o f we ighted pup i ls in a give n d ist rict .

Formu l ae f18' f 1 9, £20' f 25 a n d £ 30 all indicate d

signif i cantly l e s s vari ation in th e s t andard deviation of

e x p e n d i t u r e per weighted pup il , while f o rmu lae f 27 and f2 9

indicated sign ificantly l e s s v a r ia t ion in the s t anda rd dev i a-

tion o f mil lage.

To as sist t he reade r in i n te rpre ting t he f ormula under

r eview, Tables XVI a n d XVII are presented . Ta ble XVI com-

pare s t he mean e x p e ndi ture per we i gh t e d pupil betwe e n s i gn if-

icant f ormulae i n Table V in a l l g roups a n d categorie s .

Ta b le XV! I comp a r es the standard deviation o f education al

opportun ity be t wee n sign i fican t fo rmu l ae in Ta ble V i n a ll
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TABLE XVI

COMPARI SON OF MEAN EXPENDI TURE PER WEI GHTED PUPI L BETWEEN SIGNI FI CANT

FORMULAE I N TABLE V I N ALL GROUPS AND CATEGO RIES

,
Group Mean Expe nd i t ure Per Weigh t e d Pupil

f 1 f 18 f 19 f 20 f 25 I f 30

All Dist r i c t s

A 417 .71 411. 8 5 4 06 . 17 692 . 8 2 405.13 4 01. 94

B 449 . 52 449 . 06 443. 5 3 647 . 99 419. 54 42 3 . 5 2

C 4 15 .70 414. 77 40 7 .25 689 . 11 399 .90 399 .12

D 38 7 .15 385 .87 378 .02 669 .45 375 .80 374 .24
• IE 396 .78 393.88 388 .7 9 684 .72 388 . 25 388 .6 2

I

F 4 15 . 59 407 . 90 402 .30 700. 36 405 . 48 418. 9 3

G
• 396 . 09 391 .32 38 7 .53 676 . 39 38 3 . 74 372 . 04

,

H 465. 63 453 .20 448. 57 I 724 .66 44 9. 90 44 2 . 01

No n - high ,
Schoo l I,

I

A , 431. 54 4 20. 97 416. 99 70 6. 08 4 20 . 08 405. 14I,

F I 399 . 4 2 386 . 38 382 . 40 689 .94 392 . 18 383 .24, ,

.....,
'"





TABLE XVII

COMPARISON OF STANDARD DEVI ATI ON OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNI TY BETWEEN

SI GNI FI CANT FORMULAE I N TABLE V I N ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORIES

Group Standard De v i a t i on

f 18 f 19
I

f 25 I, f 1 f 20 I f 30
• , •

Al l Di stricts •
- - -- -- -- , - -•

A 106. 08 98 .42 97.50 90 .30 97 . 0 2 82 .15
++ • ++

B 44 .63 4 5 . 08
,

39. 56 154 .29 39 . 8 6 43 . 36
- ++

C 33 .82 34 . 52 33 .94 26 .55 26 . 98 4 2. 69

I - --
0 50 .20 50 . 32 45.42 46 .84 46. 21 34 . 4 7

I -
E • 56 .08 54 . 75 51. 33 53.43 53 . 41 56 .25, - - -- -- ++
F • 88 .43 8 2 .34 81. 40 79.03 82. 76 113 .32,

•
• •, +

G 60 .28 61.94 59 . 49 56 .44 55. 59 I 68 .74,,-- -- -- -- -I
H 189. 90 17 3 . 90 174 . 14 140 . 12 171. 95

I
115 .48

Non-high ISchool
-- -- -- -- --

A 148 .29 133 . 76 133 . 48 116. 72 138. 57 89 . 39
, - -

F 47 . 72 32 . 98 32 . 4 2 49 .50 47 .4 5 19 . 59 ,,

....
~

~



TABLE XVII (cont inued)

Gro up S t anda r d De viation I
,,

f l f 18 f 19 I f 20 f 25 f 30 ,,
,

, 1
G 50 . 46 53 .69 53 . 14 39 . 88 I 41.40 55 . 45 '

I -- -- -- - -- .

180. 78 162 . 8 6 162 .85 14 1. 49 168 . 8 7
,

115 .48 :, H I,
II

I
,

Comple te ,

Program I- -- --
A 8 1. 03 78 .39 76. 8 1 75 .62 ! 71.49 80 .26 I

++ ++
B 44 . 70 4 5 . 08 39.56 154. 29 39 .86 4 3 .36

- ++
C 33 .82 34 . 52 33 . 94 26 .55 26 .98 , 42 . 69

- I --
D 50 . 79 50 . 91 45 . 95 47. 36 4 6 . 75 I 35 .28

-
E 56 . 7 3 55 .38 51. 95 54 .11 54 . 07 56 .25 I

- - - - ++
F 9 3.86 88 .04 87 .13 83 . 30 8 7. 63 119 . 84 '

++
G I: 71. 97 7 3 . 37 69 . 41 77 .28 7 3 . 07 10 5 .97

"

,.....,
vt

- Signif icantly le ss variation at . 0 5 l e vel + S ignificantly more va r i a t i on a t . 0 5 leve l

S ign i f i c ant l y l e s s v a r i a t ion a t . 0 1 l e vel ++ Signific antly more va r ia t ion at . 0 1 l e vel
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groups and categories. Whereas r e s u l t s from data f or Gr oup

H in Table II formulae are not interpretable f r om available

data , the results of Group H data in Table V f ormulae are

i nte r p r e t a b l e.

Formula f 18 " Fo rmu l a f18 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupi l in each school district when the guaran-

teed support leve l (u) h a d to be determined , when the t otal

state contribution to all s chool districts (A) was maintained

at the actual 1965-66 l e v el , and whe n 85% of Federal Forest
,

funds (Ri 3) wa s reduced from the guaranteed support l e vel ~n

determining the state grant p e r district . (Formula f l ,

r e p r ese n ting t he 1 96 5 dis tribu t ion fo rmula . d e d ucte d 40% of

Federa l Fo r es t f u n d s from t he guaranteed s upport l e vel i n

de t ermining the s t a te g r a n t per d ist r ict . )

As a result of fo rmu la f1 8 application : (a) Federal

Fore s t fu nd dis tricts rece ived less state suppor t than i n f l ,

(b) the guaran teed s upport level (u) f o r al l pupils increased

s lightly a nd (c) the mean expen d iture per we i gh t e d pup i l i n

the larger districts r emained about the same, but was reduced

i n the sma l ler distr i cts. The d e gre e to wh i ch the expendi-

ture l e v e l drops depended upon the numbe r o f Federa l Fo r e s t

fund districts having a greater number of dollars deducted

from the gua ranteed level of s tate support in re lation to the

sma l ler i ncreased in the guaranteed s tate support level.

Fo rm u l a f 18 proved t hat by r equ iring a greater
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than 40% was reduced f rom t he g ua ran t e e d support l e vel, it

affected the sma l l e r di stric ts mo re.

The f i n d i ngs o f f o rmulae £4 and f 18 coup l e d with the

findi ngs in formula e £ 3 a nd £1 7 suggested t hat a simi l ar con ­

c l u s i on may be drawn f or Pub l ic Law 874 funds. Because on ly

one group showed a signific antly g reater equalization o f

educationa l oppo rtunity in £17 it was not considered suffi-

c i e n t l y s igni f ica n t t o c onsider conclusive . Howe ve r , a trend

towa rd less variation in the s tandard deviation o f e d uca -

tional op p o r tun i t y was ind i c a t ed. Possibly by deducting a

pe rcentage other t han 85%, mo r e equal i zation of educatio nal

opportunity would result . Th i s ~ s a possibility wo rth y of

examination in a f ol l ow-up study .

Fo rmu la f19- Formula f19 determined the e xpenditure

per weigh t e d pupil i n each schoo l d is t r i ct when the guaran-

t e e d support l e v e l (u ) had t o be determi ned , whe n the tota l

state c o n t r i bu t i o n t o al l schoo l d istricts (A) wa s ma i n t a i n e d

at the actual 1 96 5-66 l evel, and when 85% of Public Law 874

• •f u n d s (RiZ ) a nd 85% o f Fede ra l Forest f und s (Ri3) were

reduced from the guaranteed support leve l i n determining the

s t a t e g rant per distri ct.

As a result of f 19 (wh ich amounts to the comb i n e d

app licat i o n o f f ormulae £17 and fI8)' Groups A, D, E, F and

H s howe d a s ignificant increase in t he equalization o f e d uca-

tional op por tun ity . These results f urther substantiate the
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a d istrict that did n o t vote a s pecia l l e vy would rece~ve a

g r e a t e r increase in per pupil expenditure t h a n a dis tri ct

that did vote a special l evy . The d i ffe r e nce in 1ncrease o f

e xpenditure per we i ghte d pupil would be equivalent t o the

number of dollars per we i g h t e d p upil voted i n t h e specia l

l e vy .

Results o f f ormula £20 were sUfficient l y c lea r to

conclude that g r e a t e r e q ual ization o f educational o ppo r t u n i t y

wo u l d t a k e place when t he g uaranteed s up p o r t l e vel was

increased t o an amount g reater than the actual mean e xpendi­

ture pe r we ighted pupi l and wh en a l l e xcess mi l l levie s were

elimi na ted .

F ormula £2 5 - F ormula £25 de t ermined t he expend itu re

per weighted p upil in e a c h sch o o l d ist ric t whe n t he guaran ­

teed support level ( u ) wa s held c onstant at $ 305 . 0 0 and when

the s pec i a l l e vy ( r i - r ) wa s r educ ed by 50%.

Group s A , C . F and H al l e xperienced s ignifica n t ly

g r eater e q ualiza ti on o f educ a t i onal oppo r tunity . Al l other

g roups e xcept Group G in t h e Comple t e Pro g r am c a t e go ry e x pe r ­

ienced a non-signif ican t r e d u c t i on i n the variation of the

standard deviation o f educational opportunity .

Resu lts f r om the appli c a tio n of f 25 i ndicated that

certa i n i nequities we r e i n h e r e nt in special levy financing.

When special levies we re reduced by half , so were the i ne q ­

u i t i e s r educed . Therefore , a greater equalizat i on o f
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$84 .50 per weighte d p upi l e xperienced an Ei 30 - Eil + (ri - r) ei i
Ni

(c) di s tr i c t s wi t h o ut specia l l e vie s experienced a n

Ei 30 = Eil + $84 .50 . The refo r e , t hose district s which made

the greatest e f f o r t e x p e r i e n c e d no i mp rove men t in exp enditure

level wh i le thos e d istricts whi c h made no effort e xperienced

th e g re a tes t improvemen t ~n expend itu r e l e ve l. Th ese changes

in e xpe nditu r e l e vel ma y h a ve be e n s Uff icient ly different t o

cause the unanticipa ted , mixed resul t s {i .e . , some g roup s and

ca tegories showed significant ly more equa lization o f e duca -

tio n al op po r t un i t y while other showed significant ly l ess } .

The number o f d i s tr icts which received more a i d a n d t h e

groups and cate gorie s the y f el l in wo uld infl ue n c e the s ig-

ni ficance and direction of the variation .

Furthe r, by the p r evious l y d e s c r ibed appl ication of

f ormula f 30 ' a ll districts we re tre ate d as t hough they we r e

e n t itl e d t o the additi ona l $84 .50 guaran t e ed s tate support .

Thi s a pplicat i on of fo rm u la f 30 wa s i nconsistent with the

1 9 6 5-19 66 dis tr ibution formu l a in one respect . Ac t ua l l y ,

on l y t hose districts which r e c e i ved gua ranteed s tate support

in the 1 96 5-19 6 6 s ch ool ye a r should hav e been e ntit led t o the

t o t al i mprov ement in guara n teed sup p o r t . Th o s e d ist ric ts

who s e l ocal de ductible revenue e xceeded t he 19 6 5-19 6 6 g u a r a n -

teed s upp o r t l e vel should no t have r eceived the additional

state s u ppo rt . On ly i f the additiona l guaranteed s uppo rt

exceeded t he d ist r ict 1s l o c al dedu ctible revenue should the
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d istrict have rece ived a dd i tional s up po r t , a n d t h e n on l y 1 0

t he amount per weigh t e d pupil the g u a r a n t e e d s uppor t di d

e xceed the deduc t ible l o c a l reve n ue . Con sequently , f ormula

£ 30' as processed , increased the reven ue a v a i l a b le f or e xp e n ­

d iture in these districts beyond their e nti t l e d amoun t which

may be part of the cause f or the actual r esults be ing diffe r ­

ent from the anticipated results .

Due to t he mi x e d n a t ure o f the resul t s, f ormula £30

was r e j e cte d f o r f ur ther c onsiderat ion in this study .

Fo rmulae £27 a nd £29 i n d icated a signi f icantly l e s s

variation in th e s tandard deviation of millage. To assist

t h e reader in i n t e r p r e t i n g the fo rmu la unde r review . Ta ble

XVI II comp a r e s the mean millage and standard deviation o f

mi llage between significant formu lae in Table V i n all g roup s

a nd c a t e go r i e s .

Fo rmula f 27 . Formula £2 7 determined t he n umbe r of

mills required 1 n special levy dis t ricts when t he guaranteed

support leve l ( u ) had to be determined , when the t otal state

c o n t r i b u t i on t o a l l s c hoo l distri c ts (A) was maintained a t

the actual 1965 -66 level , when the assessed v a lua t ion (Ci )

was increased t o 50% o f true and f air val ue , a n d when the

e xpenditure p er weighte d pupi l wa s h eld con s t a n t a t t he fl

level . The varia tion i n t h e standa rd devi at ion o f spe cial

levy milla ge was c ompared wi t h f l t o de t ermine the signifi ­

can c e o f t he variation .
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TABLE XVIII

COMPARISON OF MILLS AND STANDARD DEVIATI ON OF MILLAGE BETWEEN SI GNI FI CANT

FORMULAE IN TABLE V IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORIES
•

I
, .

Group Mills I Standard Deviation
•

£1 £27 £2 9 £1 £27 £29

All Di s tric ts
-- --

A 9 . 75 . 72 3 . 90 6 .77 . 665 2 . 67
- -

B 16. 0 2 0.0 5 . 32 6 .BO 0 . 0 2 .B 2
-- - -

C 12 . 03 2 . 74 5 .16 9 . 07 1. 37 3.54
-- --

D 10 .55 . 74 3. 72 6 . 32 . 39 2 . 21
--

E B.70 0 .0 2 . BB 4 . B9 0 .0 1. BB
--

F B.1B 0 .0 3 . 52 5 .5 2 0 . 0 1. 97
• --

G 9 . 19 0 . 0 3.74 7 .30 0 .0 3 .5 2

H I 5. B5 0 .0 0 .0 3 .1B 0 . 0 0 .0

Non-h i gh
Sc hoo l

I --,
A , 6.54 0 .0 1.16 4 . 27 0 . 0 . 933

, --
F

,
7 .5 0 0 .0 2 . 36 5 . 14 0 . 0 . 14,

• ,,

,...
'"'"



TABLE XVI I I (c o n t inued)

I
Gro up Mill s , Standard De viati on

•

I , •

If 1 f 27 f 29 f 1
, f 2 7 f 2 9• •I I \• I, , • I, --•

· 6 . 15 I 0 . 0
,

. 72 ! 4.54 0 . 0, G . 55, I
I I

H 5 .85 0 .0 0 . 0
,

3 . 18 0 . 0 0 .0I
• • I•,

I,
Compl ete I• ,

I Pr o g r am !~, ,
I

, -- --,

A I 1 0 . 54 . 76 4. 13 7 .03 . 6 7 2 .63
I I --I ,

• 5 .32 6 .80B I 1 6 . 02 0 .0 0 .0 2 . 82,
I •, -- --I ,

C
,

1 2. 0 3 2 .74 5 . 16
,

9 .07 1. 37 3 .55, I
,

I -- --, D 10 .44 . 6 9 3 .95 I 6 . 45 . 38 2 .08 i, ,,

I, , --, , ,
, E 8 .70 0 .0 2 .88 4 . 8 9 0 .0 1. 8 8

II
I -
I ' , ,

F , 8 . 27 0 . 0 3 . 66 5 . 57 0 .0 2 . 0 3 ,
I . ,, --

G 21. 31 0 .0
,

6 .76 . 6 7 0 .0 2 . 51I ,

- Signif icantly less va ri at ion at . 05 level

Significant ly l e s s v ariat ion at . 0 1 l e vel

....
'"'"
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Becau se the regular levy produc es more fu nds whe n the

assessed valuatio n i ncreas e s, because these increas ed f und s

are r e d uc e d fr om the guaranteed suppo r t level a nd becaus e the

t otal state cont r i bu t ion f or a ll districts is he ld at t h e f1

l e ve l , the guaranteed support leve l (u l inc r eases . Conse ­

quen tly . more state f und s a re available t o those districts

with l ow a s s essed v a luation pe r weighted pupil while tho se

with higher as s ess ed v a lue rece ive a smaller proportion o f

s tate f u n d s . Wi t h more money provided a ll districts from t he

re g ular levy and with the expenditure per pupil held con s t a nt .

the s pec i al l e vie s are red uced .

Th rough the a p p lication of formula f 27 , levies in

Groups B, E, F, G a nd H were compl ete ly e l irr. i na ted. In

Gro up s A, C a n d D, l e vie s we re r ed uc e d t o a me an mi llage of

. 7 2, 2 . 74 and . 74 mills r e s p e c t i vely. All v a r i a t ion s in t h e

standa rd de v i a t ion o f mi l lage we r e s i gni fi c a n t l y r e duc e d at

the . 01 level o f c o nfidence .

I t c a n be c oncluded t ha t 1n the 1965 -66 scho o l year

spec i a l lev i e s c ou ld h a ve been e l iminated almost completely

th r ough the 1ncrease in the assessed value t o 5~ of t rue a n d

fa ir va lue , p rov i ded t hat t he tota l s tate dolla r s a va ilable

f or d istributio n t o l ocal district s were ma intained a t t h e £1

level . Th i s d oes no t say , h owever , t h at greater equaliza tion

o f educat iona l opportun ity would r e s ul t from f ormul a £2 7 . A

f ollow- up study s hou l d be made t o de t e rm i ne t he resulti n g
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degr e e o f equalization o f e d ucat i on a l op portunity .

Formu la £2 9 - Formula £ 29 de t e rmined the number o f

mi l ls r equire d in s pec ia l l e vy d i stric ts when t h e guar a nte e d

s upport l e vel (u ) was held c onsta nt , wh e n t h e t ota l state

contribution t o a l l s chool dis tricts (A) h a d to be de te r­

mined , wh e n the assessed va l uation {ei} was incre ased t o 5 0%

of t rue and fair v a l ue , and when the expendi t ure per we i ghte d

p upil (Ei) wa s h e l d c on s t a n t at t h e £1 l e ve l . Li k e fo rmu l a

£27- the v a r ia t i o n i n t h e standa r d devi a t ion o f spec i a l levy

mi l l s was comp a red with £1 t o dete rmine t he signific a n c e o f

variati o n .

Because more l ocal f und s are raised t h r o ugh t h e reg u­

l ar l e vy, because t he s e increas e d r e gular l e vy f und s a r e

deducted f r om the g ua r a n t e e d s upp o r t l e v e l t o de t ermine the

state grant a n d because t he gua r a n t eed support l e vel is held

c o n s t a n t a t $ 30 5 . 00, the t o t al number of s ta te do llar s is

r e duced . Therefo r e . wi th t he e xpe ndi t u re per weighte d p upil

held at the £1 expenditure leve l, the special l e vie s a r e

redu c e d but, not t o t h e extent they were in f ODmula £27 "

Table XVI I I indicate s t h at on l y i n Gr o up H were a l l

the l e vies el i mi n a t e d. Howe ver, 10 e ve ry o t h e r group a S 1 g ­

n i fi c ant v a r i a t ion a t either the . 01 o r . 0 5 confide n c e l e ve l

e xisted . Formula f 29 s hou l d also be tested i n a f o l l ow- up

s tudy t o d etermi n e th e degree t o which it e q ua l ize s ed uca ­

tional opportun ity.
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The purpose of Table V formulae was t o a n swe r the

question, "Will ce r t a i n predetermined a nd s p e cifi ed mixe s

(comb i n a t ion s ) o f e xisting factors un der ce r ta in hyp o theti c a l

manners o f distributing state grants- in-aid reduce the va r 1 a -

t i on o f educational opportunity i n t he d i s t r i c ts under

study?" As reported, formu lae f 18 , f 1 9' £20 and £ 25 did

answe r the question affirmatively.

Ta ble VI Formu lae

Formulae in Ta b l e VI p roduced significant l y l ess

equalizat ion o f educati onal opportunity. However, the c on-

cept o f equalizing excess mil l l e v i e s may achieve greater

equalization o f educational opportunity if applied in a

different manner. Consequently , i t is discussed further

here .

Fo r mula e £32 and £33 0 These f ormulae apply t o the

question, "Ca n the variatio n o f educati onal op p o r tun i t y be

reduced by introduc i ng a facto r f o r l o c al effort in relation

to l o c a l ability t o pay and by app lying this facto r in vari-

ous predetermined and specified wa y s in t h e distribution

f ormula ? " The basic distributio n f ormula developed , wh i ch

1n essence matches specia l levies by recogniz i ng effort in

relation to ability t o pay fo l lows :

s' '
'J

P
In•+ u N '.i,
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where in a g~ve n sch o o l dis tric t A ·
i.

i s the state g r a nts- i n -

aid; u is t h e gua r a nteed s up port l eve l; Ni i s t he numbe r o f

weigh ted p upi l s ; u i s t he a ddi tio n a l amo un t o f s tate a i d per

weighted pup i l a vailabl e f o r di stribut i on : p ~ s t h e measure

o f r e l a t i v e ef f ort p - k
L (r · - r)
· 1 ',~

k '

where ri -r

,
i s the excess mi l l l e v y in e a c h di s t r ic t a n d k i s t h e num-

be r o f special l evy distr icts ; m is th e meas u re o f re lative

abi l i ty t o pay m -

Ca ·,
N ·,

k
L
i =l

k

where Cai t h e ad justed

v a l ue o f a g 1ve n district a s determined by the Wa shingto n

State Tax Commissio n wh i c h c onsiders t h e various c ounty

a ssessment ratios, Ni i s t he wei gh ted e n r o l l me n t i n the

s pec ial l e v y dist ricts and t he r emainder o f t h e f ormul a 1 5

the same as th a t d e s c r i be d f o r the r egular s tat e distri b ut i on

f ormul a .

Table XIX s h ows what occu r s t o t h e standa r d d e v i a t i o n

when
, .

1! 1.S r e d uc e d . A sample c o mpute r r un wa s ma d e f or Gro up

A i n t he Al l District category where u was val ued at $325 .00

a n d u t he e qui v a l e n t of $80 .00 e x p e n d i t u r e pe r weigh t e d

pupi l . F r om t hi s run , it was noted tha t the v a r iation 1.n the

sta nd a r d d eviation of educ ational o ppo r t un i t y wa s



161

TABLE XIX

COMPARI SON OF STANDARD DEVIATI ON OF EDUCATIONAL

OPPORTUNI TY BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT FORMULAE IN

TABLE VI IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGO RIES

I Group Standard De via t i o n

· *,
f n f x f 32 f 3 3I,

•

, All Districts•

I ++ ++ +
A Ii 10 6 .08 1 24 .54 114 . 25 1 0 9.49I

I

I B I, 44. 70 - -- 65 . 82 54 .54
I ++ ++

C 33 .82 --- 68 .73 52 .44
++ ++

D 50 .20 -- - 83 .21 66 . 19
++ ++

E 56 .08 --- 90 .92 71. 69
++ ++

F 88 . 43 - - - 136 .97 112. 28
++ +

G 60 .28 --- 112 .24 8 5 . 14
I

H • 18 9.90 212 .75 19 5 . 8 7I ---
I

Non-high I,
Schoo l ,

I
•

I
148. 2 9 150 .55 148 .45A ---

I +,
7 9 .18 62 . 71F I 47 . 72 -- -

++ +
G , 50.46 --- 96 .30 7 3 . 10

•
,

205 . 7 0 187 . 90H • 180 .78 ---
•

Complete ,
Program

I++ ++
A 8 1. 03 --- 96 .01 • 88 .00

,
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TABLE XIX (continued)

~ :
I

Group Stand a rd De v i a tion ,
, ,

II * I
f n f x f 32 f 33

••

I

B 44 .70 - -- 65 .82 54 . 54
++ + +

C 33 .82 --- 68 .73 52 .44
++ ++

D . 50 .79 --- 8 4 .75 67 .2 5
+ + ++

E 56 .73 - -- 90 .28 7 1.66
++ + +

F 93 .86 -- - 145 .99 119.5 3

I
,
I

71. 97 116 .49 90 . 94G , ---
I
•

+ Significantly mor e variat ion at . 0 5 level of c onfidence

+ + S ignifica nt ly more v a r i a tion a t . 0 1 l e v el of con f idenc e

* f x ~ s a special te st computer run with u = $ 325 . 0 0 an d
,

u equivalent to $80 .00 per weighted p upil



16 3

si gni fi c antly g r ea t e r than in £31- Conse q uently , formu la £32

was d e s ign ed where u = $ 355. 00 a nd u the e q uivalen t o f

$50 . 0 0 expenditure per weighted pupi l. Finally , £ 33 wa s

designed where u = $37 5 .00 and u t h e e q u iva l e nt of $30 .00

expenditure per weighted pupil . I n e a c h succeeding c a s e , t h e

variat ion in s t and a r d deviation decre ase d but s till r ema i ned

signi ficantly larger than in £31 -

I t a p p e ars that as Q i s r e duced the vari ati o n i n t he

s t andard dev iation i s a l so reduced . It is believe d th a t this

reduction in the standard deviation would c ontinue t o oc cu r

un t i l Q - 0 at whi ch time the di f ference in standard devi a ­

tion wou l d a lso be reduced t o zero .

F r om these results, i t was c l e ar that f ormulae £3 2 a nd

£33 would not improve t h e equalization o f educational op por­

t u n i t y under the c onditions t e sted .

I t is suggested , h owe ve r, t h a t t hese formu lae ma y

serve as a basis for further s t u d y wh ich might lead to a n

improvemen t in the equalization o f educational opportun i ty .

Fo rmu l a e f 32 a n d f33 establish a di rect ratio be tween e ffort

and a b i l i t y t o pay . Perhap s an i mp rove men t in the e q u a l i z a ­

t i on o f education a l oppor t un i t y wou ld occur by va r y ing the

amoun t o f effort o r abi lity to pay rec ognized for matching

purpo ses, l .e . , (a) where a s p e c i f i e d percent o f the n ume r­

a t or (p) i s c onsidered matchable , (b) where the s pec ial l e vy

( r i -r) is held a t o r be l ow a prede te rmi ned ceiling , (e ) wh e r e
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the d enominator (m) is adjusted t o v a r Y1 n g pe r centages o f

true a nd fair value, o r td) where c e r ta i n comb i na t i o n s o f t h e

preceding th ree e x amp l e s are t r i e d .

Due to the possible p otentia l o f f ormu lae £32 a nd f 33

being revised in a manner whereby equalizat i on of e d uc a t iona l

opportuni ty is imp r ove d , i t is r e c omme n de d that t hese f o r ­

mulae be SUbjected to further expe rimentation in a future

s t udy .

•

I I I . Summa r y a nd Conc l u s ions

Da t a collected as a r e s u l t o f r e s e a r c h pro cedures

described i n Chap t er I II were a r r ang e d according to the f or­

mu l ae s hown i n Ta ble s I I , V a nd VI . All f o rmu lae were pro­

cessed and ana lyzed , but o n ly those form ulae which produced a

significant r e d uc t i o n in the variation o f the standa rd devia­

tion of ed ucat iona l oppo r tuni t y (greater e qual i zation o f

educa t iona l opportuni ty) or which did not produc e s ign i f i c a nt

r esults but which contributed t o t hos e f ormulae wh i c h were

signific an t we r e presen ted a nd in terpreted in detail .

Ba s i c data f or the study were includ e d in Appendix C.

Tables VII t h rough XIX . i nclud e d in the body o f Chapte r I V,

extracted f rom Appe nd ix C pertinent data r ela t ing s p e c i f i ­

c a l l y to the fo rmulae be i ng ana lyzed a nd interpre t ed.

Results from tho s e f ormulae which , a fte r c a r e fu l pro­

c e ss ing . an a lyz ing , pre sent ing and i n t e r p r e t i n g i nd ica ted a
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s ign i fi can t e q u a l i z a t i o n o r trend towa r d e q ua l i z a t ion o f

educationa l o p p o r t un ity were u s e d t o f o rm the f o llowin g c o n­

c l usions , wh ich r e cog n i ze s ome o f t he s t r e n g t h s a nd we a k ­

nesse s o f the 1965 distri bu tion f ormula a nd f r om which

r e c ommendat i o n s f o r fur ther s t udy a re d r awn .

Ta ble II f ormulae i ndicat e that :

1 . Significantly g re a te r equalizat i o n o f educatio nal

op p o r t u n i t y is obta i ned by u se o f fo rm u l a e where

handica ppe d programs , driver educ a t ion pro grams ,

v oca tiona l- t echnic al p r ogr ams , adu l t e d ucatio n

pro gram s and institutio na l pro gram s are e l i mi nated

fr om the 19 65 state distribution f ormula .

2 . S igni ficantly le ss e qua lizat i o n o f e duca tion a l

op po r t uni t y i s o b t a i ne d by use o f f o rmulae where

1% coun t y r eal e s ta te t r a nsa c tion tax r e v e n ue,

Publ i c La w 8 74 fund s a nd Federal Fore st fu nds are

e l iminate d f r om the 19 65 s tate dis tr i butio n fo r ­

mula .

3 . No s ign i f ican t difference in equal i zation o f ed u ­

cationa l op po r t u n i t y i s obt a i ned b y use o f f or­

mula e where i n - lieu- of t ax revenue , p Ub l ic utili t y

d i s t r ict r e ve nue , non-h i gh s chool r e ceipts a n d

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n fund s are e limi na ted f r om t h e 1 96 5

s t a te d i str ibut i o n f ormu la .

4 . Th e 1965 d i s tri bution f o rmula d oes effective l y
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a ccompl ish a g o a l f or which i t wa s designed .

Specia l, mor e c o s t l y educat i onal programs . o ffered

In certain school dis t r i c ts a nd partially f ina nced

by the s t a t e , s hou l d a n d do c a use sign i fi c antly

l e s s varia t ion i n the e x pe n d i t ure pe r we i ghted

pupil . Conversely , the dedu c tion of a po rtion of

l o c al r e venue (i .e . , 8 5% o f Fe de r a l Fo re s t f unds)

f r om t he sta t e gua r a n t e e d s upp o r t l e vel cau s e s

significantly greater equalizatio n o f educ a t i o na l

opport u n i t y .

Ta b l e V fo r mu l a e indicate that:

1 . Significantly greater e q ua l i zati on o f e ducat i onal

op p o r tun i t y is obtai ned wh en 8 5% o f Fe d e r a l Fo r e s t

f u n d s are deducted from the gua ran teed s up port

l e vel r ather than when 4 0% o f t he s e f und s a r e

deducte d a s done in t h e 196 5 state di stributi on

f ormula .

2 . A t endency t oward greater e q ua l i zation o f e d uc a ­

t i ona l oppor t un i t y is o b t a i ned when 8 5% o f Publ i c

Law 874 f und s a r e deducted from t h e guara nteed

suppo rt l e vel rather t h a n when 4~~ o f t h e s e fun d s

are deducted as done in the 1 96 5 s t ate d i s t ribu ­

t i on f ormula .

3 . Significan tly greate r e q ua l i zatio n o f e d ucationa l

op po r t uni t y i s o b t a i ne d wh e n t he special l e vie s
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a r e e l iminated and when the guaranteed support

level i s increased t o an amount g reater than the

actual mean expenditure per weighted pupil as i n

formu la £20 where t h e guarantee d s uppo r t l e vel wa s

dou b led t o $610 .00 .

4 . Sign ifica n t l y gre ate r equaliza t ion o f educat ional

op po r t u n i t y i s obta i ned when the 19 65 - 6 6 spec i a l

levie s a re r educ e d by 50% a nd the state g uarantee d

s up p o r t level i s maintained at the 196 5 l e vel.

Table VI f o rmulae indicate that :

1 . Significantly reduced equalization o f e duca t i onal

o p p o r t un i t y i s obta i ned through the applicati on o f

t h o s e specia l l e vy matching f ormu l a e (f3 2 and £33)

t e ste d.



CHAPTE R V

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATI ONS

I t is t he purpose o f this c h a p t e r t o provide a s umma r y

of the preV1QUS c hapters , t o show t h e mo r e i mporta nt fi n d i ngs

a nd conc l u s ion s resulting from a statisti cal ana l ys i s o f the

1 965-66 Wa s h i n g t o n State d istributi on f ormul a r e l a t i v e t o

equalization of e d u c a t ion a l oppo~tun i ty in selec t ed schoo l

distric ts in Wa s h i n gto n, a nd t o make some r e c ommendati ons f or

further research .

I . Pr o b l e m I nve s t i ga t e d

Pu rpose. This study investigate d the variation in

educat iona l opportunity i n Wa s hi ng t o n State under ce r t ain

hypothetica l manners of d i s t r i bu t ing state grants - i n - a i d such

as :

1 . when factors i n the state s c h o o l di st r i b u t i on

f o rmul a are eliminated o r mi xed i n d i fferen t •
•

prede termined a nd specified proporti ons; a n d

2 . when a give n increase in sta t e sup por t i s d i str i b -

u t e d under c i r c umsta n c e s where l o c a l e f for t ~n

re latio n t o loca l a b i l i t y t o pay is u s e d as a

factor i n the formula.

Quest ions investigated . To a c c ompli s h t h e p u r po s e s

e s t a b l i s h e d , specific que s tions we r e sta t e d and mean s we r e
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f a ctors a nd these fa cto r s can va r y o n ly wi thi n the

limi ts s elected by the experimen t e r. Unde r actual

conditions these factors and oth e r s may v a r y in

different way s f r om those sele c t e d 10 the stud y .

2. The s c ope of the study wa s limi t e d to t he va r i a b les

u s e d and the inter-relationsh i p amo n g t hese var i ­

abl es. Many v a riabl es which ma y bear on e qua liz a ­

t ion o f educationa l oppor t u n i ty were not i nclude d

i n the cur r e n t distribution f ormul a mixes deve l ­

op e d by the experimenter to a nalyze the d i str i b u­

tion f ormula . Th e variables whi ch ge nera l l y a r e

c onsidered significant in v a r i ous state d i stri bu­

t i o n f ormulae were inc l uded.

3 . The scope of the study wa s limited t o the se l e cted

c ombinations and variation s identi f ied in t h e

study. A greatly increased numbe r of combi nat i on s

within the variation s t o the basic 1 9 6 5- 66 f o rmula

c ould have been made .

Background of the problem . A review o f l i t e r a t u r e wa s

prese n t ed in ord e r that the spe cific problem investigated

c o uld be placed in its prop e r pe r s pec t ive wi th re lat i on to

the o ve r a l l prob l e m o f fi nanc i n g schools. Some of the more

imp ortan t p oin t s bro u ght o u t in the r e view were:

Sch ool finan c e can be divided i n to two ma1.n sectio n s :

the acquisition o f f und s and t he di stribution o f f un ds. The



171

a cquisiti on o f funds wa s viewe d from t h e hi s t or i c a l a nd

curr e n t standpoint . Historical ly , a l on g a n d d i f ficu l t fight

took place in America ov e r free public education . Th e

n a t i o n a l Constitutio n does no t recogn ize e d ucation, bu t

in stead leaves education as the responsibi li ty o f t he states .

Therefore , s t a t e s adopted public education i n varyin g rat e s

and in varying degrees .

Some basic princ iples o f taxation include factors s uc h

a s ability t o pay , benefits rece ived , adequacy of yield ,

stabi lity and f l e xibil ity , and ease of administratio n and

payment . No o ne tax can sati sfy eve ry princip le , as some

principl es are in conflict wi t h o t h e r s .

Sou rces of revenue i n c l ude local , c o unt y , s t a t e , fed­

eral and non-tax sources . The largest single l ocal r evenue

source is the property tax. This tax i s often inequi tab l e

d ue t o un e q u a l property assessment practice and d ue to l ow

e ffort ~n relat i on to ability t o pay . To gain e qu i ty i t ~s

ne c e s s a r y to assess all property equally and t o equalize

ability to pay i n l ow assessed va luation a reas .

Wa s h i n g t on State has some o f the most restri c t ive

property tax regulations a mong al l s tates. Th e 40 mill

l i mi t a t i o n law c omb i ne d with property taxed at less tha n 50%

of true value causes the g r e a t e s t barrier .

Co un t y revenue ~n Washington for public e du cat ion ~ s

d erived from a tax of 1% on a l l real estate sales . Th i s t a x
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d eve loping and not until t he l a t t e r par t of the n ine t e e n t h

c entu r y was the con c e pt bette r unde r s tood a nd f a i r ly wi dely

p r a ctice d . Th rough the struggle fo r public support , leaders

s uch a s Ma nn, Ba r nard , Mil l s and Pie r c e helped e x plain a nd

p r omote the conc ept wh i l e CUbberley . Up d e g r a f f , S traye r ,
•

Ha i g, Mo r t a n d o t h e r s developed ways whe r e b y pUblic f und s

c o uld be d i stribu ted t o o b t a i n g r e a t e r e qua lizat i on of educa-

t i ona l opportun ity . Cu b be r ley s et fo r th t wo principle s :

e q u a l i z a t ion a nd reward for e f f o r t . Up d e graff bu i l t upon

the s e p rinciples and intro duc e d the merg~ n g of the equa liza-

tion and paymen t - for -ef f o rt p rinc ipl es . By so do ing , effort

o n t he part o f c ommunit ies wi th l e s s t han ave r a ge we a lth

r ea l ized reve nues e q ual t o those o f c omm un itie s mak ing t he

same effort but with a v e r a ge we alth. Stray e r - Ha ig fo llowe d

wi t h the "fo unda tion p r ogram plan " which basica l ly assu r ed

e very d istrict a p r e d etermined sati s f actory mi nimum of f e r i ng

p e r p up i l . F inally, Mo r t a d v anc ed a n umbe r o f r efinements t o

t he dist r ibution o f state funds . Mort i s r ef i n e me n t s i nclude

t h e a d a ptability p r i ncip le , the weigh ted-pupi l me a s ure , t h e

key-distri ct c oncept a nd t he loc a l t a x l e ewa y prin c i p l e .

Typ e s of gran ts - i n -aid we r e identified in a taxonomy

by Bu r khe a d a s : gene r a l and spec i a l purp o s e , equa liz i n g a nd

n on-equal izing . a n d c o sts by unit o r perc e n t a ge o f l o c a l

e x pen d i tur e . Guideline s f or s ta t e f i n a n ce programs i nc lude :

(a ) f ou nda tion pro grams sho u ld be e xpressed in dollar t e rm s ,
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(b) both state and l oc al funds should be used •In t h e f ounda-

t ion program, (c) the re s hould be a mandatory loca l e f f o rt ,

(d) t h e state must provide t h e difference betwe en th e loca l

ef fo rt a nd the dete rm ined g u a r a n t e e d amoun t , (e ) l o ca l di s-

tricts shou l d be e ncouraged to tax beyond the r equ i red l o c a l

effort, (f) l o c a l contro l s hould be pe rpetuate d and ( g ) pe r ~-

odical ly the state f ina nce p lan s hould be e va luated a nd

necessary modifications made .

Th e r ela tion ship o f c ost to quality is gene ral ly

accepted t o be posit ive . It i s recognized , however , that

ma ny f a c t o r s (intern a l a n d e x te r n a l ) affect t he quality o f

education i n ind ividua l districts . Con s eque nt l y , state

d i s tr i b ution f o rmu lae should c ompensate f o r di fferences whic h

e xist a nd which a re beyond t he c ontro l o f the l ocal school

boar d . Some of t hese di f fe re nces are determined by t h e di s-

tr ic t 's need , a b i l ity t o pay , a nd ef f or t t o f i nance its own

programs .

The Wa s hington State distribution f o rmul a i nc l udes

man y faCtors i ncorpo ra ted in o t h e r state f ormulae . The fo r -

mula does a ttempt to equ a l ize ab i lity to pay by e sta bl i shi n g

an assessment ratio betwee n assessed v a lue and t rue value f~ r

property in each c oun ty fo r t he required mil l ra te . Howe v e r,

the formula does not re c ognize effort or equal ize a b ility t o

pay fo r loca l funds r aised thro ugh s pe c i a l l e vies . Th is

l a t t e r fac tor should be conside r e d in the e va luation of t he
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f ormula.

7 . Signifi c antly greater equalization of e ducational

opport unity is obtained when t he specia l levies

are eliminated a nd wh e n the g ua r a n t e e d s u pp o r t

l evel is increa s ed to an amount g reater than t he

a ctual mean expe nd iture per we i ght e d pup i l a s i n

f ormu l a £2 0 where the gua ran teed support l e vel was

doubled to $6 1 0 . 00 .

8 . Significantly g rea ter. equa l i zat ion of educationa l

o pp o r t u n ity is obtain e d whe n the 196 5- 66 special

levies are r educed by 50% and the sta te g u a r ante e d

support l e v e l i s maintained at the 1 965 leve l .

9. Significant l y reduced equal ization o f e du c a tion a l

o pp o r t u n i t y is obtained through the ap p l i cat io n o f

those special l e vy ma t c h i ng f ormulae ( £3 2 and f3 3 )

t e s t e d .

I V. Recommenda tions and Implication s

Th e f o llowing suggestio n s f o r fut ure research are

r ecommended :

1. Contomplated changes in t h e c urrent state dist ri­

but i on fo r mu l a sho u l d be t e sted f or the e ff e c t of

those change s on e qua l izat ion o f educationa l

o p por t un i t y ut i lizing a s t u dy des i g n o f s imu l a t e d
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6. Inequities c a use d b y some d i s tric t s recelv l n g

Publi c Law 874 and Fed e ral Fore s t fu nds wou ld be

minimi z ed .
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MEA N. $TAND"RD DEV IAT ION. CORRELA TION. AND T - TE ST RESULTS O F EDU CATI ONAL OPPORTUNITY FOR MU LAE ' 10 1 IS H6l E II
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