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CHAPTER I
THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM AND RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Education in the United States of America has pro-
gressively changed emphasis from programs directed toward a
select student population to programs for all students.
During this transitional process, it became evident that
although more students were provided educational opportu-—
nities those opportunities were not equal.

Throughout the states, concern has been expressed that
there ought to be more equalizatinnl of educational opportu-
nity2 between school districts. Attempts to equalize
opportunity have been made through wvarious types of state

grants—-in-aid with varying degrees of success.
I. The Problem

Statement of purpose. The purpose of this study was

1Equalizaticn 1s used with educational opportunity
and means the ability (in terms of materials and/or
resources) of local authorities to provide egual educational
services commensurate with other school districts. The
services provided by districts need not be identical but the
ability to provide equivalent services or situations should
be available.

’Educational opportunity is for this study measured by
expenditure per weighted pupil enrolled October 1, 1965 where
current expenses for the school year 1965-66 exclusive of
transportation, lunchroom, abatements, community services and
that portion of accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to per
pupll costs were considered.




2

to i1nvestigate the variation in educational opportunity in
Washington State under certain hypothetical manners of
distributing state grants-in-aid such as: (a) when factors
in the state school distribution fr:::rmula3 are eliminated or
mixeld in different, predetermined and specified proportions,
and (b) when a given increase in state support is distrib-
uted under circumstances where local effort? in relation to

local ability to pay5 is used as a factor in the formula.

Importance of the study. The importance of the study is

illustrated by the fact that of the total public school reve-
nues 1n Washington for the 1966~67 school year approximately
55.7% was derived from state sources, 32.5% from local sources,
3.7% from county sources and 8.1% from federal sources.®

With the major source of school district revenue coming from

3Sch-:u:}l distribution formula is defined as the means

used by a state to allocate grants-in-aid to school dis-
tricts.

4Local effort 1s measured by the difference between

the regular 14 mill levy (required mill rate) and the total

levy (local burden) for current maintenance and operation.

Local effort is also referred to as the excess mill levy or
the special levy.

SLDCEl ability to pay 1s measured by a given dis-

trict's assessed valuation per weighted pupil adjusted by a

welghting determined by the Washington State Tax Commission
(adjusted valuation).

S The latest available socurces and percentages of
revenue for Washington State Public Schools were obtained
from the Research Division in the office of the Washington
State Superintendent of Public Instruction.
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the state, a fair and equitable distribution of these funds
is essential to provide an equalization of educational
opportunity for all children of the state. Such equaliza-
tion of educational opportunity is implied as necessary to
meet the requirements of Article IX of the Washington State
Constitution which states: "It is the paramount duty of the
state to make ample provision for the education of all
children residing within its borders, without distinction of
preference on account of race, color, caste or sex."’

Since adopting a school distribution formula in 18958
to equalize educational opportunity in Washington State, the
formula has been revised periodically by legislative action.
Alterations in the distribution formula were necessitated by
changing conditions in state and local revenue sources.
Providing funds to finance schools is a dynamic process--—one
vulnerable to shifts in economic and political conditions.
These political and economic conditions influence the
sources and amounts of revenue available for education.
Consequently, there is a need to analyze periodically the
state distribution formula to determine its effectiveness in

equalizing educational opportunity.

7Washingtﬂn State Constitution, Article IX, section 1.

8The Barefoot School Boy Law was passed in 1895 and
allocated $6.00 per census child (2/3 of per-pupil costs at
that time) from state funds.
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In 1965 the Washington State Legislature effected the
most recent changes 1n the state school distribution formula.
Among the most significant changes in the formula was the
addition of weighting factors which took into account exper-
ience and educational level of staff, programs for disadvan-
taged children, remote and necessary elementary districts,
and small districts enrolling fewer than 250 students. In
addition, a specified proportion of revenue received from
Public Law 874 funds, Federal Forest funds, and the county
real estate excise tax was required to be deducted from the

guaranteed support level.g

Weighted pupil enrollment based
on average number belonging was substituted for average
daily attendance, which had previously been used to define
need.

Success of the formula was predicated on an increase
in guaranteed support level which would more closely approx-
imate the average expenditure level per weighted pupil in
Washington State. Even though the desired amount of guaran-
teed support was not attained, Usitalo found the 1965

formula to equalize educational opportunity to a higher

degree in selected school districts than was the case in

gﬂuaranteed support level 1s defined as the number of
dollars per weighted pupil considered by the state to be a
minimum expenditure; the state supplements the revenue
derived from the required 14 mill levy and certain other
revenues of local school districts in order to guarantee
that each district reaches this level.
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those districts under the distribution formula in effect
prior to the 1965 formula change.

Increased expenditure per weighted pupil combined with
an inadequate guaranteed support level has caused a sharp
increase in the number of school districts dependent upon
special (excess mill) levies for current maintenance and
operation and has also caused a steady increase in the number
of dollars raised from special levies (7,000,000 in 1957 to
62,634,000 in 1967),11 Several factors have influenced an
increase in expenditure level per weighted pupil. Some of
these factors include inflation, improvements in the educa-
tional program, increased operating costs, increased enroll-
ments on the secondary level, greater pupil holding power and
increased equipment and facility requirements.

The 1965 state distribution formula was not designed
to compensate for variations 1in assessment practice between
counties. Neither was the formula designed to compensate for

an excess mill levy voted by a district where the need, in

that district 1in relation to all other districts, required a

10Richard J. Usitalo, "An Analysis of School Fund Dis-
tribution in the State of Washington" (unpublished Doctor's
dissertation, The University of Oregon, Eugene, 1966),
p. 174.

lanuis Bruno and George Eisentrout, Citizens' Hand-
book, Washington Public School Administration and Finance,
(Olympia, Washington: State Superintendent of Public In-
struction, 1968), pp. 8-9.
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local effort out of proportion to the local ability to pay.

e —

However, a variation of real and personal property

e

assessment level does exist between counties in the state.

The percent of assessed value to true value in 1965 varied

from 13.8% in San Juan County to 24.7% in Ferry County.l2
An even greater variation in assessed valuation per

pupll exists between school districts within counties. In

1965 the variation in assessed valuation per pupil in King
County ranged from $42,508.36 per pupil in Lester School
District to $3,643.63 per pupil in Federal Way School Dis-

1:.:|:'i'r::'£:.:['3

Educational opportunity will continue to show wide
variation in Washington State as long as these conditions
exist. Therefore, it is important that the 1965 distribu-
tion formula be analyzed relative to existing factors and
also relative to the following factors: (a) unequal assess-
ment practice between counties and (b) imbalance between need

and ability to pay for school services. It was the purpose of

the study to make such an analysis.

Limitations of the study. The study was subject to

three limitations of which the reader must be cognizant.

leashingtDn State Tax Commission, "County Ratio
Equalization Study", Research Division release, Auqust 31,
1966.

13King County Superintendent of Schools, "King County
School District Enrollment, October, 1965, Assessed Valua-
tions Per Child", January 21, 1966,
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1. The utilization of a simulation model makes
certain assumptions relative to cause and effect
factors and these facotrs can vary only within
the limits selected by the experimenter. Under
actual conditions, these factors and others may
vary in different ways from those selected in the
study.

2. The scope of the study was limited to the vari-
ables used and the inter-relationship among these
variables. Many variables which may bear on
equalization of educational opportunity were not
included in the current distribution formula and
were not included in the formula mixes developed
by the experimenter to analyze the distribution
formula. The variables which generally are con-
sidered significant in various state distribution
formulae have been included.

3. The scope of the study was limited to the selected
combinations and variations identified in the
study. A greatly increased number of combinations
within and variations to the basic 1965-66 formula

could be made.

Definition of terms. Terms and symbols used in the

study are included in Appendix A, entitled "A Glossary of

Terms and Symbols". 1In addition, for reader convenience,
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each term and symbol is explained in a footnote on the page

where i1t 1s first used in the study.
IT. Objectives of the Research

The objectives of the research were to: (a) identify
those factors in the distribution formula which have the
greatest influence on the variation of educational opportu-
nity and (b) test the impact of including factors for local
effort in relation to local ability to pay on the variation
of educational opportunity (with the thought that these
procedures might partially offset wvariations in educational
opportunity caused by differences in assessment practices
and assessed valuation among school districts). Currently,
the distribution formula takes into account need and local
ability to pay for the regular 14 mill levy. The local
effort and the local ability have not been considered in the
1965 distribution formula with regard to excess levies.

The objectives of the research were included in the
following questions:

1. What factors in the 1965 distribution formula
exert the greatest influence on the variation of
educational opportunity among selected school
districts in Washington State?

2. Will certain predetermined and specified mixes

(combinations) of existing factors under certain




design
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hypothetical manners of distributing state grants-
in—aid reduce the variation of educational oppor-
tunity in the districts under study?
Can the variation of educational opportunity be
reduced by introducing a factor for local effort
in relation to local ability to pay and by apply-
ing these factors in various predetermined and

specified ways in the distribution formula?

EIXl. Research Procedures

Steps taken. The following steps were included in the

and execution of the research that is reported:

l-

Formulating research design and simulation for-
mulae

Collecting data

Developing programs for computer processing
Processing and analyzing data

Presenting and interpreting f£indings
Summarizing results of research

Making recommendations

Step location in dissertation. A review of literature

utilized to provide background relative to the problem and to

formulate the research design and simulation formulae are

included in Chapter II, Review of the Literature.

Description of the research design and simulation
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formulae, the source and procedure of data collection, and
the programs for computer processing, are treated in Chapter
III, Procedures Used in the Research.

The data analysis and findings are presented and
interpreted in Chapter IV, Presentation and Interpretation of
Data Analysis and Findings.

Summarization of the study and recommendations rela-
tive to future distribution formulae and future research on

the subject are included in Chapter V, Summary and Recommen-

dations.



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE 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-
mines the degree of equalization of educational opportunity
attained. Historically, the state has assumed major respon-
sibility to assure a minimum guaranteed level of 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
arguments prevail, 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 I1II

includes a brief history of school revenue from private,



12
church and public sources at the various levels of govern-
ment. Some generally accepted principles of taxation are
reviewed relative to their affect on a tax or tax system.
Finally, and more specifically, the present Washington State

local, county, state and federal revenue sources are dis-

cussed.

Historical development of acquiring school funds. The

development of free public education in the United States was
a significant part of the history of the American democratic
system of government. America's struggle to establish tax-
supported, publicly-controlled schools constituted a unique
system of education among nations of the world and has become
an important part of the heritage of the United States.
Rosenstengel and Eastmond wrote: "How America's schools were
to be financed and controlled is undoubtedly one of the most
momentous decisions ever made. And it was not made easily."l
Cubberley described the dissension resulting from the
struggle as: "Excepting the battle for the abolition of

slavery perhaps no question has ever been before the American

people for settlement which caused so much feeling or aroused

such bitter antagﬂnisms."2

lwilliam Everett Rosenstengel and Jefferson N.
Eastmond, School Finance Its Theory and Practice (New York:
The Ronald Press Company, 1957), p. 26.

°Elwood P. Cubberley, Public Education in the United
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The fight for free public education in the United
States took place mainly during the second quarter of the
nineteenth century. However, prior to and since this period
of history, school finance has been a matter of great inter-
est to the American people.

Early colonists brought with them basic ideas and
traditions regarding their future and the future of their
children. Because these ideas and traditions varied among
countries the approaches to educate children in early colo-
nial America also varied. However, most colonists felt
education was the responsibility of either the home or the
church.

The colony of Massachusetts, on the other hand, viewed
education as a community benefit and felt all such benefits
should be supported by the community as a whole. Early
Massachusetts Colony laws3 were developed to provide public
support for beneficial services. Rosenstengel and Eastmond
emphasized the importance of these early laws as follows:

Taken together, these distinctively American laws of

colonial Massachusetts provided for compulsory education
at public expense with the state asserting the right to
set and enforce standards. It thus becomes apparent

that these laws provide the foundation for the present
system of finance and control of the American school

States (rev. ed.; New York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1934),
p. lo4.

3Further exposition of these laws may be found in:
Rosenstengel and Eastmond, op. cit., pp. 27-9.
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systems.
State school systems came into being as the spirit
of democracy grew in America and people began to think of
free secular education for all. Mort, Reusser, and Polley

pointed out the i1mportance of the state in public school

education by stating:

Our National Constitution gives no recognition what-
ever to education as a problem of the federal government.
Sc far as the National Constitution is concerned, it 1is
left to the states to decide whether education is to be

at public or private EKPEHEE.S
During the free school movement each state faced
situations unique unto itself. Yet, each state had some
common elements in the movement to finance schools publicly.
Rosenstengel and Eastmond identified one or these common

elements in the following statement.

In general, the legislatures granted communities
permission to organize school districts and levy taxes on
all property within the boundaries of the district. The
citizens of the district had the right to vote whether or
not a tax would be levied on the property. At first,
state aid was given from permanent endowment funds.
Later, many states proffered aid that was derived from

tax scrurces.6

With the establishment of state school systems and

the right to tax on a state level to partially finance

41bid., pp. 27-8.

5paul R. Mort, Walter C. Reusser, and John W. Polley,
Public School Finance Its Background, Structure and Opera-
tion, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960), p. 4.

®Rosenstengel and Eastmond, op. cit., p. 33.
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education, states were in a position to enforce educational
requirements or standards in local districts. This enforce-
ment was possible when states began to grant substantial
aid to schools and to withhold grants 1if state requirements
were not met. "After these controls had been achieved, fur-
ther progress was only a matter of improving the adequacy and
methods of school finance and of upgrading and extending the
system, " wrote Rosenstengel and Eastmﬂnd.7

The power and status of states to require prescribed

standards for education within the state boundaries have been
well established. States in the 1960's play a major role in
financing and prescribing the kinds of educational programs
carried on in local districts. Norton spoke to the current
role of the state in school finance as:

During the twentieth century the percentage of school
revenue raised by the state level of government rapidly
increased. This percentage 1n recent years, however,
has leveled at about 40 percent.

Research by the National Education Association veri-

fied Norton's statement. "Despite the sharp increase 1n

federal funds for education i1n the past two years, revenues

from local sources in 1966-67 still account for 52 percent

BJt::.-hn K. Norton, Dimensions in School Finance,
National Education Association Committee on Educational
Finance (Washington: National Education Association, 1966),
Pa 129
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of total estimated revenues; state sources for 40 percent:
and federal government for the remaining 8 percent."g

Lindman described the increased federal participation

as:

Federal payments to public schools for current expense
purposes have been i1ncreasing consistently during recent
years. In total annual amounts, federal contributions
have increased 20-fold since 1940. As a percent of
public-school current expenditure, the increase was from
1.7 percent in 1940...10

Public schools today receive funds from several

sources: (a) local, (b) county, (c¢) state, (d) federal,
(e) non-tax, and (f) non-revenue. The percent of revenue

received from these sources varies from district to district,

county to county, and state to state.

Principles of Taxation. Many principles of taxation

have been defined by tax experts. Some of these principles
are satisfied by one type of tax while other principles are
satisfied by other types of taxes. In general, no single
principle is satisfied by all types of taxes. Conversely,

because some of the principles are in conflict with other

QNatimnal Education Association, N. E. A. Research
Bulletin, Volume 45, Number 1, March, a report prepared by
the Research Division (Washington: National Education

Association, 1967), p. 3.

L0grick L. Lindman, "The Local-State-Faderal School
Finance Partnership," Trends in Financing Public Education,
The Eighth National Conference on School Finance, 1965
(Washington: National Education Association, 1965), p. 46.
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principles it is impossible for any tax to be levied which
satisfies all of them.
Some commonly accepted principles of taxation are
listed below with a brief statement identifying the main

point of each.ll

1. Ability to Pay. Each eligible taxpayer should
contribute to the support of government according
to his ability. A tax should be progressive, that
1s, the tax rate increases as the income or prop-
erty base increases. Therefore, persons, firms,
and corporations should remain in the same rela-
tive economic position after the tax is collected
as before.

2. Benefits Received. Persons, property, and taxable
institutions should pay for government according
to the benefits received.

3. Adequacy of Yield. A tax or tax system should
provide the funds required by every level of
government to provide the essential goods and
services.

4. Stability and Flexibility. Tax yields, in order

to provide for needed services, should be

llpyurther exposition of these and other principles of
taxation may be found in: Roe L. Johns and Edgar L. Morphet,
Financing the Public Schools (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1960), p. 1ll8.
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sufficiently stable to cover fluctuations in the
economy without using deficit financing, and
should be sufficiently flexible to rise rapidly
when the costs of government rise rapidly. To
adapt to the economy a tax system should not be
rendered rigid due to constitutional or other
restrictions on the rates or types of taxes levied.

5. Ease of Administration and Payment. The cost of

collecting a tax should not be excessive and the
payment of the tax should be made as convenient to
the taxpayer as possible. Hidden taxes should be
avoided and the possibility of tax evasion should
be minimized.

It can be readily seen that different types of taxes
satisfy, in part, different principles of taxation. For
example: a graduated net income tax would satisfy the Abil-
1ty to Pay principle but would only partially satisfy the
Benefits Received principle. Conversely, a bridge toll would
satisfy the Benefits Received principle but not the Ability
to Pay principle.

When considering a new tax or a revision to an exist-
ing tax the total tax system, local, state, and federal
should be taken into account. Jarﬁis, Gentry, and Stephens
suggest four points which should be kept in mind when con-

sidering a tax system. They are:
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l. The tax structure i1n the nation exists as a system
of taxes. No tax is levied in isolation; when
levied 1t 1is affected by, and in turn affects, the
administration of other taxes.

2. All taxes have desirable and undesirable features.
In a tax system, it is expected that the desirable
features of one tax will offset to some degree the
undesirable features of another.

3. Taxes are levied at three levels of government:
(a) federal, (b) state, and (c¢) local. When
assessing a tax in terms of tax criteria and
principles, 1t is well to keep in mind the level
at which it is levied and administered.

4. In the last fifty years, the American people have
come to accept a theory of government which places
great emphasis on the "social benefit" of govern-
ment expenditures. For example, public education
is intended to produce citizens who can make use-
ful contribution to the society in which they
live. The benefits which the individual receives
through public educat}%n are only secondary to
this primary purpose.

The principles of taxation and the points to consider
when developing tax systems were reviewed because certain
taxes in Washington State fail to meet some of the principles
and because the breadth of the tax base is restricted due to

the constitutional limitation on a graduated net income tax

tax,l3

120scar T. Jarvis, Harold W. Gentry, and Lester D.
Stephens, Public School Business Administration and Finance
(West Nyak, New York: Parker Publishing Company, Inc.,

1967), p. 6.

131n 1930 the voters adopted the l4th Amendment to the
State Constitution. This amendment became Article VII,
Section 1, of the Constitution. Violation of this Article is
the basis upon which the State Supreme Court has declared a
graduated income taxX unconstitutional. The article provides
(in part): "All taxes shall be uniform upon the same class
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The failure to satisfy some important principles creates a
need for the state school distribution formula to compensate
for certain inequities. These needs and inegquities are dis-
cussed in this chapter under the wvarious sources of school
district revenue and in Chapter III under the research design

and simulation formulae section.

14

Local revenue sources. According to Jones, "The

largest single source of revenue collected locally by school
districts is the property tax. In most school districts,
more than four-fifths of revenues collected locally come from
this source...." Although important to the operation of a
school district program the local non-tax, local non-revenue
and local tax other than property tax sources of funds are
not germane to the study and for that reason have not been

treated in depth in the literature review. The property tax

of property within the territorial limits of the authority
levying the tax. The word 'property' as used herein shall
mean and include everything, whether tangible or intangible,
subject to ownership." The court has ruled that income 1is
property and a tax on income is a property tax and therefore
subject to the uniformity clause of Article VII. 1In Culliton
v. Chase (1933), the court ruled that an income tax which
provides for a graduated tax by fixing the rate of taxation
so that it becomes greater as the amount of taxable income
increases, violates the requirement that all taxes be uniform
on the same class of property. The classification cf income
for purposes of applying a graduated tax rate was held to be
an arbitrary classification of property.

l4yoward R. Jones, Financing Public Elementary and
Secondary Education (New York: The Center for Applied
Research in Education, Inc., 1966), p. 58.
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was treated 1n greater depth due to the dependence of local
school districts on this source of revenue.

The property tax and certain other non-property taxes
may be levied by school districts and other local govern-
mental units only i1f granted power to do so by the state
legislature. After such power has been granted the local
governments can generally levy a specified rate of tax with-
out a vote of the people, but any amount above the specified
rate must be endorsed by a certain designated majority of the
electors. Election laws in the State of Washington are
unigue in several ways and are discussed in more detail later
in this chapter.

Some other local governmental non-property taxes
authorized by a minority of state legislatures include local
income taxes, local sales taxes and rental taxes on hotel
rooms or restaurant meals. In addition to tax revenues from
local levies other local non-tax revenues are available to
some school districts. Some of these revenues are tuition
fees for out-of-district students who attend the district
schools, fees for use of certain equipment, fees for regis-
tration in special courses such as driver education programs,
rental from property, fines, and other reimbursement items.
Finally, certain non-revenue funds are collected, for exam-

ple, from the sale of lunches.

Mort, Reusser, and Polley described the property tax
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as, "...a tax on wealth, both tangible and intangible, levied

at a uniform rate in the taxing jurisdiction upon a value

o151 general, the property tax

known as assessed valuation.
1s not complex. Bach parcel of property 1n a taxing Jjuris-
diction 1is given a value by assessors. The resulting values
are entered on a tax roll. The total of all these values
form the total assessed valuation of the jurisdiction. Once
taxing authority has been granted by the electorate or desig-
nated legal body of that jurisdiction the tax is leviad.
Each owner of 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 or house or personal
property, such as machinery, livestock or business inventory.
In Washington State the rates are limited by the State
Constitution’® to 40 mills on a dollar which may be levied
against property and which shall be assessed at 50% of true
and fair value. Therefore, state and local governments and

schools together may not levy more than 40 mills on property

in their area without a special approval by the voters.

The forty mills allowed in the Washington Constitution

are divided among the various local governments and the state

lSMDrt, Reusser, and Polley, op. cit., p. 13l.

lEWashingtDn State Constitution, Amendment 17, Article
VIE.
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governments as follows:

Within Cities and Towns OQutside Cities and Towns

State 2 mills State 2 mills
County 8 mills County 8 mills
School 14 mills School 14 mills
City 15 mills Roads 10 mills
Floating ~1 mill Floating _6 mills

40 mills 40 mills

In the case of Washington State school districts the
local board of directors can levy 14 mills against the tax-
payers of the district without a vote of the people. 1If
additional local property tax funds are needed to operate the
schools they must be authorized by the voters through a
special or excess mill levy.17 The Washington State Consti-
tutionl8 specifies the following requirements relative to

special levy and bond elections:

To approve a levy which exceeds the regular 14 mills,
40% of those who voted in the last general election must vote
on the issue, and at least 60% of those voting must approve.

Special or excess levies can be approved for one year only.

17an excess mill or special levy was defined as a tax

levied against the property tax of a school district by an
amount that exceeded the regular 14 mill constitutional limit

following approval by the electorate.

13Washingt0n State Constitution, op. cit., Section 2.
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These levies are spread in a tax yearlg following.

Voters may also approve the issue of general obliga-
tion bonds for specified capital purposes but not for the
replacement of equipment. Of those who voted in the last
general election 40% must vote on the issue and 60% of those
voting must approve. The millage levy needed for the payment
of interest and principal will be added to the tax levy in
addition to the 14 mills, in the case of school districts,
until the bonds are paid. It i1s the responsibility of the
board of directors of a local school district to be sure
sufficient mills are levied to service and retire the bonds.

Although the Washington Constitution calls for an
assessed value on property of 50% of true and fair value,
assessors in different counties assess at varying percentages
as was 1indicated in Chapter I by the range from 13.8% in San
Juan County to 24.7% in Ferry County. Variations in assess-
ment practice is not unique to Washington State but is a
20

problem to some degree in all states. These variations

create serious inequities and injustices between taxpayers of

19The tax year i1n Washington State extends from Janu-
ary 1, to December 31. A levy approved in March, 1965 would
be spread against the 1966 tax year while a levy approved 1in
November 1965 would be spread against the 1967 tax year.

20por further examination of variations in assessment
practice in the United States and reasons for these varia-
tions see: Rosenstengel and Eastmond, op. cit., pp. 84-5,
and Mort, Reusser, and Polley, op. cit., p. 133.
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different counties in a state and between taxpayers within a
single county. Two main causes of these variations are:
(a) the lack of uniform methods of assessing property, and
(b) the difficulty of assessing different kinds of property,
such as real property (residential, business, industrial,
farm, vacant, undeveloped, etc.) and personal property
(tangible and intangible).

From 1961 through 1966 county assessors in Washington
State have shown an improvement toward minimizing the injus-
tices caused by variation in assessment practice. According
to Washington State Tax Cmmmissic:nz1 data the Indicated

22 changed as follows: (a) range in 1961 from

County Ratios
13.4% to 24.8% and in 1966 from 15.7% to 25.3%, (b) differ-
ence in 1961 = 11.4% and in 1966 = 9.6%, (c) average in 1961
= 19.7% and in 1966 = 20.8%.

The preceding reference pertains mainly to real prop-
erty. However, in general, property placed on the tax rolls
falls into three categories: real property, tangible per-

sonal property, and intangible personal property.

Jones defined real property as "land and buildings and

zlﬂashingtﬂn State Tax Commission, County Ratio Equal-
ization Study, (Olympia: Research Division, August 31,
1966), p. 1. (Mimeographed.)

221 ndicated County Ratio is a term used by the Wash-
ington State Tax Commission to show the ratio of assessed
value to true value of property in Washington State.
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other improvement on the land. It is property which is fixed

Il23

in its location. Burkhead reports that "residences make

up about 54 percent of the value of locally assessed real

estate, and single family dwellings comprise about 90 percent

n24 The remaining 46 percent 1s made up

of residences.

largely of farm, industrial, and commercial property.
Tangible personal property is property which has an

inherent value of its own and can be moved should the owner

25 Benson states, "Broadly defined,

change his residence.
tangible personal property includes motor vehicles, household
goods, clothing, jewelry, business equipment, business inven-
tories, farm equipment, and farm animals."26

Intangible personal property is wealth encompassed in
"bank deposits, stocks, bonds, account receivable, and other
monies or claims to ownership or cantrﬂl."27

A comparison of local tax revenue per capita yield

places Washington relatively low among the states of the

nation. In 1966 with a per capita yield from local taxes of

23Jﬂnes, op. Cit., P« 6V

24Jesse Burkhead, State and Local Taxes for Public
Education (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1963), p. 35.

25Janes, 106, ext.

26charles S. Benson, The Economics of Public Education
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1961), p. 155.

271pid.
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$101.74 Washington ranked 34th nationally and 10th among the
11 continental western states.?® In the section concerning
State Revenue Sources a comparison is made relative to per-
capita yield from state taxes. The state comparison shows

Washington's rank in a considerably more favorable position.

County resvenue sources. In some states intermediate

or county units of government have been granted authority by
the state to collect taxes for the purpose of education. In
Washington the counties collect a real estate excise tax in
the amount of 1% on the price of real estate sales in the
county. By 1aw?? the county tax 1s allocated to schools for
school operation, except for a small portion kept by the
county to cover the costs of collecting the tax. A tax such

as the 1% real estate excise tax is classified as a convey-

ance tax.30

State Revenue Sources. The primary responsibility for

——

ZEGEEIQE Kinnear, Washington's Tax System: A Compari-
son, (Olympia: Washington State Department of Revenue, 1966),
p- 6. (Mimeographed.)

2970 state statutes authorize the 1% tax collection
on the price of real estate sales: RCW 28.45.040, 1951,
First Extraordinary Session provides for resoclution and pay-
ment; RCW 28.41.070, 1951, guarantees a payment to schools in
the amount of $.17 per pupil in average daily attendance.

30League of Women Voters of Washington, Tax Facts:
Where the Money Comes From (Seattle: League of Women Voters
of Washington, 1966), p. 6.
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public education in the United States rests with the state

gmvernments.Bl The reason for the primary responsibility

resting with the states was explained by Jones as:

The delegates to the Constitutional Convention which
founded the United States made no express provision for
federal activity 1n education. Under the Tenth Amendment
to the Constitution, education not being a power dele-
gated to the federal government by the Constitution
itself, was 'reserved to the states respectively, or to
the people.' Federal activities in the educational field,
which have grown through the years, are performed under
the expanding interpretaticg§ granted the general welfare
clause of the Constitution.

Five rather distinct purposes of state support have
been discussed extensively in school finance literature.
These purposes stated by Lindman are:

1. To promote improvements in school practices by making
state aid payments contingent upon adoption of these
practices by local school districts.

2. To compensate school districts for unusually expen-
sive aspects of the school program, such as pupil
transportation.

3. To guarantee a minimum level of support per child for
all school districts based upon uniform tax effort as

1llustrated by the foundation program.

4. To provide an incentive for greater local tax effort,
as illustrated by the state support programs 1in
Wisconsin and Rhode Island.

3lpor a detailed treatment of the subject see: Robert
L. Drury and Kenneth C. Ray, Principles of School Law, (New
York: Appelton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1965), Chapters 1-3;
I.ee 0. Garber, The Yearbook of School Law, 1965, (Danville,
Tllinois: The Interstate Printers and Publishers, 1965),

Chapter 1.

32Jmnes,*22. BILBs, P. 83.
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5. To broaden the school tax base to include revenues
derived from state-administered non-property taxes.>>

In order to accomplish these purposes it is necessary
for the state to obtain revenue. Unlike local revenue
whereby the property tax is the main source, state revenue 1is
derived from a combination of tax sources.>% For reader
convenience a camparisnn35 between Washington State and all
states in the state tax collections by type of tax is made in
Table I. From the comparison in Table I it is evident that
Washington State places major reliance on the sales tax as a
revenue source. The percent of sales tax to total state tax
revenue ranges from 19.9% in Oregon to 84.4% in Illinois with
Washington ranking second high.

By contrast Washington derives no revenue from taxing
income, either individual or corporate. Forty of the fifty
states receive revenue from some form of income tax. The
percent of income tax revenue to total state tax revenue

ranges from 0.8% in South Dakota to 59.5% in Oregon.

33BErick L. Lindman, "State School Finance Reflects 1ts
Times, " Long-Range Planning in School Finance, (Washington,
D. C.: National Education Association, Based on proceedings
of the Sixth National School Finance Conference, April 7-9,
1963), p. 38.

34Far a detailed review of tax revenue sources for
state funds for each state of the union see: National Educa-
tion Association, Committee on Educational Finance, C E F
Report (Washington, D. C.: National Education Association,
May, 1967), pp. 1-24.

35

Ibid., p. 6.
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TABLE I

MAJOR STATE TAX COLLECTIONS IN 1966
(AS PERCENT OF TOTAL TAX REVENUE)

As % of total

State Taxes state tax revenue

for all states

As % of total
tax revenue for
Washington State

General sales and
gross receipts

Motor fuels

Tobacco preoducts

Alcoholic beverages

Insurance

Others

TOTAL ALL SALES

Individual income
Corporation net income

TOTAL ALIL INCOME

Motor wvehicle and
operators' licenses
Other licenses
TOTAL ALL LICENSES

TOTAL ALL OTHER

TOTAL COLLECTIONS
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Income and sales taxes constitute the main source of
state revenue. However, a few states receive substantial
revenue from severance taxes and from property taxes.
Examples of these are: (a) Louisiana 27.2% from severance
taxes, and (b) Nebraska 34.3% from property taxes.

Recent legislatures in Washington State have debated
the need for a broader tax base. Soma form of income tax
received most consideration, but due to the Constitutional
limitation no income tax has been enacted. A Constitutional
change will be required before the tax base can be broadened

to include income as a possible tax source. The Washington

36 in two ways.

State Constitution can be amended
First, a proposed amendment must be approved as a

joint resolution by two-thirds of the membership of the

House and by two-thirds of the membership of the Senate.

After this step the proposed amendment must be submitted to

the voters at the next state general election. The amendment

becomes law if approved by a simple majority of those voting

on the amendment.

Second, the Constitution may be amended (or completely

rewritten) by a constitutional convention. This requires:

1. Agreement by two-thirds of the members of each

36Washington State Research Council, The Research
Council's Handbook, State and Local Government in Washington
(Olympia: Washington State Research Council, 1964), p. 138.
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house of the Legislature that the question of a
convention should be submitted to the voters at
the next general election.

2. Agreement by a simple majority of all those voting
at the general election that a convention should
be called.

3. Provision for the mechanics of holding a conven-
tion must be made by the next succeeding legisla-
ture.

4, Amendments proposed by the convention must be
submitted to the voters for their approval or
rejection.

A constitutional convention has not been held in
Washington State since the present Constitution was adopted
in 1889. The 1967 Legislature did not act to place the issue
of a constitutional convention before the voters. However,
voters have another means of calling for such a convention.
This means 1s through the power of initiative.37

Steps have been taken by voters to use the power of

initiative. An initiative petition for submission to the

37The initiative is the direct power of the voters to
enact new laws and/or change existing laws. It was provided
in 1912 by the Seventh Amendment to the State Constitution.
There are two types of initiatives; the initiative to the
people and the initiative to the Legislature. For further
detail relative to the procedure of using the initiative

approach see: Washington State Research Council, op. cit.,
pp. 136-7.
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people 1is being circulated to place Initiative Measure 241
before the voters in the November 5, 1968 general election.
Initiative Measure 241 calls for a State Constitutional
Convention in 1970. Until such time a constitutional change
has been enacted it is likely the main source of state tax
revenue 1n Washington will continue to be sales.

In 1966 with a per capita yield from state taxes of
$233.73 Washington ranked 3rd nationally. Washington's total
state tax revenue for 1966, as a percent of 1965 personal

income, was 8.1% which ranked 4th among all states.>S

Federal revenue sources. The federal government today

constitutes what is probably the last major untapped source
of revenue for public school education in the United States.
Federal grants for education have been made for specific
purposes and in specific amounts, but relatively speaking,

these funds represent a very minor portion of the source to

date.39

It is felt by many people that if schools are to go

beyond present levels of guality and adequately discharge

38yational Education Association, Committee on Educa-
tional Finance, C E F Report (Washington, D. C.: National
Education Association, May, 1967), p. 22.

3% 0or a detailed review of the federal government's
participation in financing public school education histori-
cally and currently see: Norton, op. cit., pp. 214-32.,
Burkhead, op. cit., pp. 236-87.
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the responsibilities placed on them, the financial resources
of all levels of government must be made available. OCther
people fear losing local control of their schools if the
federal government becomes a greater revenue source.

The justification for the demand that all levels of
government participate in supporting schools is based on the
knowledge that public education has a profound influence on
the way of life of our country; it is no mere local concern.
In addition to recognizing the public schools' basic role in
the American political system and national security, the

Educational Policies Commission emphasized:

There is an intimate relationship between schooling
and the economic health of a nation and of its citizens.
Prosperity demands productivity, and productivity demands
trained talent. Education develops the intellectual and
manual skills which underlie the productive abilities of
individuals and nations today. Nations with the highest
general level of education are those with the highest
economic development. Schools, even mnig than natural
resources, are the basis of prosperity.

If schools are to achieve the levels of quality
required to keep the United States economically strong it 1is
very likely that the federal government must play a more
realistic role in educational finance. The gquestion remains,

how desperate must the financial situation become before the

40Natinnal Education Association and American Assocla-
tion of School Administrators, Educational Policy Commission,

National Policy and the Financing of the Public Schools,
(Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1959),

P. 7.
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attitudes and emotions which preclude greater utilization of
national resources for public education are modified. Once
these attitudes and emotions are modified federal support is
likely to be more genera14l and continuous rather than cate-

42

gorical and of a crash program type.

II. Distribution of Funds

As pointed out previously local districts receive
funds for maintenance and operation of schools from three
main governmental sources: Local, state, and federal. The
local and state sources provide the major amount of revenue.
Due to dependency on the property tax, variations in assess-
ment practice, inequality of wealth behind each pupil and
different attitudes relative to school support, it has been
impossible for local school boards to equalize educational
opportunity for all children in the state. Consequently, it
has become the task of the state to provide whatever equali-
zation i1t can.

Because the state has assumed this important responsi-

bility the Distribution of Funds section of Chapter II1I deals

4lrhe term "general" is used here to mean grants-in-
aid granted to state or local governments without designation
of purpose or restriction of expenditure other than in broad
areas such as for operation or for construction.

42pne term "categorical" is used here to mean grants-
in-aid given to state or local governments for specific
purposes and programs to encourage their development.



36
mainly with equalization of educational opportunity through
state distribution of funds. A brief historical review of
and reasons behind grants-in-aid and distribution formulae is
included. Finally, the distribution formula adopted by the

1963 Washington State Legislature is reviewed.

Historical development of distributing school funds.

In the Eighteenth Century when the Constitutional Convention
decided to leave education "to the states or to the people,”
tax-supported education was limited to the older New England
states. Most original states had not adopted the concept of
public education. Only seven of the twelve states that

adopted constitutions at that time even mentioned education

and only three of these defined the term.

43 policy adopted by the

As a result of land-grant
Continental Congress in 1787, states forming in the wilder-
ness west of the Alleghenies became more committed to public
education than the majority of older states.

In 1795 New York state granted funds to municipalities
to be used for schools and to be supplemented locally by half

the amount. The law, enacted to operate for five years, was

successful but not renewed. A commission was appointed in

43an example of land-grants is the earmarking of land
for school purposes in every township of the Northwest
Territory. This policy was extended eventually to all the
new states and brought to them a total land area equal to 150
Rhode Islands.
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1811 to study the problem of school finance. In 1812, as a
result of the commission's recommendation, a law was passed
which created a system of local school government, gave the
new government agencies taxing power, and required them to
match the state grants. This law had wide influence on
methods of state finance and methods of local fiscal control.

Apart from the New York example public education in
the East was in the doldrums. Some bright spots appeared
when in 1803 Ohio provided in its constitution for right of
entry of pupils to any school profiting from the federal land
grants and when Indiana, in its constitution, called on the
legislature to set up a complete system of public schools as
soon as circumstances permitted. Circumstances in Indiana
did not "permit" until thirty years had elapsed.

By 1830 the shape of public education began to appear.
Rhode Island, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania called for public
tax support and Rhode Island and Pennsylvania added small
amounts of incentive aid. New states followed with tax-
supported education and used federal land-grant revenue as a
stimulus for local action.

By the middle of the Nineteenth Century Horace Mann,
Henry Barnard, Caleb Mills, John Pierce and other educational
leaders helped clarify the concept, purpose and need for
public education. As a result all states adopted the concept

to some degree. In 1890 only eleven states provided less
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than 15% support from state and federal funds, twelve states
provided 15-19%, eight states 30-49%, and ten states more
than 50%.44 The pattern of 1890 still survives in broad
outline at least as is shown by comparable statistics for
1956 as analyzed by Mort, et al: "Of the eighteen (states)
in the two higher-percentage groups in 1890, only two are
now found in the lower-percentage group. Of the twenty-nine
in the two lower-percentage groups, only seven are now found
in the higher-percentage group. Clearly the posture of the
several states in regard to state support had already become
fairly well fixed by 1890. "45

Since 1890 periodic changing conditions subjected the
system of school financing to great stress. Among these

conditions were enrollment expansion, inflation, depression,

46

and the desire for quality education. Mort, et al pointed

out the historical trend that in good times (periods of
growth and inflation) local districts generally provide an
increasing portion of operating funds, while during bad times
(periods of depression) the state portion of operating budget
revenues increases. Perhaps out of more experience policies

will evclve that will keep these two agencies of the people

44Mnrt, Reusser, and Polley, op. cit., p. 196.

451pid., p. 197.

461pid., pp. 198-9.
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and perhaps the third, the federal government, in a firmer
partnership to meet variations in economic and population
growth periods.

Throughout the period of struggle for public education
leaders emerged to give direction and purpose. In the area
of school finance and particularly in the area of state
financing of schools certain men played major roles. Some of
these men are included here.

The first extensive analysis of state-aid practice was
made by Cubberley during a time when economic and growth
conditions were favorable in many districts but decadent in
some others. He discovered two basic principles in the maze
of varying practices. These principles were equalization and
reward for effort. His views were summarized by the follow-
ing statement:

Theoretically all the children of the state are egually
important and are entitled to have the same advantages;
practically this can never be quite true. The duty of
the state is to secure for all as high a minimum of good
instruction as is possible, but not to reduce all to this
minimum; to equalize the advantages to all as nearly as
can be done with the resources at hand; to place premium
on those local efforts which will enable communities to
rise above the legal minimum as far as possible; and to
encourage communities to extend their educational ener-
gies to new and desirable undertakings.47

Cubberley's ideas influenced state support for about

fifteen years. Times then changed and greater extremes

471pid., p. 17.




40
existed between school districts. More local districts were
unable to meet the demands of education and variations in
educational opportunity increased.
During this periocd of changing economy one of the most
creative and stimulating thinkers in his field, Harlan

48 puilt upon the Cubberley ideas. He proposed a

Updegraff,
plan for New York which called upon the state to provide
financial conditions such than any effort on the part of a
community of less than average wealth would yield tax returns
equal to those of the same effort exercised by the communi-
ties of average wealth. This was the merging of the equali-
zation principle and the payment-for-effort principle. It
has had and undoubtedly will continue to have a far reaching
influence on state distribution formulae.

Under the changing conditions following Cubberley's
and Updegraff's work Strayer and Haig prepared a report which

49

contained the conceptual basis of much of the present day

practice in equalization. The basic idea is generally

referred to as the "Strayer-Haig formula," or the "foundation

program plan.”

48Mort, Reusser and Polley, op. cit., pp. 208-9.

49Gearge D. Strayer and Robert M. Haig, Financing of

Presented by the Educational Finance Inquiry Commission Under
the Auspices of the American Council on Education, (New York:

The Macmillan Company, 1923), pp. 173-4.
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The foundation program basically assured every dis-
trict in the state a predetermined satisfactory minimum
offering per pupil. All districts would be expected to tax
themselves at a tax rate equal to the rate the richest dis-
trict must tax 1tself to meet the guaranteed satisfactory
minimum per pupil. The deficiency amount resulting from the
application of the required tax rate would be paid to the
district by the state. The Strayer-Haig formula adopted
Cubberley's basic concept of equalization, but held that any

program granting reward for effort was inconsistent with the

aim of equalizatinn.s0

The last major person in the development of state-aid
programs in this review is Paul Mort. Known as a pioneer in
the development of thoughts on grants-in-aid at state and
federal levels, Mort and associates advanced a number of
refinements in the basic Strayer-Haig plan. These refine-

&l

ments include:

1. The Adaptability Principle. This principle holds
that a certain sum of money beyond the state man-
dated minimum Or an average expenditure 1s

necessary for districts to extend programs in

>O1pid., p. 175.

Sanr further expansion on Paul Mort's refinements on
the Strayer-Haig formula see: Benson, op. cit., pp. 210-12,
and Mort, Reusser and Polley, op. cit., pp. 50-1.
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desired directions and adopt new, improved prac-
tices.

2. The Weighted-Pupil Measure. Regular and special
programs in different size districts and at
different grade levels require different costs per
pupil. Mort determined weighted-pupil ratios to
give allowance for these unusual costs.

3. The Key-District Concept. The largest wealthy
district should be used to determine the founda-
tion program tax rate rather than the wealthiest
district in order to avoid using some "freak dis-
trict" with abnormal wealth behind each pupil as
the determinant.

4. Local Tax Leeway. This principle suggests that

once the key district is selected and its tax rate
computed it is appropriate to adjust the founda-
tion program tax rate slightly downward, so that
almost all districts—--except perhaps the very
rich, small districts--receive some state aid.
These principles or variations thereof are included in
many of the state distribution formulae in use today. Con-
tinued study by school finance specialists, state legisla-
tures, state offices of education and local school boards

have led to further experimentation to find improvements to

existing formulae.
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Methods and patterns of state support. The United

States Office of Education distinguishes among grants-in-aid
to school districts on two criteria: (a) whether the grant
is general or special purpose and (b) whether the program is
egqualizing or flat. A grant is general purpose if the funds
are "allocated to boards of education with very little

instruction as to the use to be made of the funds.“52
Special purpose grants, on the other hand, may be expended
only on designated objects or functions. Burkhead distin-

guished between equalizing or flat grants by determining:

"whether a measure of local resources is used in determining

53

allocations among the districts.” Equalized value of tax-

able property per public school pupil is the most commonly
used measure of local resources.

Presently, the taxonomy of grants-in-aid does not
identify how local needs are determined. Such distinctions
are especially important with regard to the stimulation and
equity aspects of grants. Burkhead suggests that a taxonomy
might include:

I. Use of Proceeds

>2plbert R. Munse and Eugene P. McLoone, Public School
Finance Programs of the United States, 1957-58, (Washington:
U. S. Office of Education, 1960), p. 35.

53Jesse Burkhead, Public School Finance, Economics and
Politics, (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press,
1964) ' P- 208-
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A. General Purpose
B. Special Purpose
II. Resource Measure
A. Equalizing
B. Nonequalizing
ITT. Needs Measure
A. Unit Costs
l. Fixed
2. Variable
B. Percentage of Local Expenditur9554
The Use of Proceeds and Resource Measures stand as
defined by the U. S§. Office of Education. The Needs Measures
are distinguished by whether grants are based on unit costs
or percentage of local expenditures. "Under the unit
approach, the state government undertakes to decide, 1in
effect, how much various types of educational services should
cost, with estimates generally adjusted for size of district
and sparsity of population. On the other hand, the percent-
age formulae rely upon a local determination of need. ">
Experience 0f the last three or four decades has pro-

vided some guidelines which are gaining acceptance 1in pro-

grams of financing schools. Some of these guidelines were

>41pid., p. 209.

351pid.
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1dentified by Jones>® and are paraphrased as follows:

l. A foundation program should be defined and should
be expressed in dollar terms.

a. All major elements of education that should be
avalilable to every child should be included in
the program.

b. Lay citizens as well as professional educators
should participate in making the decisions as
to the nature and level of support program
that the state must have.

c. The dollar figure expressed in per pupil or
classroom unit terms should be objective so
that any person following the stipulated for-
mula would arrive at the same results.

d. The formula should be simple enough for lay
citizens and legislators to understand its

operation.

2. The state and the local school district should
share in securing the funds to fulfill the founda-

tion program.

3. The ability of a local school district to contrib-
ute to the dollar amount reguired in the founda-
tion formula must be determined, and there must be
a mandatory local effort.

4. The state must provide at least the difference
between the amount raised by the mandatory local
tax effort and the total dollar amount requilired
for the foundation program for the school district.

5. Local schocl districts should be encouraged to tax
themselves beyond the mandatory local tax effort
required in the foundation program in order to
provide educational opportunities beyond the
foundation program.

6. The state plan of financing schools should encour-
age local responsibility for school administration

56Jnnes,.gg. cits, Pps 28-39.
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and should avoid specific controls enforced
through the finance plan.

7. There should be periodic evaluation and modifica-
tion of the state finance plan in the light of
experience and in response to emerging educational

needs.

State distribution formulae. State distribution for-

mulae endeavor to raise the gquality of the education program
in the state and to equalize the opportunity of all students
to have available to them these quality programs. The term
"quality" as it relates to educational programs has been
considered by researchers in many studies. Although it was
recognized that many factors affect the quality of programs
the cost per pupil remains the most accurate measure to date.
Vincent referred to the educational cost-guality

relationship as:

The relation between cost and quality in education has
been investigated over a long period of time, and by many
able researchers. The earliest studies go back to the
turn of the century. The results are impressive: the
overwhelming evidence from studies of the relation
between cost and quality show that, in school as_in most
other places, when you spend more you get more.

Norton reinforced Vincent's view by stating, "A num-
ber of lines of research indicate that higher per pupil

expenditure is a major and essential factor in achieving

°>7William S. Vincent, Does Money Make a Difference,
Associated Public School Systems, (New York, Columbia Univer-

sity Press, 1958), p. 1.
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quality education, regardless of one's definition of qual-

ity.”58

The Committee on Tax Education and School Finance of
the National Education Association®> in studying the rela-

tionship between cost and quality arrived at certain conclu-

sions. Among these conclusions were:

1. There is a factual basis for dealing with the
relationship between quality in education and its
level of cost.

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

3. The evidence now available as to the relationship
of level of per-pupil expenditure to the quality
of education found in a school system is neither
final nor complete, but 1t is highly significant.

4. A higher quality education is generally provided
in school systems which spend larger amounts per

pupil.

5. More money does not automatically produce better
schools, but educational quality generally
increases as per-pupil expenditure increases.

Burkhead expressed concern that the cost-quality rela-

tionship 1s not adequate to use as the criterion for measur-

ing equalization of educational opportunity. He wrote:

SBJﬂhn K. Norton, Does Better Education Cost More?, A
Report of Committee on Educational Finance, (Washington,
D. C.: National Education Association, 1959), p. 4l.

59Natiﬁnal Education Association, Committee on Tax
Education and School Finance, Does Better Education Cost
More?, (Washington, D. C.: National Education Association,

1959), pp. 41-44,
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It would appear that perhaps one-third of the factors
affecting the quality of the schools have some relation-
ship to expenditure levels; but if all schools in the
United States had the same expenditure level, there
would still be enormous differences in the quality of
education. In fact, there are some reasons to believe
that quality differences would be reduced very little
even 1f expenditure levels were equated. We are a very
long way from a complete understanding of the casual
factors that explain variations in the quality of educa-
tion.©0

At first, the goal of equal educational opportunity
for all pupils within a state to achieve both vertical and
horizontal equitysl was translated into equal resources for
each pupil which, 1in turn, became a fixed dollar amount per
pupil in the foundation program. Since, it has been recog-

nized that not all costs vary directly with the number of

pupils. Burke said:

.-..-.the objective of state policy is not to equalize
educational opportunities in a literal sense but to
improve educational opportunities for all children. The
guestion becomes one of learning what 1s the range of
educational opportunities within the state, discovering
why some localities lag so far behind others, and devis-
ing means for lifting the communities at the lower end of
the scale while at the same time fostering continued
progress by communities at the upper end of the scale of
ability and willingness....What the state can and should
do in raising the foundation level of educational oppor-
tunities is to create conditions which will remove the
financial obstacles to improved education in all

60Jesse Burkhead, Public School Finance, Economics and
Politics, gp. ¢cit., p. 87.

ﬁlarvid J. Burke, Financing Public Schools in the
United States, (New York: Harper and Brothers, Publishers,

1957)1* P+ 565-
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lﬂcalities.62

McLoone called attention to inequities which arise
from varying social backgrounds. He said: "Today to
achieve both vertical and horizontal equity, equal educa-
ticnal opportunity for a pupil to develop to his full poten-
tial means a different dollar amount per pupil, that 1is,

resources in whatever amount it takes to overcome environ-

w63

mental (socio-economic) differences among pupils. Some of

these differences are in motivation, preparation for learning,
verbalization, and other similar characteristics. Local
school districts and state educational systems have been
encouraged by the federal government to develop programs to
reduce these environmental differences. Encouragement has
come by way of categorical grants—-in-aid as exemplified by

the Head Start64 and the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act®> programs.

©2McLoone described horizontal equity as the equal
treatment of equals and vertical equity as the unequal treat-
ment of unequals. For further treatment of these definitions
refer to: Eugene P. McLoone, "Evaluating the Weighting Fac-
tors in Use," Trends in Financing Public Education, Eighth
National Conference on School Finance, (Washington, D. C.:
National Education Association, 1965), pp. 63-79.

631pid., p. 63.

04ror detailed information on the Head Start program
refer to Economic Opportunity Act P. L. 88-452, Title II,
passed 1964,

65For detailed information on the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act program refer to Elementary and
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Environmental differences are not as commonly met by
state distribution formulae as are other conditions which
cause need for varying amounts of financial aid. Most common
among these other conditions which receive weighted66 con-
sideration i1n state formulae are those associated with
differences among grade levels, those associated with school
district size and those associated with the training and
experience of teachers. The first, grade level differentia-
tion, adjusts a cost per pupil variation generally found
between kindergarten, elementary, junior high and high school

67 adjusts the per

grade levels. The second, district size,
pupil cost variation which exists between districts of low
and high population intensity. The third, teacher experience,

provides more funds for districts with more experienced

Secondary Education Act P. L. 89-10, Title I, I1II, III, IV and
V, passed 1965, and P. L. 90-247, Title VI, passed 1967.

6§A1bert R. Munse, "Weighting Factors in State Founda-

tion Programs" Trends in Financing Public Education, Eighth
National Conference on School Finance, (Washington, D. C.:
National Education Association, 1965), pp. 56-62.

©7The theoretical relationship between district size
and cost per pupil was found to have substantial empirical
support--enough to warrant consideration of a compensatory
factor in the distribution formula. For further detail refer
to Nels W. Hanson, "The Size-Cost Relationship in Public
Schools," Trends in Financing Public Education, Eighth
National Conference on School Finance, (Washington, D. C.:
National Education Association, 1965), p. 133; and George D.
Strayer, Jr., Guidelines for Public School Finance, Report of
a Nation-wide Survey of State and Local Finance by National
Advisory Committee of School Finance, (Bloomington, Indiana:
Phi Delta Kappa, 1963), p. l4.
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and/or more highly educated staffs.

State foundation and equalization programs utilize
need as a basic measure for distributing grants-in-aid. The
measurement of need in a given program is associated bas-
ically with the number of children in attendance or enrolled
in the school district. Burke identified the means by which
need is most often measured as: "....the number belonging,
net enrollment, average membership, or average daily atten-
dance."®® Because education most often takes place in
instructional groups measures of educational need have been
expressed as, "classroom units and as the equivalent in
terms of a specified weighted number of pupils in atten-

69 which was referred to as a classroom unit. The

dance, "
measurement of need should be relatively easy to calculate
once given the number of students enrolled in or attending
school 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 local tax revenue for schools is derived from property

taxes it 1is necessary to consider the importance of the

— —— —

©8arvid J. Burke, Guides to the Improvement of State
School Finance Programs, Report of the Committee on Tax
Education and School Finance, (Washington, D. C.: National
Education Association, 1958), p. 18.

©91pbid.
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equalizing the value of taxable property per unit of educa-
tional need. Johns points out, however, that the solution is
not simple for the following reasons:

l. It is argued by some that the extra costs of
municipal government in large cities reduce the
taxpaying ability of those cities to support
schools.

2. It is argued that income is a better measure of
local taxpaying ability than property valuation.

3. Some states do not have adequate machinery for
determining the equalized value of property in
local school districts; therefore, some other
measure of local taxpaying ability is needed. ’©

LindmanTl

speaking to the validity of point 1 above
argued that rural school districts do not have as high a
property tax burden for nonschool local government costs as
municipal districts, and that municipal districts varied
among themselves i1n the ratio of municipal costs to school

costs. ~:r1:::r1'1:|:'1s;?2

suggests that the solution to the municipal
cost variation problem will probably be found in increased
grants-in-aid to municipalities rather than in modifying the

measures of local ability to pay for school support in state

7ORGE L. Johns, "Indirect Measures of Local Ability To
Support Schools," Trends in Financing Public Education,
Eighth National Conference on School Finance, (Washington,
D. C.: National Education Association, 1965), p. 92.

7lgrick L. Lindman, "School Support and Municipal
Government Costs," Long Range Planning in School Finance,
Sixth National Conference on School Finance, (Washington,
D. C.: National Education Association, 1963), pp. 129-34.

72Jmhns, loc. cit.
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formulae.

It is sometimes argued that the extra costs of educat-
ing culturally disadvantaged persons living in big cities are
not recognized in state formulae. If these costs exist they
might more appropriately be met by weighting the measure of
need rather than modifying the measure of local ability.

Income as a measure of ability to support schools has
received increased consideration in recent years. The point
1s made that past, present and/or future income is used to
pay taxes; therefore, income 1is a valid measure of ability.
James, Thomas, and DyckTH under U. S. Office of Education,
Cooperative Research Project Number 1241 and Kimbrough and
Johns’% under a similar project Number 2842 derived correla-
tions between family income and per-capita market value of
property, and between per—-capita personal income and per-
capita equalized valuation of property respectively. Both
studies found that per-capita personal income and per-capita
market value of property measure somewhat different aspects

of taxpaying capacity. Further, it was concluded that

73H. Thomas James, J. Alan Thomas, and Harold J. Dyck,
Wealth, Expenditure and Decision-Making for Education, U. S.
Office of Education, Cooperative Research Project #1241,
(Stanford, California: Stanford University, 1963), pp. 7-8.

74g. B. Kimbrough and Roe L. Johns, The Relationship
of Socioeconomic Factors, Educational Leadership Patterns and
Elements of Community Power Structure to Local School Fiscal
Policy, U. S. Office of Education, Cooperative Research Proj-
ect #2842, (Florida: University of Florida, 1967).
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personal income was not presently administratively feasible
because local boards of education lack the power to levy a
local tax highly correlated with personal income.

The findings of the two research projects referred to
above do not necessarily show that the equalized value of
taxable property should not be used as a measure of local
ability, but perhaps the findings do suggest that a consider-
ably higher percentage of the school budget should be derived
from state and federal taxes. Hutchins referred to state
participation as: "No specific proportion of state money
that should be allocated in proportion to the lack of wealth
has been announced, but observations of new developments

indicate that as much as 70 percent of equalization can be

desirable."75

76

Johns' third point on lack of machinery in some

states to adequately equalize property values is a valid

concern. Those states that have a designated agency to
equalize property values, and do the job in a reasonably
accurate manner, provide an equitable base from which a state
formula can operate. Unfortunately, some states have failed

to establish a state authority for determining equalized

- —

75Claytun D. Hutchins, "New Developments in State
School Finance Systems" Pamphlet, Financing Education For Our
Changing Population, Committee on Educational Finance, (Wash-
ington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1961), p. 80.
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valuations. These states have had to rely on various forms
of economic 1indices to either check the validity of reported
valuations or to establish equalized valuations. The eco-
nomic index approach has not proven as adequate as direct
equalization by a state agency. Johns concluded:
"....despite the use of the most advanced methods, it is not
feasible to estimate the equalized valuation of property in a

school district by an economic index as accurately as by

determining equalized valuation directly."7?

Bwl.i:*.:'}cuaj'8 summarized various state procedures for deter-

mining equalized valuations as:

1. Local assessments made under little or no state
supervision.

2. Standards for assessment set by state with some
supervision.

3. ©State tax commission determine ratio of assessed
valuation to true value in each taxpaying juris-
diction.

4. State use economic index based upon retail sales,
motor vehicle registrations, postal receipts, and

other 1items.
Effort produced by a local community to support 1its
schools is another measure taken into account in state dis-
tribution formulae. Relative levels of local effort are

difficult to determine in many states due to variations 1in

771bid., p. 99.

78Burke, op. €it., ps 72.
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assessment practices. For example, a high millage levy in a
district may or may not represent a high effort dependinig on
that district's assessment ratio in comparison to all dis-
tricts in the state and on the per-capita income of people
residing 1n the district. Some districts in a state may levy
two to eight times as much as other districts. In many cases
this difference could be attributed to effort.

The range in actual local effort, although greatly
influenced by the attitude of the people toward their schools,
1s materially affected by two other factors identified by
Johns and Morphet as: "(1) the amount of state aid provided

and the plan used for apportioning the state funds, and (2)

“79

the number of small districts in the state. Other things

being equal, states that have a large proportion of small
districts of widely varying wealth and that provide very
limited funds from state sources to help pay for schools,

will have the greatest range in local effort.

Some other factors which contribute to the variation
in local effort are the aspirations local citizens have for
the youth of the community, median family income, percent of
occupied housing, median years of schooling, percent of labor
force unemployed, percent of population non-white, percent of

county population living on rural farms, and percent of

7S3ohns and Morphet, op. cit., pp. 160-6l.
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students attending private EChﬂﬂlS.BD

State grants—-in—-aid constitute many forms of "fiscal
incentives" to local school districts. That is, local
authorities are induced to do certain things in their pro-
grams they might not otherwise do without state support. Of
the general purpose grants, according to Bensansl there are
two main types: the foundation program plan (Strayer-Haig)
and the percentage-equalizing subvention (or matching grants
on an equalizing basis). A question to ask about these two
plans is, which offers greater incentive to the poorer dis-

tricts? Benson answered the question as:

....one must say that foundation program plans, as
standardly administered, offer a financial incentive to
the richer districts of a state and a financial disincen-
tive to the poorer districts. The percentage equalizing
plan reduces the price of educational services more uni-
formly in all districts and, hence, offers a more widely
distributed type of financial incentive.

It might thus be good policy to incorporate some form
of equalized matching provision in the general aid pro-
grams in most--I do not say all--states.82

Perhaps the best example of an equalizing state grant

with an incentive for the local district is Rhode Island's

program. According to the State Board of Education in Rhode

———

80James, Thomas, and Dyck, op. cit., pp. 110-15.

8lcharles S. Benson, "Fiscal Incentives in State Aid
Provisions," Trends in Financing Public Education, Eighth
National Conference on School Finance, (Washington, D. C.:
National Education Association, 1965), p. 51.

821pid., p. 54.
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Island:

..++.any legislation designed to support schools must
do two things. First, it must guarantee an adequate
minimum education for all children in Rhode Island.
Second, in doing the first, it must also guarantee that
no school system 1s discouraged from moving on toward its
destiny as rapidly and Effectiggly as possible--with the
approval and aid of the state.

Equalization aid is designed to help the poor commun-
ities which have inadequate local tax resources to overcome

the financial deficiency by paying a greater amount to the

poorer communities in order to equalize the tax burden. 1In

Rhode Island, Boyer wrote:

Whatever decisions are made locally bind the State to
"pay its share" of the cost whatever it may be.

The result is a program whereby each school district

sets 1ts own "foundation program." Since the State's
share of each community varies with the taxable wealth

behind each pupil, the less tﬂi local wealth per pupil
the higher the State's share.

Washington State distribution formula. The 1965
session of the Washington State Legislature enacted a new
school distribution fﬂrmulas5 for the apportionment of state

funds to school districts. Full implementation of the

83g. Gi1 Boyer, Financing Tomorrow's Schools Today-—-
The Story of Rhode Island's School Finance Program, (Provi-
dence, Rhode Island: Oxford Press, Inc., 1961), p. 22.

841pid., p. 24.

BSWashingtﬂn State Legislature, Chapter 154, Extra-
ordinary Session, 1965, Schools--Distribution and Apportion-

ment of State Funds.
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formula required a four-year span before the formula could

become totally operative. The gradual implementation time

was written into the law s0 as not to disrupt school district

operation and function too abruptly.

The Washington formula includes many of the factors

incorporated in other state formulae. A review of the prin-

ciples upon which the formula was developed serves as a base

for understanding:

1s

Every child should have a chance for a relatively
equal educational opportunity regardless of the
location or wealth of his school district. (The
minimum foundation level guarantees an amount of
revenue per child.)

The Legislature 1s responsible for maintaining a
proper balance among all sources of revenue avail-
able to school districts. (This is an attempt to
require equal local tax effort.)

State funds should be apportioned on as objective
and easily computed a basis as possible.

The State should exercise a minimum amount of
control over local school programs.

The State should encourage efficient organization
and operation of school districts toward economy
and improved educational opportunity.

Allowances should be made for some range in dis-
tricts' revenues for differences in costs not
otherwise covered, or for local program differ-
ences. (Factors for size of districts, differ-
ences among staffs as to training and experience,
and for concentrations of disadvantaged cgéldren
have been incorporated into the formula.)

8010uis Bruno, The School Distribution Formula Weight-
ing Factors--Memorandum to Central Budget Agency from State
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In the 1965-66 school year, $200,114,920.00 were dis-—

tributed from state funds to meet the total guarantee of
$271,901,857.00. The average state support to meet the guar-
antee was 73.6% or $224.48 per pupil.

Chapter III treats the Washington formula in detail
relative to all factors utilized for equalizing educational
opportunity. In brief, the formula does attempt to equalize
local ability to pay by establishing assessment ratio between
assessed value and true value for property in each county for
the required 14 mill rate. The formula does not recognize
effort to equalize ability to pay for local funds raised
through special levies. With special levies increasing in
amount and rate yearly the absence of this factor has caused
low assessed valuation districts to make greater and greater
relative effort in order to maintain relative position with

higher assessed valuation districts.

Superintendent of Public Instruction, (Olympia, Washington:
State Superintendent of Public Instruction, December 8, 1966),

pp. 1-2.
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III. Summary

Chapter II has been divided into two main sections: the
Acquisition of Funds and the Distribution of Funds. The
Acquisition of Funds was treated historically and currently.
Historically a long and difficult fight took place in America
over free public education. The national Constitution does
not recognize education, but instead leaves education as the
responsibility of the states. Therefore, states adopted
public education at varying rates and in varying degrees.

Some basic principles of taxation include factors such
as ability to pay, benefits received, adequacy of yield,
stability and flexibility, and ease of administration and
payment. No one tax can satisfy every principle for some
principles are in conflict with others.

Sources of revenue include local, county, state, fed-
eral and non tax sources. The largest single local revenue
source is the property tax. This tax is often inequitable
due to unequal property assessment practice. To gain equity
i1t is necessary to assess all property equally and to equal-
ize ability to pay in low assessed valuation areas.

Washington State has some of the most restrictive
property tax regulations among all states. The 40 mill law
combined with property taxed at less than 50% of true value
cause the greatest barriers.

County revenue in Washington Efor public education is
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derived from a tax of 1% on all real estate sales. This tax
1s called the Real Estate Transaction Tax.

The maln purposes of state tax revenue is to improve
programs, to compensate school districts, to guarantee a
minimum expenditure level, to create local incentive, and to
broaden the tax base. The main source of state revenue in
Washington 1s derived from the sales tax. Some other states
utilize the income tax as a major source.

The federal government represents the last major un-
tapped source for school revenue. Federal aid is distributed
through two major ways, general and categorical. The main
argument for categorical aid is to create incentive to
develop certain programs. General aid, however, provides
more opportunity for local control of program and 1s pre-
ferred as a distribution method.

Since local and state sources provide the major amount
of school revenue these sources are the main means for
equalizing educational opportunity among school districts.
However, due to local district dependency on the property taxX
as 1its major tax source and due to variations 1n assessment
practice, inequality of wealth behind each pupil and differ-
ent attitudes relative to school support, 1t has been
impossible for local school boards to equalize educational
opportunity. Consequently, it has become the task of the

state to provide whatever equalization it can. Chapter II
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has dealt mainly with equalization through the distribution
of state funds.

Historically, public support for education was slow in
developing and not until the latter part of the nineteenth
century was the concept better understood and fairly widely
practiced. Through the struggle for public support leaders
emerged. Mann, Barnard, Mills, and Pierce helped explain and
promote the concept while Cubberley, Updegraff, Strayer, Haig,
Mort and others developed ways whereby public funds could be
distributed to obtain greater equalization of educational
opportunity. Cubberley set forth two principles: equaliza-
tion and reward for effort. Undegraff built upon these
principles and introduced the merging of the egqualization and
payment-for-effort principles. By so doing effort on the
part of communities with less than average wealth realized
tax returns equal to those of communities making the same
effcrt but with average wealth. Strayer-Haig followed with
the "foundation program plan" which basically assured every
district a predetermined satisfactory minimum offering per
pupil. Finally, Mort advanced a number of refinements to the
distribution of state funds. Mort's refinements included the
adaptability principle, the weighted-pupil measure, the key-
district concept and the local tax leeway principle.

Types of grants-in-aid were identified in a taxonomy

by Burkhead as: general and special purpose, equalizing and
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non equalizing, and costs by unit or percentage of local
expenditure. Guidelines for state finance programs include:
(a) foundation programs should be expressed in dollar terms,
(b) both state and local funds should be used in the founda-
tion program, (c) there should be a mandatory local effort,
(d) the state must provide the difference between the local
effort and the determined guaranteed amount, (e) local
districts should be encouraged to tax beyond the required
local effort, (f) local control should be perpetuated, and
(g) periodically the state finance plan should be evaluated
and necessary modifications made.

The relationshlip of cost to quality 1is generally
accepted to be positive. It is recognized, however, that
many factors (internal and external) affect the quality of
education in individual districts. Consequently, state
distribution formulae should compensate for differences which
exlst and which are beyond the control of the local school
board. Some of these differences are determined by the
district's need, ability to pay, and effort to finance its
Own programs.

The Washington State distribution formula includes
many factors incorporated in other state formulae. The
formula does attempt to equalize ability to pay by establish-
ing an assessment ratio between assessed value and true value

for property in each county for the required mill rate.



65

However, the formula does not recognize effort or equalize
ability to pay for local funds raised through special levies.
This latter factor should be considered in the evaluation of

the formula.



CHAPTER ITII
PROCEDURES USED IN THE RESEARCH

Research procedures were developed to determine the
variation i1n educational nppﬂrtunityl in Washington State
under certain hypothetical manners of distributing state
grants-in-aid such as: (a) when fact0r52 in the state school
distribution formula are eliminated or mixed in different
predetermined and specified proportions and (b) when a given
increase in state support is distributed under circumstances
where local effr::rt3 in relation to local ability to pay4 1s
used as a factor in the formula.

The objectives of the research were to: (a) identify
those factors in the distribution formula which have the
greatest influence on the variation of educational opportu-
nity and (b) test the impact of including factors for local

effort in relation to local ability to pay on the wvariation

lFor the definition of educational opportunity see
footnote number two, Chapter I of this study.

2Factmrs are those elements included in the distribu-

tion formula which affect the number of dollars per pupil
allocated to local districts, e.g. enrollment, assessed valu-
ation, guaranteed support level, regular millage rate,

Federal Forest Funds, handicapped programs.

BFgr the definition of local effort see footnote
number four, Chapter I of this study.

4por the definition of local ability to pay see foot-
note number five, Chapter I of this study.
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of educational opportunity.

The objectives of the research would be satisfied

by answering the following questions:

l. What factors in the 1965 distribution formula
exert the greatest influence on the variation of
educational opportunity among selected school
districts in Washington State?

2. Will certain predetermined and specified mixes
(combinations) of existing factors under certain
hypothetical manners of distributing state grants-
in—-aid reduce the variation of educational oppor-
tunity in the districts under study?

3. Can the variation of educational opportunity be
reduced by introducing a factor for local effort
in relation to local ability to pay and by apply-

ing this factor in various predetermined and
specified ways in the distribution formula?

I. Formulating Research Design and Simulation Formulae

The three questions developed to satisfy the objec-
tives of the study served as the basis for the research
design. In each case, factors in the Washington State Dis-
tribution formula were manipulated either by deleting all or
some of them, changing some of their values, or by introduc-
ing new factors which affected then.

The state distribution formula for the school year
1965-66, when broken into its basic factors, 1s best de-

scribed by formula. The factors and their symbols are:

6 6
A; = uN; — rC. - Lo Ri. + E S. i
i 1 1

=1 2 =1 D

where A is the state grants-in-aid distributed to a given
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district including flat grants and equalization grants; u is
the guaranteed support level:5 Ni 1s the number of weighted

6

pupils™ in a given district; r i1is the regular school millage

rate’ (required mill rate); C; 1s the assessed value of a
given district as determined by the county assessor; Rij
where j=1,...6 are the receipts from the following sources:
Ril = 1% county real estate transaction tax, Riz = that
portion of Public Law 874 funds which are required deduc-
tions, R£3 = that portion of Federal Forest Funds which are

required deductions, Rj4 = public utility district revenue,
RiS = in-lieu-of tax revenue, and Riﬁ = non high receipts;
Sij where j=1,...6 are other state receipts for special
programs from the following sources: S;3; = handicapped

vocational technical

program, S;, = driver education, §j3

programs, S;, = adult education, S;¢ transportation, S,

Il

institutions.

—

SFor the definition of guaranteed support level see
footnote number nine, Chapter I of this study.

6Weighted puplils are measured by applying the factors
adopted by the Washington State Board of Education for the
1965-66 school year; e.g.: kindergarten = .5, elementary
= 1.0, secondary = 1.3, vocational = .2 per hour, and other
values for staff experience, staff preparation, culturally
disadvantaged or migrant pupils, small schools, and grand-
father and emergency districts.

?Regular school millage rate or required mill rate
refers to the 14 mills required to be levied by a local
school district in order to qualify for state equalization
funds to bring the district revenue up to the guaranteed

support level.
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In order to answer question one: "What factors
currently utilized in the distribution formula exert the
greatest influence on the variation of educational opportu-
nity among selected school districts in Washington State?”
the preceding distribution formula was used. Selected factors
in the formula were tested for their effect on educational
opportunity by holding constant at the 1965-66 revenue
level the total amount of state aid available for distribu-
tion to school districts included in the study (A), the
required mill rate (r), and the assessed valuation (Cji).
In order to hold the total amount of state aid (A) constant
it was necessary to solve for the guaranteed support level (u)
as selected factors were tested. Factors included for testing
were Ril through Riﬁ and 551 through Sjg. These factors were
tested by eliminating one at a time while holding the others
constant at the 1965-66 revenue level. As individual factors
were eliminated the state grants—-in-aid (Aj) and the expendi-
ture per weighted pupil (Ei}a for each individual district
were computed. E; represents educational opportunity in
individual districts and the variation of educational oppor-

tunity determines the degree to which educational opportunity

EEi 1s the total expenditure of funds per weighted
pupil in a given district less expenditures for transporta-
tion, lunchroom, abatements, community services, and that
portion of accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to per pupil
costs as determined from district reports to the State Super-
intendent for the 1965-66 school year.
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is equalized in the state. Table 1II, "Plan for Computing
State Aid and Expenditure Per Weighted Pupil in Individual
Washington State School Districts by Eliminating Selected
Variables from 1965-66 State Grants-in-Aid Formula," indi-
cates the factors and constants required to compute the Aj
and Ej in each of the fifteen formulae.

Formula 1 (fy) was computed for each district in the
study and provides actual 1965-66 state aid and expenditure
data. Formulae 2 through 15 (f5,...f15) were compared with

formula 1 to determine which selected factors cause a signif-

icant variation in educational opportunity.

To measure the variation, a standard deviation was com-
puted from the educational opportunity in groups of districts
for each formula f; through fi5. A t-test? was used to meas-
ure the level of significance 1in variation between the stan-
dard deviations in the simulated and actual formulae. A
formula which produces less varliation between its standard

deviation and that of f] does provide greater equalization

9Because formulae f1 through f£15 have a majority of
factors in common and because the population in the study 1is
the same for each formula the amount of state aid per dis-
trict and the expenditure per weighted pupil per district in
each formula are likely to be highly correlated. A t-test
formula for correlated data is used. A complete description
of the t-test formula can be found in: George A. Ferguson,
Statistical Analysis in Psycholoqgy and Education, (New York:

McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1966), pp. 183-4,
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of educational opportunity. Significance of variation was
computed for all school districts in the study and for sub-
groups of school districts based on enrollment and whether
the districts have or do not have high schools.

A total of 278 school districts representing all sizes
of districts in the State of Washington was considered in the
study. For purpose of comparison between district sizes, the
data were compiled in eight groups with the base enrollmentl®
ranges (full time equivalents) shown in Table III.

From these enrollment groups, districts were separated
into non high school groups (Kindergarten or grade one up to
grade nine) and into complete program school groups (Kinder-
garten or grade one through grade twelve). Table IV, "School
Districts by Groups to be Tested for Variation in Expenditure
Per Pupil" shows the composition of these groups.

Only districts qualifying as Grandfather or Emergency
Districts were eliminated from the study and are not reflected

in the 278 districts in Table IV. The Grandfather and Emer-

gency Districtsltl were excluded because their revenue is not

10Base enrollment is measured by the number of
students in a school district as of October 1, 1965 where
kindergarten pupils are counted .5 and all other students
1.0. Base enrollment may also be referred to as full time
equivalents (F.T.E.).

llphe 1965 Legislature provided that no district under
the new distribution formula should receive less than 95% of
the total revenue per weighted pupil, excluding special
levies, which such districts realized during the 1964-65
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TABLE IIX

BASE ENROLILMENT

roup

A 1l - maximum
B 9,000 - maximum
£ 5,000 - 8,999

D 2,000 - 4,999

E 1,000 - 1,999

F 225 = 999

G 100 - 224

H 1l - 99

= - ——— ——— = —————— — — ——

'Tatal Base Enrollment I Number of Districts

278
12
20
43
40
88
23
52

|
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TABLE IV

SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY GROUPS AND CATEGORY TO BE TESTED
FOR VARIATION IN EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL

Category of Groups Number of Districts in Groups A-H

A B C D E F G H |

All districts 278

Sub-groups of all
districts ) I 20 43 40 88 23 52

Non-high school I
districts 83

Sub-groups of

non-high school
districts 8 1 14 16 51

Complete program
districts 195

Sub-groups of
complete program 12 20 42 39 74 ;7 1

districts | |
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comparable to revenue of all other districts under the

1965-66 state distribution formula.

To answer question two: "Will certain predetermined
and specified mixes (combinations) of existing factors under
certain hypothetical manners of distributing state grants-in-
aid reduce the variation of educational opportunity in the
districts under study?" the factors in existence in the
1965-66 distribution formula that cause a significant varia-
tion in educational opportunity when eliminated from the
formula as found in the solution to guestion one, and other
factors i1n the formula were mixed in certain combinations.
These combinations are identified as formulae fj;g through f3,
in Table V, "Distribution of State Grants-in-Aid Under
Certain Hypothetical, Predetermined and Specified Formula
Mixes."

The same enrollment and categorical groupings and the
same tests for variation used to answer guestion one were used
to test each formula developed to answer question two.

For the purpose of manipulating data to derive

specified mixes for answers to question two as indicated 1n

school year (Subsection 7, Section 1, Chapter 171, Extra-
ordinary Session, 1965). These districts are called
Grandfather Districts. 1In addition, the Legislature provided
the State Superintendent of Public Instruction authority to
make an emergency adjustment in the event of unavoidable cost
or unexpected variation in anticipated revenues for a period
not to exceed two years (Section 4, Chapter 154, Extraordinary
Session, 1965). These districts are called Emergency Districts.



TABLE ¥V

DISTRIBUTION OF STATE GRANTS-IN-AID UNDER CERTAIN HY POTHETICAL,

PREDETERMINED AND SPECIFIED FORMULA MIXES

Formula

Aj

" OTHER FUNDS

r Ci

Ci

R

U | Ni Ci | Rliy| RYip [Rig | Ry | RYig [Rig | siy | siy | 5i5 | sig
(S (s —f L = =8

e [ o TiEE] > ] o e || ] w e | = el s ow

. * . . @ . - ® = . . * .

- " . . " @ * . » " . . .

. . * . @ @ * . + * - . .

@ " . . . . - * * " * * * .

. ED - » . * 0 . . * . *

. . {D . . . . . . . * r‘ -

. . . @ . . . . . . * . . .

. . . @ . . . . , * * . . .

@ . . . . - - . . * - . * -

Q

&

=)
8888 '8 + -+ @

©

&

SRS

——

& L] L ] L -
- & "

Ll - -

L U -

" L) -

L] L] »

- - L

- - -

- - - - L]
- - -

- * #

- - -

- - * - .
i o *

i ™ " - i
- - & |

—_—

T

1965- 1964 dota

Compute new ligure

(3) Hold ot 100%

(4) Double Uy :

{1) Adjust Ci 1o 50%
(2) Adjust 10 B5%

(5) Increose U & {ri-r) by 50%
@ Eliminote (ri-r}

(7)) Adjust r te 7 mills
@ Reduce (ri-r) by 50%

disiricts.

@ L + omount needed 1o eliminale

all but 10% of the special levy
{n-r"l Ci

o

9L



77

Table III the basic formula for the district expenditure is:

Ei = a; + (rj-r) ¢; + R; + F; *+ si + rC; - Dy
where in a given district Ei is the total expenditure of
funds in a given district less expenditures for transporta-
tion, lunchroom, abatements, community services, and that
portion of budget accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to
per pupil costs as determined from district reports to the
State Superintendent for the 1965-66 school year; Ay 1is the
state grants-in-aid; r;-r is the special levy mill rate; Cj

1

1s the assessed value as determined by the county assessor;

Ri is the total revenue from Public Law 874; Fi 1s the total

revenue from Federal Forest Funds: S; is all other revenue
sources such as other federal funds and other revenue as
indicated in budget accounts 60, 70, 80 and 90; r is the
required mill rate; and D; is all expenditures for transpor-
tation, lunchroom, abatements, community services, and that
portion of budget accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to
per pupil costs.

Educational opportunity (E;, expenditure per weighted
pupil) is determined by dividing E; by Nj.

Formulae f3l,...f33*were used to answer gquestion three:
"Can the variation of educational opportunity be reduced by
introducing a factor for local effort beyond the required 14
mill support level in conjunction with a factor for local

ability to pay and by applying these factors in various
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predetermined and specified ways in the distribution for-
mula?" Table VI, "Formula Mixes Recognizing Local Effort and
Local Ability to Pay"” indicates the manner 1in which the
factors were manipulated. Formula 31 (f£3)) reflects the Aj
and Ej where additional state aid is distributed evenly per
welighted pupil without recognizing ability and effort.
Formulae 32 and 33 (f35, and f33) utilize the same total
additional state aid but apply the funds in different ways.
The basic distribution formula for matching special levies

by recognizing effort in relation to ability to pay follows:

P
| __m 6 . 6
A; = uNi + u Ny kZ"(E) | = xC; - Zl Rij + Zl Sij
m J= s
[ 1=1

where in a given school district A; 1s the state grants-in-

aid; u is the guaranteed support level; N, is the number of

weighted pupils; u is the additional amount of state aid

available for distribution; p is the measure of relative

= 1
p:———i|'—-£

K
effﬂrtl2 2 (rij-x) where r,-r is the excess mill
i=

1
3 B
levy in each district and k 1is the number of excess mill

l12Relative effort is measured by the ratio of a given
district's excess mill levy (local effort) to the average
excess mill levy (average local effort) in the excess mill
districts studied. Average local effort is measured by
dividing the sum of the excess mill levies in the districts
included in the study by the number of excess mill districts
in the study.
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districts; and m 1s the measure of relative ability to payl3
Cai
H.
m =|—= where Ca, is the adjusted value of a
S Cca
i=1 Ni
&
k

given district as determined by the Washington State Tax
Commission which considers the various county assessment
ratios and where the symbols in the remainder of the formula
are the same as the state distribution formula described on
page 3.

Formulae in Tables II, V, and VI which produce an
expenditure per weighted pupil (Ei) significantly less varied
than the 1965-66 formula were considered better able to pro-
vide equalization of educational opportunity. The formula
which significantly creates the least variation was considered

the best of those formulae studied to provide equalization of

educational opportunity.
II. Collecting Data

Data were obtained from the Office of the Washington

13Relative ability to pay is measured by the ratio of
a given district's adjusted valuation per weighted pupil
(local ability to pay) to the average adjusted valuation per
weighted pupil of all excess mill districts in the study
(average local ability to pay). Average local ability to pay
is measured by dividing the sum of the adjusted valuations
per weighted pupil of all excess mill districts in the study
by the number of excess mill districts in the study.
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State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the Washington
State Tax Commission. The data from the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction are actual revenue and expenditure
figures reported by local school districts in their annual
reports to the Superintendent of Public Instruction for the
1965-1966 school year. The tax commission data are actual
tax ratios determined by the commission for each county in
the state.

The Washington State Legislature, in balancing the
state biennial budget, utilized $42,500,000.00 of funds by a
bookkeeping entry, which in effect, reduced 1/6 of the state
revenue payment to schools for the 1965-66 school year. The
legislation required the payment of the July and August
warrants for teachers to be paid out of the 1966-67 budget
yvear. Previously, these July and August warrants were dated
prior to July 1 and therefore paid out of the fiscal year the
services were rendered. By deferring the two monthly pay-
ments to the 1966-67 school year and maintaining the new
payment schedule in subsequent years, a one—time saving of
$42,500,000.00 was realized. Should the payment schedule
ever revert back to full payment during the year services are

rendered it would require funds amounting to 7/6 of the state

revenue contribution.

In order for this study to deal with an annual twelve-

month expenditure for school districts, it was necessary to use
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the actual state contribution to each school (5/6 of enlLitled
amount) and add to it the 1/6 deferred payment. Therefore,
it was necessary to add the 1/6 deferred payment amount to
the actual expenditure (10 month) which then provided a twelve
month expenditure level for each district. It was recognized
that this approach assumed the same proportionate expenditure
of the 1/6 revenue as of the 5/6 revenue, which might not have
been the actual case in each district had the money been
avalilable. However, 1t was felt that this assumption was
sound for this study because each district was treated in the
same manner and because salaries represented approximately
80% -~ 85% in most school budgets and therefore this major
portion of the 1/6 amount would be expended at exactly the
same level as the 5/6 amount.

Another assumption required to treat all districts in
an equal manner was that district revenue from the regular 14
mill levy and from special levies is collected at the ratio
of 35% of the Fall collection (1965 tax year) and 65% of the
Spring collection (1966 tax year). It was recognized that
districts may experience an actual collection ratio differ-
ent from the one being utilized. However, the Office of the
State Superintendent of Public Instruction has found the
35% - 65% ratio to be average and uses the ratio for state
calculations, estimates, and for distribution of state funds

to school districts in the distribution formula.
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III. Developing Programs for Computer Processing

Appendix B, Format of Data Received from the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction and from the Washington
State Tax Commission, 1s included to assist the reader in
understanding the form of the collected data and the manipu-
lation and formulation required to develop computer programs.
Data from one school district is included in Appendix B. To
show these data for all 278 districts in the study requires
more space than 1is practical.

Sample data manipulation is shown for the basic for-
mulae to determine A; (state aid in a given district), A
(total state aid distributed in 1965-66), R; (total revenue
available for expenditure in a given school district), and Ei
(total expenditure of funds less expenditures for transporta-
tion, lunchroom, abatements, community services, that portion
of budget accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to per pupil
costs, and funds for an ending cash balance).

Determination of A; (total state aid entitled a given

district) follows:

6 6
Ay = uNj - r€; - Z Rij + Z sij
1=1 j=1

where the indicated factors appear in Appendix B as:

Le: B $305.00 guarantee per pupil (established
by State Board of Education)
2. N p. 72, col, 9 (weighted enrollment)

3. uNj p. 72, col. 10 (guaranteed support)



84

4, r p. 73, col. 4 (required mill rate)

5. C4 p- 73, col. 2 and col. 3 (assessed value)
6. Ril p. 73, col. © (1% Real Estate Tax)

7. Rjs p. 74, col. 2 and col. 3 (Public Law 874)
8. Ri3 p. 74, col. 4 (Federal Forest Funds)

9. Ry, p. 74, col. 5 (Public Utility Districts)
10. RiS Ps T3; cols B (In-lieu-of tax)
L1 R£6 Pe 73, €ol. 7 (Non-high school receipts)
12. 833 p. 83, col. 2 (Handicapped)
13. S5, p. 81, col. H (Driver Education)
14. Sj53 p. 83, cols 5 (Vocational-Technical)
15. 8Sj4 p. 83, col. 3 (Adult Education)
16. Sj;s p. 65, col. 9 (Transportation)
17. 8Sig p. 83, col. 4 (Institutions)

To compute R; (total revenue available for expendi-

ture) the following steps were required:

R{ = RE + B;i + Dp - Wo where in a given district R; is the
total receipts received from July 1, 1965 to June 30, 1966;
B;i 1s the ending cash balance as of June 30, 1965; Dp is the
1/6 (17%) deferred payment of state aid distributed in July
and August of the 1966-67 school year for service rendered in

the 1965-66 school year; and Wo are the warrants outstanding

as of July 1, 1965 for 1964-65 expenditures. Three of these

factors appear in Appendix B as:

*

*
1. Ry, + Ba; p. 81, col. A
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2. Wo gs 81; col. B
The deferred payment (Dp) was computed as: Dp = .17
(A;y = 5;9) where S,;, are the funds paid a given district for

driver education at 6/6 (100%) value. Values for S;, appear

on p. 81, col. H of Appendix B.

The total funds available for expenditure in a given

district for a twelve month period were computed as:

+ Dp where in a given district E;, is the total

Ej_=Ei

expenditure of funds for a twelve month period for the school

year 1965-66; Ej is the total expenditure of funds for a

ten month period for 1965-66. Ej data are obtained from

pp. 45-53, col. 2, of Appendix B.
The ending cash balance (Baj) for a given district of

unencumbered and unexpended funds as of June 30, 1966 was

computed as: Baj = Rj - Ej.
Lunchroom, abatements, community services, and that
portion of accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to per pupil

costs for a twelve month period (Lr) were calculated by the

i

formula: Lr = E; - Nc where Nc¢ is the net cost of school
operation for a twelve month period in 1965-66 in a given
district and is found on pp. 45-53, col. 3 of Appendix B.

Transportation expenses (T;) for the twelve months in

a given district were determined by: 2y = Ti + .17 (T3j) where

T; is the cost of transportation service for ten months in a

given district and is found on pp. 45-53, col. 6 of Appendix
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B, and T; 1s the total state transportation allotment for a
given school district for a twelve month period and is found
on p. 65, col. 9 of Appendix B.

The total expenditure in a given district for a twelve
month period less expenditures for transportation, lunchroom,
abatements, community services, that portion of accounts 1300
and 1400 not attributed to per pupil costs and funds for an
ending cash balance (Eﬁj'was computed by the formula:

B; R =y —Tg ~ Bai.
To determine the amount of educational opportunity or
expenditure per pupil in a district the computation Ei § Ny
was made.
Subsequent formulae in Tables 1I, V, and VI were deter-
mined by manipulating the data in a similar manner to the

basic formula described on the preceding pages. Other E; or

r;-r quantities for formulae f, through f;g in Table II, £;g4

through f3p in Table V, and f35, and f33 in Table VI were
computed against fl in Table II, £, in Table V, and f34 in
Table VI respectively for the correlation coefficient, stan-
dard deviation, mean difference and significance of wvariation
by a t-test. Tables II, V, and VI indicate by symbol the

known and unknown information required to compute E; or rj-r.




87

IV. Summary

Research procedures were developed to accomplish the
purpose of the study.

The purpose was to investigate the variation in
educational opportunity in Washington State under certain
hypothetical manners of distributing state grants-in-aid such
as: (a) when factors in the state school distribution for-
mula are eliminated or mixed in different predetermined and
specified proportions and (b) when a given increase in state
support is distributed under circumstances where local effort
in relation to local ability to pay is used as a factor in
the formula.

The objectives of the research were to: (a) identify
those factors in the distribution formula which have the
greatest influence on the variation of educational opportu-
nity and (b) test the impact of including factors for local
effort in relation to local ability to pay on the variation
of educational opportunity. The objectives of the research
were satisfied through the derivation of answers to three

guestions:

1. What factors in the 1965 distribution formula
exert the greatest influence on the variation of
educational opportunity among selected school
districts in Washington State?

2. Will certain predetermined and specified mixes
(combinations) of existing factors under certain
hypothetical manners of distributing state grants-
in-aid reduce the variation of educational
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opportunity in the districts under study?

3. Can the variation of educaticnal opportunity be
reduced by introducing a factor for local effort
in relation to local ability to pay and by apply-
ing this factor in various predetermined and
specified ways in the distribution formula?

The three questions used to satisfy the objectives of
the study served as the basis for the research design. 1In
formulae designed to answer each guestion the factors in the
Washington State distribution formula were manipulated either
by deleting all or some of them, changing some of their
values, or by introducing new factors which affect them.
Tables II, V, and VI show by symbol the various formulae
manipulation. A t-test for correlated data was used to
determine the level of significance of variation in the
standard deviation of educational opportunity for each for-
mula tested. A significant decrease in variance indicated
more equalization of educational opportunity.

A total of 278 school districts representing all sizes
of districts in the State of Washington was considered in the
study. For purpose of comparison between district sizes the
data were compiled in eight groups with the base enrollment
ranges shown in Table III.

From these enrollment groups districts were separated
into non high school groups (Kindergarten or grade one up to

grade nine) and into complete progrem school groups (Kinder-

garten or grade one through grade twelve) as shown in
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Table 1IV.

Data were obtained from the Office of the Washington
State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the Washington
State Tax Commission. The data from the state superintendent
were for a ten month period of operation which represented
5/6 of the total revenue and expenditures in school districts.

Conseguently, these data reqguired readjustment in all formu-

lations to the full 6/6 level.

The data as collected from the state superintendent
are shown in Appendix B. Section III of Chapter III shows
examples of data manipulation required to utilize it in the
simulated formulae designed to answer questions 1, 2 and 3 in

order to satisfy the objectives of the study.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION

OF DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Data collected as a result of research procedures
described in Chapter III are arranged according to the
formulae shown in Tables II, V and VI respectively. All
formulae were processed and analyzed. Only those formulae
which produce a significant reduction in the variation of
educational opportunity are presented and interpreted in
detail.

Basic data for the study are included in Appendix C.
These data include the guaranteed support level (u), mean per
weighted pupil expenditure (M), standard deviation (7).,
correlation (r), and t-test results (t) for all formulae and
all enrollment groups. Only £,, f; and f3; from Tables II,

V and VI do not show ¥ and t, for it is these formulae against

which other formulae in the respective tables were tested.
I. Processing and Analyzing Data

Because all formulae (f; through f33) had a majority
of factors in common and because the population in the study
was the same for each formula, the amount of state aid per
district and the expenditure per weighted pupil per district

in each formula were highly correlated. Therefore, a t-test
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formula for correlated data (see footnote 9, Chapter III for
formula source) was used to determine the level of signifi-
cance of variation between standard deviations of educational
opportunity when comparing formulae f, through f3p with f;

and f35 and f33 with £3;.

Where differences between standard deviation of educa-
tional opportunity were found between a given set of formulae
and £, or f3;, 1t would be expected that larger values of
differences in standard deviation would yield larger proba-
bilities that these differences did not occur by chance
(i.e., reach a given level of significance). However,
because of the nature of the t-test for correlated data, this
does not always occur. An actual example of this situation
better clarifies the point. The standard deviation for all
278 districts in f; 1s 106.08. For all 278 districts, the
standard deviation in f4 is 108.08 and in £3 is 108.05.
Although the value of the standard deviation in f4 1s greater
than in f3, the t-test result in f4 is 1.66 (not a signifi-
cant difference) and in f3 is 3.68 (significantly different
at the .01l confidence level). This apparent ambiguity 1is
explained by the coefficient of correlation in each formula.
The correlation in f4, is .982 and in f3 is .997. The effect

of the correlation on the t-test can be seen by an analysis

of the formula which follows:
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t=(Tx2- GJyz) Vn—2
V40 )% ay)® (1-riy)

Because the correlation (r) is in the denominator of

the formula and because 1t 1s squared and subtracted from
one, then the larger the r, as in f3, the smaller the denom-
inator and hence, the greater the t. Conversely, the smaller
the xr, as in f4, the larger the denominator and hence,
smaller the t. This means that small differences in the
variance of highly correlated data is more likely to be
significantly different (i.e., probably not due to chance)
than small differences in less highly correlated data.

Table IV i1in Chapter 111 shows three categories of
school districts: all districts, non-high school districts
and complete program districts. These categories were used
so that variations in expenditure per pupil could be studied
for the district with complete programs (Kindergarten or
first grade through grade twelve) and those districts that
have elementary programs only. Each of these categories was
then sub-divided into seven groups (B-H) by base enrollment
for purposes of studying the differences among the districts
of various sizes. Program costs vary and reflect district
size and type of program offered.

Weighting factors employed by the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction for computing the weighted enrollment

were used in this study. Remote and necessary elementary
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districts with enrollment of less than 100 pupils receive
added weightings as do high school districts with enrollments
of less than 250 pupils as shown in Appendix D. These
weightings assist 1n increasing the per pupil expenditure
between 50% and 100% in some extremely small districts in
formulae where the guaranteed support level is substantially
increased. The smaller district groups are affected by the
weighting factor more than larger district groups.

The expenditure per weighted pupil increases sharply
in districts with high wealth behind each pupil when the
assessed valuation increases substantially as in formulae
£, f12 and f34 in Table V. All groups have some high-
assessed-valuation-per-weighted-pupil districts, but gener-

ally they fall in the smaller districts.

Table I1I Data

Table II formulae f; through fi5 comprise the first
phase of this statistical analysis of the 1965 Washington
State school distribution formula. These formulae were
designed to answer the gquestion, "What factors in the 1965
distribution formula exert the greatest influence on the
variation of educational opportunity among selected school
districts in Washington State?" For reader convenience,
Table VII summarizes the function of each formula f; through

fi5. For a complete review of each formula, refer directly
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TABLE VII

IDENTIFICATION OF FORMULA f, THROUGH flS’ TABLE II

Formula Content*
£1 Actual 1965-66 revenue and expenditure
£, 1% county real estate transaction tax revenue
fq Public Law 874 funds
£q Federal Forest funds
fs Public utility district revenue
fe ' In-lieu-of tax revenue
£ Non-high school receipts
fq f, through £, combined
fq Handicapped funds
fi0 Driver education funds
£11 Vocational-technical funds
f1- Adult education funds
f13 Transportation funds
fl4 Institutions and other state receipts
£:5 fg9 through f14 combined

*Formulae f2 through f£,5 are variations of formula f, where
the indicated factor is not deducted from the guaranteed
support level as required by the 1965 state distribution

formula and as deducted in formula f;.
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to Table II.

Table VIII shows a summary of the formulae which cause
a significant variation in the standard deviation of educa-
tional opportunity when compared with f£3. A single and
double asterisk in Table VIII represents a significant varia-
tion at the .05 and .0l confidence levels respectively.
Asterisks in the negative column under each formula indicate
a significantly reduced variation in the standard deviation
of educational opportunity compared with f;. Conversely,
asterisks in the positive column under each formulae indicate
a significantly increased variation in the standard deviation
of educational opportunity when compared with f;. For the
purpose of this study, only those formulae which reduce the
variation significantly (increase the equalization of educa-
tional opportunity) were interpreted in depth.

It should be noted that in all formulae applications
f, through £, the total state aid paid to all districts 1is
held constant at the actual f; level. Therefore, as various
factors (Ril through Riﬁ) are eliminated as reductions from
the guaranteed support level, more funds are distributed to
those districts where the factors apply. This increased
distribution to certain districts causes the guaranteed
support level for all districts to be reduced. Consequently,
in formulae f, through fg the guaranteed support level is

from $0.19 to $23.48 per weighted pupil below that of f;.
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Conversely, in formulae fg through f;5 where the additive
factors (S;; through S;g) are eliminated from the formula the
districts providing the special program receive less state
aid. Therefore, more money is available for distribution to
all districts and the guaranteed support level 1ncreases.
The increase in guaranteed support over f] resulting from the
application of formulae fg through f15 ranges from $1.03 to
$37.27 per weighted pupil. As previously indicated, the data

for each formula are recorded in Appendix C.

Formula f;. Formula f) represented the actual revenue

and expenditure of funds per weighted pupil in each district
during the 1965-66 school year. The 1965 state distribution
formula was used to allocate state funds. Formulae £,

through f,5 were compared with f;.

Formula f,. Formula f; determined the expenditure per

weighted pupil in each school district when the 1% county
real estate transaction tax revenue was not deducted from the
guaranteed support level. The 1965 distribution formula
required that revenue received by districts from the county
tax source must be deducted from the guaranteed support level
when computing the state grants-in-aid.

Through the application of formula f,, the mean expen-
diture per weighted pupil (M) in the various groups decreased

approximately one dollar in the larger school districts,
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remained approximately the same in the medium size districts
and increased sharply, approximately $26.00, in the smallest
districts. No significant difference occurred through the
application of f, except in Groups H and E in the All Dis-
trict category and Groups A and E in the Complete Program
category. In Groups A and E, the variation in standard
deviation was significantly greater at the .05 confidence
level while in Group H the variation in standard deviation
was significantly less at the .0l confidence level. With the
variation in the majority of groups and categories either not
significantly different or significantly greater, the equal-
1zation of educational opportunity decreased. Therefore,
formula f, was not considered an improvement over f; and was

rejected from further consideration.

Formula f3. Formula f3 determined the expenditure per

welghted pupll in each school district when Public Law 874
funds were not deducted from the guaranteed support level as
required in the 1965 distribution formula.

In Groups A through G, application of formula fq
altered the range of the mean expenditure per weighted pupil
(M) from a minus $.54 to a plus $1.02. In Group H, the M
increased approximately $26.40. A significant difference
occurred in Groups A, B, D, E, G and H in the categories

indicated in Table VIII. No significant difference occurred

in the remaining groups. The significant difference in
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Groups A, D and E at the .01 level of confidence and Groups
B and G at the .05 level of confidence indicated more varia-
tion in the standard deviation of educational opportunity and
therefore a reduction in equalization of educational opportu-
nity. In Group H, the variation was significantly less, at
the .05 level of confidence, showing an increase in equaliza-
tion of educational opportunity. These results mean that
when no Public Law 874 revenue is deducted from the guaran-
teed support level in the distribution formula less egualiza-
tion of educational opportunity results. Normally, by virtue
of these results, formula f3; would be considered not relevant
to the study and be rejected for further consideration.
However, due to results found in the application of formulae
f4, £5, £17, £1g and f39 the results of formula £3 will be

considered in greater depth later in this chapter.

Formula f4. Formula f4 determined the expenditure per

welighted pupil in each school district when Federal Forest
funds were not deducted from the guaranteed support level as
regquired in the 1965 distribution formula.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in Groups
B through G remained at approximately the same level. 1In
Group A, the M increased approximately $2.50 and in Group H,
approximately $17.00. A significant variation in equalization
of educational opportunity occurred in Groups B and F in the

All District category, in Group F, the Non-high School
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category and in Groups A, B and F in the Complete Program
category.

In formula f4, a greater number of significant
variations indicated less equalization of educational oppor-
tunity. However, the variation in Group B indicated more
equalization of educational opportunity. This apparent
reversal in results could occur by chance because when a
batch of tests for significance are run, one might be signif-
icant 1n the reverse direction by chance. Also, this appar-
ent reversal in results could occur because Group B contained
only the larger districts where few Federal Forest funds were
received. Those that were received could narrow the varia-
tion in expenditure per weighted pupil.

Normally, with formula f, results, which indicate that
by removing Federal Forest funds as deduction from the state
distribution formula the equalization of educational opportu-
nity is decreased, the formula would be rejected for further
consideration. However, for the reason stated in the dis-

cussion of formula f£3, formula f, will also be considered in

greater depth later i1in this chapter.

Formula f5. Formula fg determined the expenditure per

weighted pupil in each school district when public utility
district revenue was not deducted from the guaranteed support
level as required in the 1965 distribution formula.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in Groups
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B through G increased from no change to $.54. 1In Group A, it
increased approximately $1.00 and in Group H approximately
$27.00. No significant difference occurred through the
application of fg except in Group H in the All District and
Non-high School categories. In Group H, the variation in the
standard deviation was significantly less at the .0l level of
confidence. Therefore, in Group H equalization of educa-
tional opportunity increased. Group H districts being the
only districts affected significantly, but not sufficiently
to affect the significance of the total group in each cate-
gory, formula fg would normally be rejected for further con-
sideration. However, for the reason stated in formula £3,

formula fg will also be considered in greater depth later in

this chapter.

Formula fﬁ. Formula fg determined the expenditure per

weighted pupil in each school district when in-lieu-of tax
revenue was not deducted from the guaranteed support level as
required in the 1965 distribution formula.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in Groups
A through G remained approximately the same, while in Group H
it increased approximately $27.00. A significant difference
occurred only in Groups A and H in the categories indicated
in Table VIII. In these groups, the variation in the
standard deviation was significantly less at the .0l level of

confidence, indicating greater equalization of educational



102

opportunity. Formula fg was considered relevant and will be

considered in greater depth later in this chapter.

Formula f5. Formula f; determined the expenditure per

weighted pupil i1n each school district when non-high school
receipts were not deducted from the guaranteed support level
as required in the 1965 distribution formula.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in Groups
A through H varied less than $.65. A significant difference
occurred only in Groups A and F in the categories indicated
in Table VIII. In Groups A and F, the variation in the
standard deviation was significantly more at the .05 level of
confidence. Formula f3 was rejected due to the decrease in

the equalization of educational opportunity.

Formula fg. Formula fg determined the expenditure per

——

weighted pupil in each school district when the factors con-
sidered in formulae f, through f5 in combination were not
deducted from the guaranteed support level as required in the
1965 distribution formula.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in Groups
B through G varied less than $1.00, in Group A approximately

$2.00 and in Group H approximately $16.00. A significant

difference occurred in Groups A, B, D, E and F indicating a
reduction in the equalization of educational opportunity.

Therefore, formula fg was rejected from further consideration.



103

Formulae fq, fig, £;7. f;2=a“d fij4- These formulae

produced significantly reduced variations in the standard
deviations of educational opportunity. These formulae deter-
mined the expenditure per weighted pupil in each school
district when the special programs, handicapped education,
driver education, vocational-technical education, adult
education, and institutions respectively and individually
were not financed by the state. Most of these variations, as
indicated in Table VIII, were significant at the .01l level of
confidence. The indicated reduction in standard deviations
means that by removing these as state support programs,
greater equalization of educational opportunity occurs.
Consequently, these formulae were relevant to the study and

will be given further consideration later in this chapter.

Formula f;3. Formula f;3 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the transpor-
tation program was not financed by the state.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in Groups
B through G varied less than $2.50. Group H, however,
increased approximately $38.00. It should be noted that the
large increases in the mean expenditure per weighted pupil in
Group H was due to all but one of the districts being elemen-
tary districts and the manner in which the guaranteed state
support level (u) was computed. Ipn these districts, u

increased approximately $31.00 because state funds normally
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distributed to some districts for transportation were redis-
tributed. This 1ncrease in u, when multiplied by the sub-
stantial enrollment weighting factor for small elementary
districts, increased the expenditure per weighted pupil
sharply. Even with the large increase in u and Ei, the
standard deviation did not vary significantly.

Group A in the All District and Non-high School Dis-
tricts did experience a significant variation in the standard
deviation of educational opportunity while all other groups
showed no significant variation. As a result of these find-

ings, formula f,3 was rejected from further consideration.

Formula f15. Formula fyg determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the factors
considered in formulae fg through f;4 in combination were not
included as state support for the special programs but
instead those dollars were applied to the guaranteed support

level.

The results produced significantly less variation at
the .0l confidence level in the standard deviation of educa-
tional opportunity. Therefore, formula fj5 provided greater
equalization of educational opportunity. The formula will

be considered in greater depth later in this chapter.

Table V Data

Table V formulae f;g through f33 comprised the second
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phase of this statistical analysis of the 1965 Washington
State school distribution formula. These formulae were
designed to answer the gquestion, "Will certain predetermined
and specified mixes (combinations) of existing factors under
certain hypothetical manners of distributing state grants-in-
alid reduce the variation of educational opportunity in the
districts under study?" For reader convenience, Table IX
summarizes the function of each formulae f;g through f3,-
For a complete review of each formula, refer directly to

Table V.

Table X shows the formulae which cause a significant
variation in the standard deviation of educational opportu-
nity when compared with f;. Asterisks used in Table X indi-
cate the same results as those used in Table VIII and

described previously in this chapter.

Formula f;. Formula f; represented the actual revenue

and expenditure of funds per weighted pupil in each district
during the 1965-66 school year. The 1965 state distribution
formula was used to allocate state funds. Formulae f;g
through f3p were compared with f£;. Formulae f,3, £57 and fj3g
compared the special levy requirement with the special levy
requirement in f£;. All other formulae compared the expendi-
ture per weighted pupil with f£f;. The same t-test for corre-
lated data was used to test the variation in standard devia-

tion for the special levy comparison as for the expenditure
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TABLE IX

IDENTIFICATION OF FORMULAE f,, THROUGH f3p, TABLE V

Formula Content
-

fl Actual distribution of State funds in 1965-66
school year

fi1g Actual with assessed valuation (Cj) adjusted to
50% and u held constant

£ Actual with Public Law 874 (R;,) adjusted to

17 : 12
85% reduction

f1g Actual with Federal Forest funds (R;3) adjusted
to 85% reduction

£19 Actual with Ri and Ri adjusted to 85%
reduction — m——

£50 Actual with guaranteed support (r) doubled to
$610.00 and special levy (r;-r) eliminated

£51 Actual with guaranteed support (u) increased by
.5 to $457.50

£55 Actual with ri-r increased by .5

£53 Actual with guaranteed support (u) increased by
.5 and Ej held constant to find effect on r;-r

f-4 Actual with Cj; adjusted to 50% and regular levy
(r) adjusted to 7 mills

f5e Actual with rj-r reduced by 50%

f26 Actual with C; adjusted to 50% and rj-r reduced
by 50% with A held constant to find effect on
5

foq Actual with C; adjusted to 50% and total State
aid (A) heTId constant to find effect on r;-r
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TABLE IX (continued)

Content

Actual with C; adjusted to 50% and rj-r reduced
by 50% with u held constant to find effect on
Ej

Actual with C; adjusted to 50% and u held
constant to find effect on rj-r

Actual with u adjusted by amount needed to
eliminate all but 10% of the special levy
districts
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per weighted pupil comparison.

Formula f,,. Formula f,g determined the expenditure

per weighted puplil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) remains at $305.00, the total state
aid (A) was variable, and the assessed valuation (C;) was
adjusted to 50% of true and fair value. The actual 1965
distribution formula utilized the assessed valuation deter-
mined by the county assessors as shown in Appendix E.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in all
groups 1increased from approximately $40.00 in Group F to
$220.00 in Group H with an $84.00 average increase for all
districts (278). Because the revenue from the regqular 14
mill levy increased more than twice the actual amount and
because this amount in the distribution formula was deducted
from the guaranteed level when determining the state grant to
districts, the state aid decreased sharply. Local revenue
increased even more sharply in all special levy districts.
Therefore, revenue available for expenditure increased and
hence, the increase in expenditure per weighted pupil.

Table X indicates that all Groups A through H evi-
denced a significantly greater variation in the standard
deviation of educational opportunity which means formula fjg
produced a reduction in equalization of educational opportu-
nity. This reduction was due to the greater dependency on

local revenue which amplified the existing inequities caused
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by variations in assessment level per pupil between and

within counties.

Formula f,4 was rejected for further consideration

because it decreased rather than increased the equalization

of educational opportunity.

Formula f37. Formula f;5 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-

teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total

state contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained
at the actual 1965-66 level, and when 85% of Public Law 874
(Riz) funds was reduced from the guaranteed support level in
determining the state grant per district. (The 1965 distri-
bution formula deducted 40% of Public Law 874 funds from the
guaranteed support level in determining the state grant per
district.)

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in all
district groups decreased between $4.00 and $8.00 for those
districts collecting Public Law 874 funds the state support
revenue decreased. Conversely, those districts not collect-
ing these funds received more state support. However, the
total funds available for expenditure by all districts
decreased because most districts not receiving some Public
Law 874 funds were the smaller districts. The decrease in

revenue in the larger districts, therefore, offset the gains

of the smaller districts.
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As a result of formula f17 application, only Group D
showed a significant variation in the standard deviation of
educational opportunity at the .05 level of confidence
Variation in all other groups was not significant. The
variation in Group D, although directed toward greater equal-
ization of educational opportunity; was not sufficiently con-
clusive to consider the results further. Of the twenty
possible groups where significance could occur in Table X, 1t
occurred in only two groups (Group D in all districts and
Group D in complete program districts). Two of twenty
possibilities or 10% could occur by chance. Therefore, for-

mula £, was rejected for further consideration.

Formula f,g5. Formula fjg determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained
at the actual 1965-66 level, and when 85% of Federal Forest
funds (R£3)'wa5 reduced from the guaranteed support level 1in
determining the state grant per district. (The 1965 distri-
bution formula deducted 40% of Federal Forest funds from the
guaranteed support level in determining the state grant per
district.)
The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in the

Groups B through H tended to decrease more as the district

size diminished; Group B districts reduced approximately
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$1.00 per weighted pupil and Group H districts reduced
approximately $12.00 per weighted pupil. Group A districts'
(all 278 districts) mean expenditure per weighted pupil
decreased approximately $6.00.

As a result of formula f,g, Groups A, B, F and H were
found to vary significantly as shown in Table X. Groups A,
F and H reflected greater equalization of educational oppor-
tunity while Group B reflected less equalization. The
results derived from formula fig were relevant to the study

and will be pursued in greater depth later in this chapter.

Formula fj9- Formula f;g9 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained
at the actual 1965-66 level, and when 85% of Public Law 874
(Rin funds and 85% of Federal Forest funds (Ri3) was

reduced from the guaranteed support level in determining the

state grant per district.

Formula fiq9 reflected the combined results of formula
fy7 and f;g. The variation in the standard deviation of
educational opportunity was significant in Groups A, D, E, F
and H and indicated greater equalization of educational
opportunity. As a result, formula 519 will be reviewed 1n

greater depth later in this chapter.
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Formula f5np. Formula f,5 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was doubled to $610.00, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) had to be
determined, and when all special levies (rj-r) were elimi-
nated.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) varied
between an increase of $260.00 to $285.00 in all groups
except Group B which increased only $198.00. The smaller
increase in Group B was due mainly to the fact the larger
districts were more dependent upon special levies which, when
eliminated by f,;, caused the expenditure level to decrease.

As a result of formula f9g, Groups A, B, F and H were
found to vary significantly as shown in Table X. Groups A,

F and H reflected greater equalization of educational oppor-
tunity while Group B reflected less equalization. The
results derived from formula f,9 were relevant to the study

and will be pursued in greater depth later in this chapter.

Formula f53. Formula f5; determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was increased by 50% to $457.50, when
the total state contribution to all school districts (A) had
to be determined and when special levies remained as actually
approved for the 1965-66 school year.

Through the application of formula £,;, the mean
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expenditure per weighted pupil (M) increased in all Groups by
exactly $152.50. Within each group, each school district's
revenue increased by this same amount. Consequently, a per-
fect coefficient of correlation resulted (1.00) and the
t-test equaled zero. Therefore, formula f,; was rejected for
1t caused no 1ncrease or decrease in the egualization of

educational opportunity.

Formula f,,. Formula f,, determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when all factors
were held constant except the special levy (rj-r) which was
increased by 50%.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in all
groups increased with the least increase, approximately
$9.00, occurring in Group E and the greatest increase,
approximately $30.00, occurring in Group B. The largest and
smallest districts' expenditures increased the most when
formula f,, was utilized, which suggests these districts
depended more heavily on special levies as a means of obtain-
ing revenue.

All groups experienced a significant variation in the
standard deviation of educational opportunity. In each
group, the standard deviation was greater than f; and
reflected a decrease in equalization of educational opportu-

nity. Therefore, formula f,, was rejected for further con-

sideration.
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Formula f23. Formula f53 determined the number of

mills required 1n special levy school districts, when the
guaranteed support level (u) was increased by 50% to $457.50,
when the total state contribution to all school districts (A)
had to be determined, and when the expenditure per weighted
pupil in each district (E;) was held constant. The variation
in the standard deviation of special levy mills was compared
with £, to determine the significance of the variation.

No standard deviation or t—-test results were evident
due to the application of formula f53, because with the
application of 1.5 u and the holding of the per weighted
pupil expenditure at the f; level, all special levies were
eliminated. This formula demonstrated how, through the
application of a sufficiently large guaranteed support level,
special levies can be eliminated and the same programs pro-

vided by local districts.

Because formula f5,3 was not designed to measure the
difference in educational opportunity, it was not intended

to be considered further in the study.

Formula f54. Formula f,, determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained
at the actual 1965-66 level, when the assessed valuation (Cj)

was adjusted to 50% of true and fair value, and when the
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regular 14 mill levy (r) was reduced to 7 mills.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) increased
from $44.00 in Group E to $187.00 in Group H with the average
of all groups (Group A) increasing $72.00. Group B increased
$103.00. From these increases, it was evident that the large
districts and some very small districts, being more dependent
upon special levies or very sensitive to increased assessed
valuation, received a substantial increase in revenue from
formula f£54. With the assessed value increased to 50% and
the regular millage reduced by 50%, districts did derive more
funds from the regular levy, especially those districts where
the assessed valuation was less than 25% of true and fair
value. (Many small districts received more than the guaran-
teed support level). These funds were deducted from the
guaranteed support level, and would mean that without a
special levy and without a relatively high assessed valuation
per pupil, districts would maintain about the same level of
revenue as 1n formula f£;. However, for special levy dis-
tricts, the revenue would increase (due to the increased
assessment) two to three times, depending upon the county
assessment ratio.

Because the special levy influenced the revenue for
expenditure in f,4, all groups evidenced a significant varia-
tion in the standard deviation of educational opportunity as

shown in Table X. The standard deviation was greater due to
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the amplification of the previously referred to inequities of
special levy and hence, the equalization of educational
opportunity decreased. Therefore, formula f24 was re’jected

for further consideration.

Formula f55. Formula f;g determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was held constant at $305.00 and when
the special levy (rj-r) was reduced by 50%.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) decreased
from $8.00 in Group E to $30.00 in Group B and $16.00 in
Groups C and H. Again, the districts with special levies
were influenced the greatest by formula f,5. Groups A, C, F
and H indicated a significant variation in the standard
deviation of educational opportunity as shown in Table X.
The standard deviation was reduced and hence, the equaliza-
tion of educational opportunity increased. Therefore,
formula f£,_ was relevant to the study and will be considered

25
in greater depth later in this chapter.

Formula f5¢. Formula fjyg determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained
at the actual 1965-66 level, when the assessed valuation (Cj)

was adjusted to 50% of true and fair value, and when the
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special levy (ri-r) was reduced by 50%.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) increased
in all groups from a minimum of $87.00 in Group C to a maxi-
mum of $506.00 in Group H with an overall average in Group H
of $166.00. Here agaln, special levies influenced the
results substantially although the results were also influ-
enced in the regular and special levies by the increase in
assessed valuation. The increase in the assessed valuation
of 2 to 3 times, depending upon the county assessment ratio,
ralised the revenue 1n some districts, particularly the
smaller ones, to the point where no state aid was received.

Groups A, C, D, F, G and H indicated a significant
variation in the standard deviation of educational opportu-
nity as shown in Table X. The increase in standard deviation
indicated a reduction in the equalization of educational

opportunity. Therefore, f5¢4 was rejected for further con-

sideration.

Formula f,5. Formula f57 determined the number of

mills required in special levy districts when the guaranteed
support level (u) had to be determined, when the total state
contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained at
the actual 1965-66 level, when the assessed valuation (C;)
was increased to 50% of true and fair wvalue and when the
expenditure per weighted pupil was held constant at the f;

level. The variation in the standard deviation of special
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levy mills was compared with f; to determine the significance
of the variation.

These levies were reduced sufficiently to cause a
significant reduction in the standard deviation of the mean
of the special levies 1n Groups A, C and D. Although these
results do not deal with the expenditure per weighted pupil

they will be briefly discussed later in this chapter.

Formula f3g8. Formula f;g determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was held constant, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) had to be
determined, when the assessed valuation (Cj) was increased to
50% of true and fair value, and when the special levy (rj-r)
was reduced by 50%.

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil (M) in all
groups increased with the least increase, approximately
$19.00, occurring in Group C and the greatest increase,
approximately $171.00, occurring in Group H with the increase
for all groups combined being $57.00 as shown in Table X.

A significantly large variation in educational oppor-
tunity was found. Therefore, formula f,g was rejected from
further consideration. Here again, the assessment level
influenced the regular levy and the remaining special levy to
the point where the inequities of assessment still caused

significantly large variations.
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Formula f29. Formula £f59 determined the number of

mills required in special levy districts when the guaranteed
support level (u) was held constant, when the total state
contribution to all school districts (A) had to be deter-
mined, when the assessed valuation (C;) was increased to 50%
of true and fair value, and when the expenditure per weighted
pupil (Ej) was held constant at the f; level. The variation
in the standard deviation of special levy mills was compared
with £, to determine the significance of the variation.

As 1n formula f5-5, the levies were reduced sufficiently
to cause a significant reduction in the standard deviation of
the mean of the special levies in all Groups that still have
special levies after they are reduced. Formula f39 will be

briefly discussed later in this chapter.

Formula f£30. Formula f37 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was increased to $389.50, the amount
necessary to eliminate all but 10% of the special levies,
when the total state contribution to all school districts (A)
had to be determined, and when the special levies 1in the
remaining 1l0% of the districts were reduced by $84.50 per
pupil, the amount added to the $305.00 u in fi-

The mean expenditure per weighted pupil in all groups
varied from a reduction of $26.00 in Group B to an addition

of $3.00 in Group F with the average reduction for all
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districts being $16.00. A significant variation at the .0l
confidence level was found in Groups A, C, D, F, G and H with
Groups A, D, F and H showing a reduction in standard devia-
tion variance and with C, F and G showing an increase as
indicated 1in Table X.

Because formula f3p9 had conflicting results as far
as significance was concerned, the formula will be examined

further later in this chapter.

Table VI Data

Table VI formulae f3;, through f33 comprised the third
phase of this statistical analysis of the 1965 Washington
State school distribution formula. These formulae were
designed to answer the question, "Can the wvariation of educa-
tional opportunity be reduced by introducing a factor for
local effort in relation to local ability to pay and by
applying this factor in various predetermined and specified
ways in the distribution formula?" For reader convenience,
Table XI summarizes the function of each formula £3; through
f33. For a complete review of each formula, refer directly
to Table VI.

Table XI1 shows the formulae which cause a significant
variation in the standard deviation of educational opportu-
nity when compared with f3;. Asterisks used in Table XII

indicate the same results as those used in Table VIII and
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TABLE XI

IDENTIFICATION OF FORMULAE f3; THROUGH f33, TABLE VI

Formula Content*

Guaranteed support level (u) increased $100.00

Guaranteed support level (u) increased $50.00,
matching funds (u') increased equivalent of
$50.00 per weighted pupil in all districts,

and total state support (A) held at f3;
level

Guaranteed support level (u) increased $70.00,
matching funds (u ) increased equivalent of
$30.00 per weighted pupil in all districts,

and total state support (A) held at £33
level

*Formulae f37 through f33 vary from formula £y, the actual

1965-66 school vyear distribution formula, as indicated.
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TABLE Xl
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described previously in this chapter.

Formula f33. Formula f3; represented the actual

revenue and expenditure of funds per weighted pupil in each
district during the 1965-66 school year plus additional state
money in the amount of $100.00 per weighted pupil (u

= $405.00). As proved in formula f,y, adding additional
guaranteed support funds did not alter the order of dis-
tricts. Consequently, f3; correlated perfectly with f;.

Therefore, f;, and f;5; could be tested against f3;.

Formula f£3,. Formula f3, determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was increased $50.00 per weighted
pupil (u = $355.00), when the equivalent of $50.00 per
weighted pupil was allocated for special levy matching pur-
poses (u' ), and when the total state support (A) was held
constant at the £3; level.

Application of formula f3, altered the mean expendi-
ture per weighted pupil (M) from a $6.00 increase in Group B
to a $27.00 decrease in Group A. All groups except B and H
exXperienced a significantly increased variation in the stan-
dard deviation of educational opportunity as indicated in
Table XII. In Groups B and H, there was no significant
difference.

The result from the application of formula £33, was a



125
decrease in the equalization of educational opportunity and,
therefore, the formula was rejected from further considera-

tion.

Formula f33. Formula f35 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was increased $70.00 per weighted
pupil (u = $375.00), when the equivalent of $30.00 per
weighted pupil was allocated for special levy matching pur-
poses (u ), and when the total state support (A) was held
constant at the f£3; level.

Application of formula f445 altered the mean expendi-
ture per weighted pupil (M) from a $4.00 increase in Group B
to a $16.00 decrease in Group A. All groups except B and H
experienced a significantly increased variation in the stan-
dard deviation of educational opportunity as indicated in
Table XII. In Groups B and H, there was no significant
difference.

The result from the application of formula f33 was a
decrease 1in the equalization of educational opportunity and,
therefore, the formula was rejected from further considera-
tion. Although formulae f3, through £33 were rejected for
further consideration, the concept of the state matching

excess mill levies will be discussed later in this chapter.
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II. Presenting and Interpreting Findings

Only formulae which significantly produce greater
egqualization of educational opportunity or which do not
produce significant results but which contribute to the
interpretation of those formula which were significant are
presented and interpreted in depth in the remainder of this
chapter. Those formulae include £f5, fg, fg, fg, £9, £10.
£11» £15, f14 and £,5 in Table II, f,g, £79, £509. f35. £57,
fr,9g and f35 in Table V. The concept set forth in Table VI
will also be discussed. All other formulae either produced
no significant difference, a significant difference in the
direction of less equalization of educational opportunity, or
did not contribute to the interpretation and therefore were

rejected from further consideration and discussion.

Table II Formulae

Table II formulae which significantly produced greaterx
equalization of educational opportunity alter the 1965 dis-
tribution formula only to the extent that a specific factor
was deleted from the distribution formula while the total
state aid to all districts was maintained at the actual level
for the 1965-66 school year. By holding the total state aid
(A) constant, the guaranteed support level (u) was recomputed

which in turn affected the expenditure per weighted pupil in

each district.



127
To better understand the effect of deleting factors

from the 1965 state distribution formula, a review of the
formula is helpful. The formula for total state grants-in-
aid follows:

k k 6 ' 1T§ )
A= El iy = iZ=l (uNi-rCi- %_:tl Rj5 + ‘34;1 Sij
where A is the total grants-in-aid paid by the state to all
districts; A; 1s the state grants-in-aid distributed to a
given district including flat grants and equalization grants;
u is the guaranteed support level; N is the number of
weighted pupils in a given district; r is the regular school

millage rate (regquired mill rate); C.

i is thie assessed value

of a given district as determined by the county assessor;
Rij' where j=1,...6, are the receipts from the following
sources: Ril = 1% county real estate transaction tax, Riz
= that portion of Public Law 874 funds which are required
deductions, Ri3 = that portion of Federal Forest funds which
are required deductions, Ri4 = public utility district reve-
nue, Ri5 = in-lieu-of tax revenue, and Riﬁ = non-high
receipts; sij' where j=1,...6, are other state receipts for
special programs from the following sources: Sj;31 = handi-
capped program, Sjp = driver education, S;3 = vocational-
technical programs, S;,; = adult education, S, = transporta-

tion, Siﬁ = institutions: and k is the number of districts 1in

the sample for any group or category.
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When the total state support (A) was held constant,
the effect on the guaranteed support level (u) by deleting
any one of the Ri's was opposite to the effect when one of
the S;'s was deleted. When an R; was deleted, districts with
revenue from this source received more state aid because the
amount of the source was not deducted from the guaranteed
support level. With more state money distributed to these
receiving districts, the u had to be reduced in order to
maintain A constant. Conversely, when an Sj was deleted,
districts with these special programs would receive less
state money and the u would rise to utilize all the state
grant.

Table XIII compares the guaranteed support level
between significant formulae in Table II in all groups. The
Table shows the situation described above in that fg repre-
sents Ri5 (in-lieu-of tax revenue). 1In this case, the u is
lower than f, except in Group H. The remaining formulae
represent the Sj (special programs). In these formulae, u is
greater than or equal to u in f3. One exception under fg 1is
noted. The exception is i1n the Group H districts which are
all, except one, elementary districts. All base line data
from the office of the State Superintendent were processed in
precisely the same manner. Yet, the exception exists in
Group H. This exception c¢an not be interpreted from avail-

able data.



TABLE XIII

COMPARISON OF GUARANTEED

SUPPORT LEVEL BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT

FORMULAE IN TABLE II IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORIES
Group Guaranteed Support Level
£l fe f9 £10 f11 £12 £14 f1s
All Districts
A 305.00 | 304.81 | 316.80 | 306.19 | 312.24 | 306.03 | 307.09 | 342.27
3 305.00 | 304.49 | 319.19 | 306.12 | 319.42 | 306.13 | 305.52 | 344.07
c 305.00 | 304.77 | 316.87 | 306.02 | 308.82 | 306.18 | 305.00 | 336.36
D 305.00 | 304.98 | 314.35 | 306.28 | 305.00 | 305.75 | 306.12 | 337.83
E 305.00 | 304.96 | 312.48 | 306.02 | 305.00 | 305.37 | 315.90 | 349.36
F 305.00 | 304.92 | 312.68 | 305.94 | 305.00 | 305.30 | 307.62 | 347.85
G | 305.00 | 304.71 | 313.08 | 305.00 | 305.00 | 305.00 | 305.00 | 344.37
3 | 305.00 | 334.33 | 341.95 | 334.33 | 334.33 | 334.33 | 334.33 | 403.92
Non-high |
School
A 305.00 | 309.17 | 319.25 | 309.39 | 309.29 | 309.32 | 309.29 | 353.90
F 305.00 | 304.90 | 314.57 | 305.26 | 305.00 | 305.07 | 305.00 | 347.74

6CT



TABLE XIII (continued)

_— =——

Group Guaranteed Support Level
%1 f6 £9 £10 £11 £12 14 f1s
G 305.00 304,54 315.30 305.00 305.00 305.00 305.00 347.88
H 305.00 332.51 340,21 332.51 332.51 33251 C i o SR 403.33
Complete |
Program
A 305.00 304.72 316.75 306.13 312.30 305.96 307.05 342.02
B 305.00 304.49 319.19 306.12 319.42 306.13 305.52 344..07
c 305.00 304.77 316.87 306.02 308.82 306.18 305.00 336.36
D 305.00 304.98 314.29 306.31 305.00 305.76 306.15 337.78
E 305.00 304.96 312.42 306.04 305.00 305.38 316.1% 349.70
F 305.00 304.92 312.45 306.02 305.00 305,33 307.94 347.86
G 305.00 305.00 309.31 305.00 305.00 305.00 305.00 338.42

—_

——

OET
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Before further examining each formula which produced

significantly réduced variation in the standard deviation of
educational opportunity, attention is called to Table XIV
which compares the mean expenditure per weighted pupil
between significant formulae in Table II in all groups and
categories and Table XV which compares the standard deviation
of educational opportunity between significant formulae in
Table II in all groups and categories. These tables contain
data which will assist the reader in interpreting the for-

mulae under review.

Formula fg- Formula fﬁ, where in-lieu-of tax revenue

was not deleted from the guaranteed support level produced
significantly less variation in the Non-high School category
and in Group H in the All District category. This variation
may be attributed to the greater value of u in Group H com-
pared to the other groups. From the greater u, a greater
increase in expenditure per weighted pupil resulted. This
increase caused the differences in expenditure per weighted
puplil to be less varied and hence, the greater equalization

of educational opportunity.

Formula fg. Formula fg, where handicapped program

funds were deleted as payment by the state, produced signifi-
cantly less variation in Groups A, B, C, F and H. 1In all of

these groups, the expenditure per weighted pupil increased.



TABLE XIV
COMPARISON OF MEAN EXPENDITURE PER WEIGHTED PUPIL BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT

FORMULAE IN TABLE II IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORIES

T

Group Mean Expenditure Per Weighted Pupil
f1 fe fq £10 £11 | f1 f14 fls
All Districts
A 417.71| 417.62| 421.12| 417.97| 424.07| 418.31| 417.02 | 413.52
B 449.52 | 449.46| 450.44 | 449.29| 453.67| 449.47 | 449.61 | 452.61
C 415.70 | 415.71| 415.95| 415.48|( 415.72| 415.73| 415.70 | 416.02
D 387.15 | 387.15| 2387.14| 386.86| 387.15| 387.05| 386.78 | 386.24
E 396.78 | 396.79| 396.93| 396.52| 396.78| 396.76| 395.59 | 395,32
F 415.59 | 415.63| 415.69| 415.50| 415.59| 415.64 | 416.01 | 415.75
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| 492.40| 492.40| 492.40 | 503.90
Non-high

School
A 431.54 | 435.62| 437.47| 435.68 | 435.63| 435.65| 435.63 | 433.00
F 399.42 | 399.52| 399.07 | 399.42| 399.42 | 399.44 | 399.42 | 397.50 |

AN
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The increase was not large, for the total funds distributed
for the handicapped program were not large by comparison with
the total state funds granted for all programs.

Interpreting the results of formula fg indicated that
the present state distribution formula was fulfilling the job
for which it was intended. The handicapped program is a
special program offered by certain districts for students
requiring these services. Some districts offer their pro-
grams for neighboring districts. Handicapped programs are
more expensive to operate and for this reason students
attending these classes are weighted more than those in
regular classes. With additional state funds offered to
handicapped program éistricts, it was assumed that the varia-
tion in expenditure per weighted pupil should be greater.
Formula f, verified this assumption. By removing the handi-
capped funds from the distribution formula, less variation in
the standard deviation of expenditure per weighted pupil
(greater equalization of educational opportunity) resulted.
Although significance was indicated in groups of varying
sizes, the larger districts in Groups B and C exercised the
greater influence over Group A as noted in the Complete Pro-
gram category. This too was expected, since the larger
districts tended to offer more handicapped programs to more

students.

Formula fjp+ Formula £, where driver education
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program funds were deleted from the state distribution for-
mula, produced significantly less variation in the standard
deviation of educational opportunity in Groups B and H.

For reasons established in the discussion of formula
fgy, it would be expected that f;, would produce a significant
difference in more groups. Driver education, however, is a
relatively new program and was not offered in many districts
in the 1965-66 school year. Those districts offering it
offered a relatively modest program. Consequently, in most
groups, the removal of these funds from state support did not
appreciably alter the mean expenditure per weighted pupil or
the guaranteed support level as shown in Tables XIV and XIII
respectively. Therefore, the variation was not significant.
In Group B, however, larger driver education programs were
offered and their removal from state support had the same

impact on Group B as discussed in formula fq.

Formula £,,. Formula fll' where vocational-technical

funds were deleted from the state distribution formula, pro-
duced the same result as f£fy3. Group B districts again
reflected significantly less variation in the standard devia-
tion of expenditure per weighted pupil. The influence of
Group B tended to affect Group A and made a significant
variation, also. These results indicated Group B districts
as a whole offered more vocational-technical programs than

other groups of districts as a whole.
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Formula f£15. Formula fy5+ where adult education funds

were deleted from the state distribution formula, indicated a
tendency to reduce the variation in the standard deviation of
educational opportunity significantly. In this instance, the
tendency originated from the Group F districts. The influ-
ence of Group F was not sufficiently great to affect Group A
significantly. Other groups, as shown in Table XV, evidenced
a reduction in standard deviation but not enough to make a

significant difference.

Formula fj4. Formula f;, eliminated state support of

funds for institutions and other state receipts. 2As a result
of fy4 application, a significant variation in the standard
deviation of educational opportunity was noted in Groups B, E
and H. When non-high school districts were eliminated, the
significance was also noted in Group A as shown in the Com-
plete Program category. Only a relatively few districts
received funds for staffing and conducting school programs in
state institutions. Therefore, where these programs did
occur, the elimination of support funds for them tended to
reduce the variation in the standard deviation of educational

opportunity.

Formula fyg5. Formula f5 eliminated collectively firom

state support all the special programs eliminated singularly

in formulae fg through fy4. Due to the influence of one



139
program on the other, the results of significance in f;g5 were
not necessarily the cumulation of fg through fj34. Only
Groups B and E showed a significant variation in the All Dis-
trict category while Group A was also significant in the
Complete Program category.

The purpose of Table II formulae was to answer the
question, "What factors currently utilized in the distribu-
tion formula exert the greatest influence on the variation of
educational opportunity among selected school districts in
Washington State?" The factors which, when eliminated from
the formula, caused the greatest influence on the variation
in a direction where greater equalization of educational
opportunity is achieved were: (1) in-lieu-of tax revenue,

(2) handicapped programs, (3) driver education programs,

(4) vocational-technical programs, (5) adult education pro-
grams and (6) institution programs. With the exception of
in-lieu-of tax revenue, these were all special programs
which, when included in the distribution formula, provided
more categorical state aid to some districts and therefore,
reduced the guaranteed support to all districts when the
total state aid was held constant. Reduced general state aid
reduced the expenditure per weighted pupil. Under these
conditions, this reduction in general aid supported the
intent of the 1965 distribution formula. Special programs

cost more to operate and should receive additional state
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help. This special aid caused greater variation in expendi-
ture per weighted pupil.

Conversely, formulae fz, £ and f4 (1% county real
estate transaction tax, Public Law 874 and Federal Forest
funds) showed a significantly greater variation in educa-
tional opportunity. These results also verified that the
1965-66 distribution formula did accomplish its intent. When
districts did not, for example, deduct the required portion
of Public Law 874 funds, those districts derived an advantage
over other districts, which was reflected in a decrease in

the equalization of educational opportunity.

Table V Formulae

Each Table V formula, which significantly produced
greater equalization of educational opportunity, altered the
total district revenue.

To better understand how various formula application
affect the expenditure per weighted pupil, the basic formula
for district expenditure follows:

' " i
E; =Ai * (]."i"r) Ci + Ri + Es F Sl + rC.

1 . PR Dj

where 1in a given district Ei 1s the total expenditure of
funds less expenditures for transportation, lunchroom, abate-
ments, community services, and that portion of budget
accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to per pupil costs as

determined from district reports to the State Superintendent
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for the 1965-66 school year; A; is the state grants-in-aid;
(rij-r) is the special levy mill rate; C; is the assessed

value as determined by the county assessor; R; is the total
revenue from Public Law 874; F; is the total revenue from
IFederal Forest funds; Si 1s all other revenue sources such
as other federal funds and other revenue as indicated in
budget accounts 60, 70, 80 and 90; r is the reguired mill
rate; and D;j is all expenditures for transportation, lunch-
room, abatements, community services, and that portion of
budget accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to per pupil
CcCOsts.

Educational cpportunity (expenditure per weighted
pupil) was determined by dividing Ei by N;, where N 1s the
total number of weighted pupils in a given district.

Formulae f3g, f49, f30, o5 and f£3p9 all indicated
significantly less variation in the standard deviation of
expenditure per weighted pupil, while formulae f57 and fjg
indicated significantly less variation in the standard devia-
tion of millage.

To assist the reader in interpreting the formula under
review, Tables XVI and XVII are presented. Table XVI com-
pares the mean expenditure per weighted pupil between signif-
icant formulae in Table V in all groups and categories.

Table XVII compares the standard deviation of educational

opportunity between significant formulae in Table V in all



COMPARISON OF MEAN EXPENDITURE

TABLE XVI

PER WEIGHTED

PUPIL BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT

FORMULAE IN TABLE V IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORIES

Group Mean Expenditure Per Weighted Pupil
£, f18 £19 £20 £25 £30
All Districts
A 417.71 411.85 406.17 692.82 405.13 401.94
B 449.52 449.06 443.53 647.99 419.54 423.52
c 415.70 414.77 407.25 689.11 399.90 399,12
D 387.15 385.87 378.02 669.45 375.80 374.24
E 396.78 393.88 388.79 684 .72 388.25 388.62
F 415.59 407.90 402.30 700. 36 405.48 418.93
G 396.09 391.32 387.53 676.39 383.74 372.04
H 465.63 453.20 448.57 724 .66 449.90 442.01
Non-high :
School i
A i 431.54 420.97 416.99 706.08 420.08 405.14
F | 399.42 386. 38 382.40 689.94 392.18 383.24

4 4
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COMPARISON OF STANDARD DEVIATION OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY BETWEEN

TABLE XVII

SIGNIFICANT FORMULAE IN TABLE V IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORIES

= = —=

Group Standard Deviation
£g f18 f19 £20 £25 £30
All Districts
A 106.08 98.42 97.50 90. 30 97.02 82.15
+f o
B 44,63 45.08 39.56 154.29 39.86 43.36
C 33.82 34.52 33.94 26.55 26.9; 42*;;
D 50.20 50,32 45.45 46 .84 46.21 34.;;
E 56.08 54.75 51.35 53.43 53.41 56, 25
F 88.43 82.3; 81.45 ?9.5; 82.35 113.25
G 60.28 61.94 59.49 56.44 55.59 68.71
H 189.90 173.;5 l?4.£; 140.15 171.;; 115.45
Non-high
School
A 148.29 133.;5 133.;; l16.;5 138.;; 89.;;
F 47.72 32.98 32.42 49.50 47 .45 lg.ggl

1A d!



TABLE XVII (continued)

Group Standard Deviation
£, f1g £19 - £20 £25 £30

G 50.46 53.69 53.14 39.88 41.40 55.45 '
H 180. 78 162.86 162.85 141.49 168.87 115.48

Complete

Program
A 81.03 78.3; 76.;1 75.62 71.;; 80. 26

e ++

I 44.70 45,08 39.56 154.29 39.86 43,36
C 33.82 34.52 33.94 26.55 25.95 42.;;
D 50.79 50.91 45.9; 47.36 46.75 35.55
E 56.73 55.38 51.9; 54.11 54 .07 56.25
F 93.86 88.0; 8?'15 83.35 87.65 119.;1
G 71.97 73.37 69.41 77.28 73.07 105.;;

- Significantly less variation at .05 level

-- Significantly less variation at .01 level

SP1

+ Significantly more variation at .05 level

++ Significantly more variation at .0l level
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groups and categories. Whereas results from data for Group
H in Table II formulae are not interpretable from available
data, the results of Group H data in Table V formulae are

interpretable.

Formula fyg. Formula fj;g determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained
at the actual 1965-66 level, and when 85% of Federal Forest
funds (Ri3) was reduced from the guaranteed support level in
determining the state grant per district. (Formula £1,
representing the 1965 distribution formula, deducted 40% of
Federal Forest funds from the guaranteed support level in
determining the state grant per district.)

As a result of formula fig application: (a) Federal
Forest fund districts received less state support than in £,
(b) the guaranteed support level (u) for all pupils increased
slightly and (c) the mean expenditure per weighted pupil in
the larger districts remained about the same, but was reduced
in the smaller districts. The degree to which the expendi-
ture level drops depended upon the number of Federal Forest
fund districts having a greater number of dollars deducted
from the guaranteed level of state support in relation to the
smaller increased in the guaranteed state support level.

Formula le proved that by requiring a greater
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reduction (85% of Federal Forest funds from the guaranteed
support level, a greater equalization of educational opportu-
nity resulted. The converse was proven in formula £, of
Table II where less equalization of educational opportunity
was found with no reduction of Federal Forest funds from the
guaranteed support level.

As shown 1n Table XVII, Groups A, F and H showed a
significant increase 1in equalization of educational opportu-
nity. Group B, however, was an exception which showed a
significant decrease in educational opportunity. One reason
the large districts 1n Group B experienced a relatively small
reduction was that many of these were King County districts
which received a relatively small proportion of the Federal
Forest funds available to the county. County commissioners
have the authority to distribute these funds for school
district use or road use. King County Commissioners dis-
tribute a larger portion of the funds for roads. Therefore,
the large districts in Group B in King County and the other
populated counties were not as dependent upon Federal Forest
funds. One or two other large districts which normally
receive a substantial portion of forest funds may experience
a sufficiently reduced amount of state support to cause a
greater standard deviation of educational opportunity. Con-
versely, many of the small districts receive a larger portion

of their overall revenue from these funds. When 85% rather
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than 40% was reduced from the guaranteed support level, it
affected the smaller districts more.

The findings of formulae f4 and f;g coupled with the
findings in formulae f3 and fy5 suggested that a similar con-
clusion may be drawn for Public Law 874 funds. Because only
one group showed a significantly greater equalization of
educational opportunity in fi7 it was not considered suffi-
ciently significant to consider conclusive. However, a trend
toward less variation in the standard deviation of educa-
tional opportunity was indicated. Possibly by deducting a
percentage other than 85%, more equalization of educational
opportunity would result. This is a possibility worthy of

examination in a follow-up study.

Formula fjg. Formula f;g determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained
at the actual 1965-66 level, and when 85% of Public Law 874
funds (Riz) and 85% of Federal Forest funds (Ri3) were
reduced from the guaranteed support level in determining the
state grant per district.

As a result of f19 (which amounts to the combined
application of formulae f,5 and f;4), Groups A, D, E, F and
H showed a significant increase in the equalization of educa-

tional opportunity. These results further substantiate the
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need for a follow—up study to find the optimum percentage
deduction of Public Law 874 funds from the guaranteed support
level in the distribution formula to achieve the most equal-
ization of educational opportunity. Further, 1t adds ev-
dence that the greater reduction (85% rather than 40% or no
deduction) for both funds is required to obtain greater
equalization of educational opportunity when all other

aspects of the formula remain unchanged.

Formula f,5. Formula f5, determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was doubled to $610.00, when the total
state contribution to all school districts (A) had to be
determined, and when all special levies (rj-r) were elimi-
nated.

It was anticipated that by eliminating special levies
and substantially increasing the guaranteed support level
over the actual expenditure level in f,; a much greater
equalization of educational opportunity in most groups would
result. This was only partially the case. 1In Groups A, F
and H a significantly greater equalization did result. In
Group B, the converse was true where a significantly reduced
equalization resulted. 1In the other groups, there was no
significant difference. However, the trend to reduce the
variation in standard deviation of educational opportunity

was clearly evident. Through the application of formula f3q.
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a district that did not vote a special levy would receive a
greater increase in per pupil expenditure than a district
that did vote a special levy. The difference in increase of
expenditure per weighted pupil would be equivalent to the
number of dollars per weighted pupil voted in the special
levy.

Results of formula f,, were sufficiently clear to
conclude that greater equalization of educational opportunity
would take place when the guaranteed support level was
increased to an amount greater than the actual mean expendi-

ture per weighted pupil and when all excess mill levies were

eliminated.

Formula f,¢. Formula f25 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was held constant at $305.00 and when
the special levy (r;-r) was reduced by 50%.

Groups A, C, F and H all experienced significantly
greater equalization of educational opportunity. All other
groups except Group G in the Complete Program category exXper-
ienced a non-significant reduction in the variation of the
standard deviation of educational opportunity.

Results from the application of f;g indicated that
certain inequities were inherent in special levy financing.
When special levies were reduced by half, so were the ineg-

uities reduced. Therefore, a greater equalization of
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educational opportunity resulted.
It can be concluded that by reducing the money raised
from special levies by 50% all size groups of districts would

experience greater equalization of educational opportunity.

Formula f3p. Formula f35 determined the expenditure

per welghted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) was increased to $389.50, the amount
necessary to eliminate all but 10% of the special levies;
when the total state contribution to all school districts (A)
had to be determined; and when the special levies in the
remaining 10% of the districts were reduced by $84.50 per
welighted pupil, the amount added to the $305.00 u in £y

A completely mixed result was determined through the
application of f345. A significant variation at the .0l or
.05 confidence level, as shown i1n Table XVII was found in
Groups A, C, D, F, G and H; with Groups A, D, F and H showing
a reduction in standard deviation variance and with Groups C,
F and G showing an increase. The remaininhg groups were
equally split in the direction of greater or lessexr variance.

It was anticipated that all enrollment groups would
have indlcated greater equalization of educational copportu-
nity through the application of formula f30. These antici-
pated results were based on the reasoning that by increasing

the guaranteed support level (u) by $84.50, the amount

required to eliminate all but 10% of the special levies in
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the 1965-66 school year, and by deducting this same amount
from the remaining 10% of the special levies, the revenue
availlable for expenditure would evidence less variation
between districts than when all levies were in effect and the
state guaranteed less support. Whether the anticipated
reduction in variation of expenditure per weighted pupil
would have been significantly less was to be tested.

Since these anticipated results were not evident, an
analysis of the formula used to process the data may be

helpful in understanding the results. The formula follows:

({2i=x) Ci

+ $84.50 + Z 5

where, in a given district, Ej3p is the expenditure per
welghted puplil resulting from the application of formula
f30, Ej1 1s the expenditure per weighted pupil wich actually
resulted from the application of formula f,, $84.50 is the
amount required to eliminate all but 10% of the special
levies, rj-r is the special levy, N;j is the weighted pupil
enrollment and 2; is the amount of special levy per weighted
pupil equal to or greater than $84.50 per weighted pupil.
Through the application of formula f35 described in
the preceding data processing procedure; (a) districts with
special levies greater than or egual to $84.50 per weighted
pupil (10% of the special levy districts) experienced an

E:39 = Ej;7 (b) districts with special levies less than
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$84.50 per weighted pupil experienced an Ej3g9 = Ej1 + (rj-r) Cji;
Nj

(c) districts without special levies experienced an

Ej30 = Ej1 + $84.50. Therefore, those districts which made
the greatest effort experienced no improvement in expenditure
level while those districts which made no effort experienced
the greatest improvement in expenditure level. These changes
in expenditure level may have been sufficiently different to
cause the unanticipated, mixed results (i.e., some groups and
categories showed significantly more equalization of educa-
tional opportunity while other showed significantly less).
The number of districts which received more aid and the
groups and categories they fell in would influence the sig-
nificance and direction of the variation.

Further, by the previously described application of
formula £33, all districts were treated as though they were
entitled to the additional $84.50 guaranteed state support.
This application of formula f35 was inconsistent with the
1965-1966 distribution formula in one respect. Actually,
only those districts which received guaranteed state support
in the 1965-1966 school year should have been entitled to the
total improvement in guaranteed support. Those districts
whose local deductible revenue exceeded the 1965-1966 guaran-
teed support level should not have received the additional
state support. Only if the additional guaranteed support

exceeded the district's local deductible revenue should the
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district have received additional support, and then only in
the amount per weighted pupil the guaranteed support did
exceed the deductible local revenue. Consequently, formula
f39+ as processed, increased the revenue available for expen-
diture in these districts beyond their entitled amount which
may be part of the cause for the actual results being differ-
ent from the anticipated results.

Due to the mixed nature of the results, formula f3p
was rejected for further consideration in this study.

Formulae f,- and f;9 indicated a significantly less
variation in the standard deviation of millage. To assist
the reader in interpreting the formula under review, Table
XVIII compares the mean millage and standard deviation of
millage between significant formulae in Table V 1n all groups

and categories.

Formula f27. Formula f27 determined the number of

mills required in special levy districts when the guaranteed
support level (u) had to be determined, when the total state
contribution to all school districts (A) was maintained at
the actual 1965-66 level, when the assessed valuation (Cj)
was increased to 50% of true and fair value, and when the
expenditure per weighted pupil was held constant at the fj
level. The variation in the standard deviation of special
levy millage was compared with f; to determine the signifi-

cance of the wvariation.



COMPARISON OF MILLS AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF MILLAGE

FORMULAE IN TABLE V IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORIES

TABLE XVIII

BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT

Mills

Standard Deviation

Group B
|
All Districts

A 2 P e

B 16.02

g 12.03

D 10.55

E 8.70

F 8.18

G 9.19

H 5.85
Non-high
School

A 6.54

F 7:50

27

572
0.0
2.74

.74
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

£29 £1 £27 £29
3,90 6.77 665 2.67
5,32 6.80 0.0 2.82
5.16 9.07 1.37 3.54
3,72 6.32 39 2.21
2.88 4.89 0.0 1.88
3.52 5.52 0.0 1.97
3.74 7.30 0.0 3.52
0.0 3.18 0.0 0.0
1.16 4.27 0.0 1933
2.36 5.14 0.0 14

GST




TABLE XVIII (continued)

Group

G
H

Complete
Program

A
B
C
D
E

F

G

= ——

Mills Standard Deviation
£1 57 £29 i £97 f29
6.15 0.0 | .72 4.54 0.0 55
5.85 0.0 0.0 3.18 0.0 0.0
| E
| s i
 10.54 .76 4.13 7.03 .67 2.63
 16.02 0.0 5.32 6.80 0.0 2.82
| 12.03 2.74 5.16 || 9.07 1.37 3.55
10.44 63 .95 | 6.4 38 2.08
8.70 0.0 2.88 |  4.89 0.0 1.88
8.27 0.0 3.66 5.57 0.0 2.03
2031 0.0 6.76 .67 0.0 2.51

- Significantly less variation at .05 level

-— Significantly less variation at .01l level

961
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Because the regular levy produces more funds when the
assessed valuation increases, because these increased funds
are reduced from the guaranteed support level and because the
total state contribution for all districts is held at the f;
level, the guaranteed support level (u) increases. Conse-
quently, more state funds are available to those districts
with low assessed valuation per weighted pupil while those
with higher assessed value receive a smaller proportion of
state funds. With more money provided all districts from the
regular levy and with the expenditure per pupil held constant,
the special levies are reduced.

Through the application of formula £,-5, levies 1in
Groups B, E, F, G and H were completely eliminated. In
Groups A, C and D, levies were reduced to a mean millage of
.72, 2.74 and .74 mills respectively. All variations in the
standard deviation of millage were significantly reduced at
the .01 level of confidence.

It can be concluded that in the 1965-66 school year
special levies could have been eliminated almost completely
through the increase in the assessed value to 50% of true and
fair value, provided that the total state dollars available
for distribution to local districts were maintained at the f;
level. This does not say, however, that greater equalization
of educational opportunity would result from formula f,5. A

follow-up study should be made to determine the resulting
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degree of equalization of educational opportunity.

Formula f59. Formula f5g9 determined the number of

mills required in special levy districts when the guaranteed
support level (u) was held constant, when the total state
contribution to all school districts (A) had to be deter-
mined, when the assessed valuation (Cj) was increased to 50%
of true and fair value, and when the expenditure per weighted
pupil (E;) was held constant at the f, level. Like formula
f>7, the variation in the standard deviation of special levy
mills was compared with £f; to determine the significance of
variation.

Because more local funds are raised through the regu-
lar levy, because these increased regular levy funds are
deducted from the guaranteed support level to determine the
state grant and because the guaranteed support level is held
constant at $305.00, the total number of state dollars 1is
reduced. Therefore, with the expenditure per weighted pupil
held at the f, expenditure level, the special levies are
reduced but, not to the extent they were in formula f27.

Table XVIII indicates that only in Group H were all
the levies eliminated. However, in every other group a sig-
nificant variation at either the .0l or .05 confidence level
existed. Formula f59 should also be tested in a follow-up

study to detexrmine the degree to which it equalizes educa-

tional opportunity.
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The purpose of Table V formulae was to answer the
guestion, "Will certain predetermined and specified mixes
(combinations) of existing factors under certain hypothetical
manners of distributing state grants-in-aid reduce the varia-
tion of educational opportunity in the districts under
study?" As reported, formulae le, fi0: f20 and f25 did

answer the question affirmatively.

Table VI Formulae

Formulae in Table VI produced significantly less
equalization of educational opportunity. However, the con-
cept of equalizing excess mill levies may achieve greater
equalization of educational opportunity if applied in a
different manner. Consequently, it is discussed further

here.

Formulae f3, and f33. These formulae apply to the

guestion, "Can the variation of educational opportunity be
reduced by introducing a factor for local effort in relation
to lecal ability to pay and by applying this factor in vari-
ous predetermined and specified ways in the distribution
formula?" The basic distribution formula developed, which
in essence matches special levies by recognizing effort in

relation to ability to pay follows:

P o :
I — P
£ (%)
1=1
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where in a given school district A, 1s the state grants-in-
aid; u is the guaranteed support level; N; is the number of
weighted pupils; u is the additional amount of state aid pexr

weighted pupil available for distribution; p is the measure

(rj-r)
of relative effort p = I where rj-r
2 )
i=1
kl

is the excess mill levy in each district and k' is the num-

ber of special levy districts; m is the measure of relative

Caj
Nj
ability to pay m = -~ where Ca; is the adjusted
k r
S0 ( Cal)
i=1 Ni
k'

value of a given district as determined by the Washington
State Tax Commission which considers the various county

assessment ratios, N:

i is the weighted enrollment in the

special levy districts and the remainder of the formula 1is
the same as that described for the regular state distribution
formula.

Table XIX shows what occurs to the standard deviation
when gf is reduced. A sample computer run was made for Group
A in the All District category where u was valued at $325.00
and u the equivalent of $80.00 expenditure per weighted
pupil. From this run, it was noted that the variation in the

standard deviation of educational opportunity was
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TABLE XIX
COMPARISON OF STANDARD DEVIATION OF EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITY BETWEEN SIGNIFICANT FORMULAE IN

TABLE VI IN ALL GROUPS AND CATEGORIES

Group Standard Deviation
*
£31 £y £32 £33
' All Districts
| ++ ++ +
A 106.08 124 .54 114.25 109.49
B 44 .70 - 65.82 54.54
i s +4
C 33.82 - 68.73 52.44
+ob + +
D 50.20 —— 83.21 66.19
RS ++
E 56.08 —_— 90.92 71.69
++ ++
F 88.43 - 136.97 112.28
+ = +
G 60.28 - 112.24 85.14
H 189.90 -——— 2125 (D 195.87
Non-high
School
A 148.29 -——— 150:55 148.45
+
F 47.72 —-——— 79.18 62.71
4+t +
G 50.46 - 96.30 73,10
H 180.78 - 205.70 187.90
Complete
Program
++ +4
A 81.03 - 96.01 88.00

i
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TABLE XIX (continued)

Group Standard Dewviation ;
! * '|
£31 | x f32. | %33

B 44.70 -——— 65.82 54 .54

4ot + -+

C 33.82 - 68.73 52.44

++ ++

D 50.79 - 84.75 67.25
ot ++ |

E 56.73 - 90.28 71.66

++ ++

F 93.86 - 145.99 119,59

G Ti-97 - 116.49 90.94

=

E————

+ Significantly more variation at .05 level of confidence

++ Significantly more variation at .0l level of confidence

$325.00 and

* f_ is a special test computer run with u

X

u equivalent to $80.00 per weighted pupil
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significantly greater than in f37. Consequently, formula f35
was designed where u = $355.00 and u  the equivalent of
$50.00 expenditure per weighted pupil. Finally, £33 was
designed where u = $375.00 and u  the equivalent of $30.00
expenditure per weighted pupil. In each succeeding case, the
variation in standard deviation decreased but still remained
significantly larger than in f3,.

It appears that as Hf is reduced the variation in the
standard deviation 1is also reduced. It is believed that this
reduction in the standard deviation would continue to occur
until H: = o0 at which time the difference in standard devia-
tion would also be reduced to zero.

From these results, it was clear that formulae f3, and
f33 would not improve the equalization of educational oppor-
tunity under the conditions tested.

It 1s suggested, however, that these formulae may
serve as a basis for further study which might lead to an
improvement in the equalization of educational opportunity.
Formulae f3, and f33 establish a direct ratio between effort
and ability to pay. Perhaps an improvement in the equaliza-
tion of educational opportunity would occur by varying the
amount of effort or ability to pay recognized for matching
purposes, i.e., (a) where a specified percent of the numer-
ator (p) is considered matchable, (b) where the special levy

(ri-r) is held at or below a predetermined ceiling, (c) where
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the denominator (m) is adjusted to varying percentages of
true and fair value, or (d) where certain combinations of the
preceding three examples are tried.
Due to the possible potential of formulae f3, and f33
being revised in a manner whereby equalization of educational
opportunity is improved, it is recommended that these for-

mulae be subjected to further experimentation in a future

study.

IIT. Summary and Conclusions

&

Data collected as a result of research procedures
described in Chapter III were arranged according to the for-
mulae shown in Tables II, V and VI. All formulae were pro-
cessed and analyzed, but only those formulae which produced a
significant reduction in the variation of the standard devia-
tion of educational opportunity (greater equalization of
educational opportunity) or which did not produce significant
results but which contributed to those formulae which were
significant were presented and interpreted in detail.

Basic data for the study were included in Appendix C.
Tables VII through XIX, included in the body of Chapter 1V,
extracted from Appendix C pertinent data relating specifi-
cally to the formulae being analyzed and interpreted.

Results from those formulae which, after careful pro-

cessing, analyzing, presenting and interpreting indicated a
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significant equalization or trend toward equalization of
educational opportunity were used to form the following con-
clusions, which recognize some of the strengths and weak-
nesses of the 1965 distribution formula and from which
recommendations for further study are drawn.

Table II formulae indicate that:

1. Significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity is obtained by use of formulae where
handicapped programs, driver education programs,
vocational-technical programs, adult education
programs and institutional programs are eliminated
from the 1965 state distribution formula.

2. Significantly less equalization of educational
opportunity is obtained by use of formulae where
1% county real estate transaction tax revenue,
Public Law 874 funds and Federal Forest funds are
eliminated from the 1965 state distribution for-
mula.

3. No significant difference in equalization of edu-
cational opportunity is obtained by use of for-
mulae where in-lieu-of tax revenue, public utility
district revenue, non-high school receipts and
transportation funds are eliminated from the 1965
state distribution formula.

4. The 1965 distribution formula does effectively
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accomplish a goal for which it was designed.
Special, more costly educational programs, offered
in certain school districts and partially financed
by the state, should and do cause significantly
less variation in the expenditure per weighted
pupil. Conversely, the deduction of a portion of
local revenue (i.e., 85% of Federal Forest funds)
from the state guaranteed support level causes
significantly greater equalization of educational

opportunity.

Table V formulae indicate that:

1.

24

Significantly greater eqgualization of educational
opportunity is obtained when 85% of Federal Forest
funds are deducted from the guaranteed support
level rather than when 40% of these funds are
deducted as done in the 1965 state distribution
formula.

A tendency toward greater equalization of educa-
tional opportunity is obtained when 85% of Public
Law 874 funds are deducted from the guaranteed
support level rather than when 40% of these funds
are deducted as done in the 1965 state distribu-
tion formula.

Significantly greater equalization of educational

opportunity is obtained when the special levies
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are eliminated and when the guaranteed support
level is increased to an amount greater than the
actual mean expenditure per weighted pupil as in
formula f5g where the guaranteed support level was
doubled to $610.00.
Significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity is obtained when the 1965-66 special
levies are reduced by 50% and the state guaranteed

support level is maintained at the 1965 level.

Table VI formulae indicate that:

Lie

Significantly reduced equalization of educational
opportunity is obtained through the application of
those special levy matching formulae {f32 and f33)

tested.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It 1s the purpose of this chapter to provide a summnary
of the previous chapters, to show the more important findings
and conclusions resulting from a statistical analysis of the
1965-66 Washaington State distribution formula relative to
equalization of educational opportunity in selected school
districts in Washington, and to make some recommendations for

further research.

I. Problem Investigated

Purpose. This study investigated the variation in

educational opportunity in Washington State under certain
hypothetical manners of distributing state grants-in-aid such
as:

l. when factors in the state school distribution
formula are eliminated or mixed in different,
predetermined and specified prapnrtiﬁna, and

2. when a given increase in state support is distrib-
uted under circumstances where local effort in
relation to local ability to pay is used as a

factor in the formula.

Questions investigated. To accomplish the purposes

established, specific questions were stated and means were
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devised for answering them. The gquestions were:

1. What factors in the 1965 distribution
formula exert the greatest influence on the varia-
tion of educational opportunity among selected
school districts in Washington State?

2. Will certain predetermined and specified mixes
(combinations) of existing factors under certain
hypothetical manners of distributing state grants-
in-aid reduce the variation of educational oppor-
tunity 1in the districts under study?

3. Can the variation of educational opportunity be
reduced by introducing a factor for local effort
in relation to local ability to pay and by apply-
ing this factor in various predetermined and

specified ways i1n the distribution formula?

Definition of terms. Terms and symbols used in the

study were included in Appendix A, entitled "A Glossary of
Terms and Symbols." In addition, for reader convenience each
term and symbol was explained in a footnote on the page where

it was first used in the study.

Limitations of the study. The study was subject to

three limitations. These limitations were:
1. The utilization of a simulation model makes cer-

tain assumptions relative to cause and effect
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factors and these factors can vary only within the
limits selected by the experimenter. Under actual
conditions these factors and others may vary in
different ways from those selected in the study.

2. The scope of the study was limited to the variables
used and the inter-relationship among these vari-
ables. Many variables which may bear on equaliza-
tion of educational opportunity were not included
in the current distribution formula mixes devel-
oped by the experimenter to analyze the distribu-
tion formula. The variables which generally are
considered significant in various state distribu-
tion formulae were included.

3. The scope of the study was limited to the selected
combinations and variations identified in the
study. A greatly increased number of combinations

within the variations to the basic 1965-66 formula

could have been made.

Background of the problem. A review of literature was

presented in order that the specific problem investigated
could be placed in its proper perspective with relation to
the overall problem of financing schools. Some of the more
important points brought out in the review were:

School finance can be divided into two main sections:

the acguisition of funds and the distribution of funds. The



171
acquisition of funds was viewed from the historical and
current standpoint. Historically, a long and difficult fight
took place i1n America over free public education. The
national Constitution does not recognize education, but
instead leaves education as the responsibility of the states.
Therefore, states adopted public education in varying rates
and 1n varylng degrees.

Some basic principles of taxation include factors such
as ability to pay, benefits received, adequacy of yield,
stability and flexibility, and ease of administration and
payment. No one tax can satisfy every principle, as some
principles are in conflict with others.

Sources of revenue include local, county, state, fed-
eral and non-tax sources. The largest single local revenue
source 1s the property tax. This tax is often inequitable
due to unequal property assessment practice and due to low
effort in relation to ability to pay. To gain equity it is
necessary to assess all property equally and to egualize
ability to pay in low assessed valuation areas.

Washington State has some of the most restrictive
property tax regulations among all states. The 40 mill
limitation law combined with property taxed at less than 50%
of true value causes the greatest barrier.

County revenue in Washington for public education 1s

derived from a tax of 1% on all real estate sales. This tax
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is called the Real Estate Transaction Tax.

The main purpose of state tax revenue is to improve
programs, to compensate school districts, to guarantee a
minimum expenditure level, to create local incentive, and to
broaden the tax base. The main source of state revenue in
Washington 1s derived from the sales tax. Some other states
utilize the income tax as a major source.

The federal government represents the last major
untapped source of school revenue. Federal aid is distrib-
uted through two major ways, general and categorical. The
malin argument for categorical aid is to create incentive to
develop certain programs. General aid, however, provides
more opportunity for local control of program and is pre-
ferred as a distribution method.

Since local and state sources provide the major amount
of school revenue, these sources are the main means for
equalizing educational opportunity among school districts.
However, due to local district dependency on the property tax
as i1ts major tax source and due to variations in assessment
practice, inequality of wealth behind each pupil and differ-
ent attitudes relative to school support, it has been impos-
sible for local school boards to equalize educational oppor-
tunity. Consequently, it has become the task of the state to

provide whatever equalization 1t can.

Historically, public support for education was slow 1n
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developing and not until the latter part of the nineteenth
century was the concept better understood and fairly widely
practiced. Through the struggle for public support, leaders
such as Mann, Barnard, Mills and Pierce helped explain and
promote the cmnceP§ while Cubberley, Updegraff, Strayer,
Haig, Mort and others developed ways whereby public funds
could be distributed to obtain greater egualization of educa-
tional opportunity. Cubberley set forth two principles:
equalization and reward for effort. Updegraff built upon
these principles and introduced the merging of the equaliza-
tion and payment-for-effort principles. By so doing, effort
on the part of communities with less than average wealth
realized revenues equal to those of communities making the
same effort but with average wealth. Strayer-Haig followed
with the "foundation program plan" which basically assured
every district a predetermined satisfactory minimum offering
per pupil. Finally, Mort advanced a number of refinements to
the distribution of state funds. Mort's refinements include
the adaptability principle, the weighted-pupil measure, the
key-district concept and the local tax leeway principle.
Types of grants—-in-aid were identified in a taxonomy
by Burkhead as: general and special purpose, equalizing and
non-egualizing, and costs by unit or percentage of local
expenditure. Guidelines for state finance programs include:

(a) foundation programs should be expressed in dollar terms,
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(b) both state and local funds should be used in the founda-
tion program, (¢) there should be a mandatory local effort,
(d) the state must provide the difference between the local
effort and the determined guaranteed amount, (e} local dis-
tricts should be encouraged to tax beyond the required local
effort, (f) local control should be perpetuated and (g) peri-
odically the state finance plan should be evaluated and
necessary modifications made.

The relationship of cost to guality is generally
accepted to be positive. It is recognized, however, that
many factors (internal and external) affect the guality of
education in individual districts. Consequently, state
distribution formulae should compensate for differences which
exlst and which are beyond the control of the local school
board. Some of these differences are determined by the dis-
trict's need, ability to pay, and effort to finance its own
programs.

The Washington State distribution formula includes
many factors incorporated in other state formulae. The for-
mula does attempt to equalize ability to pay by establishing
an assessment ratio between assessed value and true value for
property in each county for the required mill rate. However,
the formula does not recognize effort or equalize ability to
pay for local funds raised through special levies. This

latter factor should be considered 1n the ewvaluation of the
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formula.

II. Design of the Study

The three questions developed to satisfy the objec-—
tives of the study served as the basis for the research
design. 1In each case, factors in the Washington State Dis-
tribution formula were manipulated either by deleting all or
some of them, changing some of their values, or by introduc-
ing new factors which affected them. Tables II, V and VI

show by symbol the various formulae manipulation.

Table II Formulae

Formulae f; through f;g5 of Table II were developed to
determine factors in the 1965 distribution formula which

exert the greatest influence on the variation of educational

opportunity.

Formula fl. Formula f, represented the actual revenue

and expenditure of funds per weighted pupil in each district
during the 1965-66 school year. The 1965 state distribution
formula was used to allocate state funds. Formulae f,

through fl5 were compared to 1it.

Formulae f, through fg. Formulae £, through fg deter-

mined the expenditure per weighted pupil in each school dis-

trict when the factors such as the 1% real estate transaction
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tax revenue, Public Law 874 funds, Federal Forest funds,
public utility district revenue, in-lieu-of tax rewenue, and
non-high school receipts were individually and collectively
eliminated as a deduction from the guaranteed support level
in the 1965 distribution formula. The 1965 formula required
that revenue received by districts from the county tax source
must be deducted from the guaranteed support level when com-

puting the state grants-in-aid.,

Formulae fg through f;g. Formulae fg through fjg

determined the expenditure per weighted pupil in each school
district when factors such as handicapped funds, driver edu-
cation funds, vocational-technical funds, adult education
funds, transportation funds and institutional funds were
individually and collectively eliminated as state supported
programs. Special programs such as those listed reguire
additional funds to operate. The 1965 distribution formula

provided for this extra support.

Tables VII and VIII. Table VII summarizes the func-

tion of each formula f; through f75. Table VIII shows the

formulae which caused a significant variation in the standard

deviation of educational opportunity when compared with fj

and the groups and categories in which this wvariation

occurred.
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Table V Formulae

Formulae fl and fy¢ through f30 of Table V were
developed to determine which hypothetical manners of distrib-
uting state funds improve the equalization of educational

opportunity.

Formula f3. Formula f; represented the actual revenue

and expenditure of funds per weighted pupil in each district
during the 1965-66 school year. The 1965 state distribution
formula was used to allocate state funds. Formulae fi1e6

through f37 were compared to it.

Formulae f;g through f35. Formulae fi, through f3g

each represented a different manipulation in state or local

revenue sources.

Tables IX and X. Table IX summarizes the function of

each formula and indicates which factors are held constant
and which ones are treated as variables. Table X shows those
formulae which caused a significant wvariation in the standard
deviation of educational opportunity when compared with £
and the groups and categories in which this variation

occurred.

Table VI Formulae

Formulae f3; through f33 of Table VI were developed to
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determine whether a greater equalization of educational
opportunity could be obtained by introducing a factor for

local effort in relation to local ability to pay.

Tables XI and XII. Table XI summarizes the function

of each formula and indicates which factors are held constant
and which ones are treated variables. Table XII shows those
formulae which caused a significant variation in the standard
deviation of educational opportunity when compared with 34
and the groups and categories in which this wvariation

occurred.

Treatment of Data

For each formula tested, a t-test for correlated data
was used to measure the level of significance of difference
in the standard deviation of educational opportunity between
simulated and actual formulae. A significant decrease in
variance indicated significantly greater equalization of
educational opportunity.

A total of 278 school districts representing all sizes
of districts in the State of Washington was considered in the
study. For purpose of comparison between district sizes, the
data were compiled in eight groups with the base enrollment

ranges shown in Table III.

From these enrollment groups, districts were separated

into non-high school groups (Kindergarten or grade one up to
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grade nine) and into complete program school groups (Kinder-—
garten or grade one through grade twelve) as shown in Table
IV.

Data were obtained from the Office of the Washington
State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the Washington
State Tax Commission. The data from the state superintendent
were for a ten month period of operation which represented
5/6 of the total revenue and expenditures in school dis-
tricts. Consequently, these data required readjustment in
all formulations to the full 6/6 level.

The data as collected from the state superintendent
are shown in Appendix B. Section III of Chapter III shows
examples of data manipulation required to utilize the data in
the simulated formulae designed to answer questions 1, 2 and

3 in order to satisfy the objectives of the study.
III. Findings and Conclusions

Although the information presented in this study may
be representative, in some respects, of all of the districts
of the state, the findings which follow pertain only to the
278 districts in the enrollment groups studied and to the
1965-1966 school year. Any reference to individual districts
within the groups or to a population larger than this may
lead to false conclusions. Significance at the .01 and .05

confidence levels are shown in Takles VIII, X and XII.
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High-Influence Factors

A significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity was found in formulae where handicapped programs
(fg), driver education programs (flGJ, vocational-technical
programs (f;;), adult education funds (fy5) and institutional
programs (f,,) were individually eliminated from the 1965
state distribution formula. These findings indicate that the
1965 state distribution formula was functioning as i1t was
designed to function. Because special programs cost a dis-
trict more to operate, the state has encouraged these pro-
grams by offering additional, categorical grants. By so
doing, the difference in expenditure per weighted pupil is
greater and therefore, the equalization of educational oppor-
tunity (Ej) is reduced. When formulae fg, f1g5, £,;. £ and
fl4 were applied (the factor removed as additive funds in the
distribution formula) significantly greater egualization of
educational opportunity resulted.

A significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity was found also in formula (fg) where in-lieu-of
tax funds were eliminated from the 1965 state distribution
formula. A significantly reduced equalization of educational
opportunity was found in formulae where 1% county real estate
transaction tax revenue {fz), Public Law 874 funds {f3), and
Federal Forest funds (f4) were individually eliminated as

deductions from the guaranteed support level in the 1965
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distribution formula. These findings further substantiate
that the distribution formula is functioning as designed.
When these funds, which are local funds, are not required to
be deducted from the guaranteed support level, a greater
variation in the standard deviation of educational opportu-
nity results. Conversely, when the funds are deducted as
required by the 1965 distribution formula a greater equaliza-
tion of educational opportunity is evident.

No significant difference was found when using for-
mulae dealing with public utility district revenue (f5),
non-high school receipts (f5), and transportation funds
(f13) - The direction of the variation of the standard devia-
tion was consistent with the intent of the state distribution

formula.

Effects of Predetermined Mixes of Factors

A significantly reduced equalization of educaticnal
opportunity was found in formulae f;g, f22, f24 and f26' Due
to this reduction, these formulae were considered not rele-
vant to the interest of the study and were, therefore,
rejected from further consideration.

No significant difference was found in formulae £,
£f,; and f,5. These were also disregarded from further con-
sideration although the trend noted in f;5 was used to

further discuss the results in f;g. Formula f30 produced
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significant wvariation in the groups which indicated some
increase and some decrease of equalization of educational
opportunity. Because no conclusion could be drawn, the
formula was rejected.
A significantly greater equalization of educational

£ £

opportunit 5 ]
PP ¥y was found in formulae flS’ 19+ Esp:

f25, f27 and
f29-

Formula ft,g- Formula f,4 determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total
state contribution was held constant, and where 85% of
Federal Forest funds was deducted from the guaranteed

support level. Formula f; representing the 1965 distribution
formula deducted 40% of Federal Forest funds from the guaran-
teed level.

As a result of formula fjg application, it 1s evident
that by requiring a greater reduction (85%) of Federal Forest
funds from the guaranteed support level, a significantly
greater equalization of educational opportunity results. The
converse was evident in formula f4 of Table II where less
equalization of educational opportunity was found when no
reduction of Federal Forest funds was taken from the guaran-
teed support level.

The findings of formulae f, and le coupled with the
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findings in formula f3 and £ suggest that a similar conclu-

17
sion may be drawn for Public Law 874 funds.

Formula fl?' Formula f19 determined the expenditure

per welghted pupil in each school district when the guaran-
teed support level (u) had to be determined, when the total
state contribution was held constant and when 85% of Public
Law 874 funds and 85% of Federal Forest funds are deducted
from the guaranteed support level. As a result of formula
f19 application, a significantly greater increase in
equalization of educational opportunity was evident. These
results further substantiate the suggestion that Public Law
874 funds, when deducted at approximately 85%, may produce

greater equalization of educational opportunity.

Formula fog- Formula EZU determined the expenditure

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-

teed support level (u) was doubled to $610.00, when the total
state contribution to all school districts had to be deter-
mined, and when all special levies were eliminated.

A significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity resulted from the application of formula fjq.
These results suggest that a guaranteed support level that
exceeds the expenditure per weighted pupil in most of the

school districts would provide greater equalization of edu-

cational opportunity.
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Formula f£_... Formula f determined the expenditure

2L 21

per weighted pupil in each school district when the guaran-

teed support level (u) is held constant and when the special
levy 1is reduced by 50%. Through the 50% reduction of special
levies, all groups experienced a significantly greater equal-

ization of educational opportunity.

Formulae fz? and f29' Formulae f27 and f29 were

developed to determine the number of mills required in
special levy districts under specified conditions. Both
formulae produced a significant reduction in the wvariation of
the standard deviation of mills. Both could be used as a
method to reduce special levies. However, both would have to
be examined relative to their effect on the equalization of
educational opportunity. By eliminating or reducing substan-
tially the special levies, the inequities contained therein
would be reduced. Therefore, it might be expected that an
increase in equalization of educational opportunity would

result.

Effect of Local Effort Factor

Formulae f3p and f55 of Table VI produced a signifi-
cantly less equalization of educational opportunity when
compared with formula f5y. However, the concept of equalizing

excess mill levies may achieve greater equalization of
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educational opportunity if applied in a different manner.

Suggestions relative to different manners of application are

made 1n the recommendations at the end of this chapter.

Conclusions

The following conclusions are made which recognize

some Oof the strengths and weaknesses of the 1965 distribution

formula and from which recommendations for further study are

drawn.

Significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity 1s obtained by use of formulae where
handicapped programs, driver education programs,
vocational-technical programs, adult education
programs and institutional programs are eliminated
from the 1965 state distribution formula.
Significantly less equalization of educational
opportunity is obtained by use of formulae where
1% county real estate transaction tax revenue,
Public Law 874 funds and Federal Forest funds are
eliminated from the 1965 state distribution
formula.

No significant difference in egualization of
educational opportunity is obtained by use of
formulae where in-lieu-of tax revenue, public

utility district revenue, non-high school receipts
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and transportation funds are eliminated from the
1965 state distribution formula.

4. The 1965 distribution formula does effectively
accomplish a goal for which it was designed.
Special, more costly educational programs, offered
in certain school districts and partially financed
by the state, should and do cause significantly
less equalization of educational opportunity
(greater variation in the standard deviation of
educational opportunity). Conversely, the
deduction of a portion of local revenue (L.e.:
85% of Federal Forest funds) from the state guar-
anteed support level causes significantly greater
equalization of educational opportunity.

5. Significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity is obtained when 85% of Federal Forest
funds is deducted from the guaranteed support
level rather than when 40% of these funds is
deducted as done in the 1965 state distribution
formula.

6. A tendency toward greater equalization of educa-
tional opportunity is obtained when 85% of Public
Law 874 funds is deducted from the guaranteed
support level rather than when 40% of these funds

i1s deducted as done in the 1965 state distribution
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formula.
Significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity is obtained when the special levies
are eliminated and when the guaranteed support
level is increased to an amount greater than the
actual mean expenditure per weighted pupil as in

formula f2 where the guaranteed support level was

0
doubled to $610.00.

Significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity 1is obtained when the 1965-66 special
levies are reduced by 50% and the state guaranteed
support level is maintained at the 1965 level.
Significantly reduced equalization of educational
opportunity is obtained through the applicatimn of

those special levy matching formulae (f35, and f33)

tested.

IV. Recommendations and Implications

The following suggestions for future research are

recommended:

3 I

Contemplated changes in the current state distri-

bution formula should be tested for the effect of
those changes on egqualization of educational

opportunity utilizing a study design of simulated
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formulae similar to this study. The most current,
actual district data should be used in the for-
mulae simulation.
The effect on equalization of educational oppor-
tunity should be examined when various, predeter-
mined weighting factors are applied in the meas-
urement of need (Nj). This study used, without
variation, the weighting factors employed in the
1965 distribution formula. However, it is evident
from this study that weighting factors have con-
siderable influence over the expenditure per
weighted pupil in all districts, particularly the
very small ones.
A follow-up study should be made to test further
the relationship Public Law 874 funds and Federal
Forest funds have to equalization of educational
opportunity and what percentages of these funds

produce the minimum variation in expenditure per

weighted pupil.
A follow-up study should be made to investigate
the effect of further manipulation of the factors

found significant in this study relative to equal-

ization of educational opportunity. These factors
include formulae f6 (in-lieu-of tax revenue), fg

(handicapped funds), f1p (driver education funds),
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f11 (vocational-technical funds), £y, (adult edu-
cation funds), fy4 (institutional funds), £y
(Public Law 874 funds), f,g (Federal Forest funds),
£f50 (guaranteed support doubled), and fr5 (special
levy reduced by 50%) which should be combined in
various predetermined ways. Each factor should be
individually treated as a unknown and solved for
by establishing a predetermined, equalized level
of per weighted pupil expenditure. By so doing,
optimum factor applications might be determined.
To seek greater qualization of educational oppor-
tunity, a follow-up study should be conducted
which utilizes the matching formula concept
(recognizing local effort in relation to local
ability to pay as in formulae f,, and £33) as a
model. Various factors should be introduced to
relate the ratio of local effort to local ability
to pay. Some of these factors might include: (a)
a specified percent of the numerator (p) consid-
ered matchable, (b) the special levy (r;-r) held
at or below a predetermined ceiling, (c) the
denominator (m) adjusted to varying percentages of

true and fair value, or (d) certain combinations

of the preceding three examples.
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Authorities in school finance point out that there
are other ways to define educational opportunity
other than expenditure per pupil. Among these
ways is the burden of taxation for educational
purposes. The equalizing portion of formulae f32
and f33 represents the relative burden of taxation
(ratio of relative effort to relative ability to
pay) carried by taxpayers in a school district.
Additional research should be conducted to
determine variations in the distribution formula
which might better equalize within predetermined
limits the expenditure pexr pupil and the taxation
burden. Example variations might include: (a)
adjusting the guaranteed level by district or groups
of districts, (b) adijusting the weighting factors
which define need by districts or groups of dis-
tricts, (¢) adjusting the local ability to pay.
and (d) certain combinations of the preceding three
examples.
Until further research is conducted on the state

equalization formula, the following recommenda-

tions are made.

a. Deduct 85% of Public Law 874 and Federal

Forest funds.
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b. Maintain all other deductible local revenue at
the present level.

c. Filnance all additive special programs in the
amount required to conduct the programs.

d. Increase the guaranteed support level up to
Or greater than the mean expenditure per
welighted pupil.

e. Equalize county assessment ratios when deter-
mining local support from the regular fourteen
mills. For example, to equalize assessment to
25% 1in a county which assesses at 20% of true
and fair wvalue apply the formula:

.025 r Ci — Cai
.02 '

where r is the regular 14 mill levy, C; 1is the
assessed valuation determined by the county
assessor, and Ca, is the adjusted assessed
valuation.

Until further research is conducted on the state
equalization formula, the preceding recommendations 6a
through e would have these implications:

1. The guaranteed support level would be closer to

the current average expenditure per pupil;

2. the payments to schools would be more equitably

distributed among the pupulatiﬂn, effecting, 1in
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due time, a more equitable distribution of state

wealth than in the 1965-66 school year.

The dependency upon special levy financing would

be reduced, thereby:

a. diminishing inequities caused by variations in
effort and ability to pay;

b. lessening thz risk and impact of a special
levy failure;

c. providing an opportunity for better and longer
range planning for curriculum improvement,
instructional staffing and other facets of
program development;

d. diverting the use of staff time and energy
from special levy promotion to program
improvement; and

e. providing opportunities for tax options,
whereby, at their discretion, "lighthouse"

districts, might use special levies for program

innovation.
Districts requiring speclal programs, such as

handicapped and driver education, could offer them

without dependence upon local effort.

Assessment practice among counties would be equal-

ized relative to the required mill rate for school

revenue.
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6. Inequities caused by some districts receiving
Public Law 874 and Federal Forest funds would be

minimized.
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A GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND SYMBOLS

To provide a framework for the study the following
terms were defined and symbols assigned. The definitions
were developed as a result of a review of the literature
pertinent to the problem. Symbols were assigned consistent
with symbols generally used in the literature. Where the
literature did not reveal a symbol or definition relevant to
and required by the study the author assigned symbols and
defined terms to clarify the design, execution and interpre-

tation of the study.

I. Definition of Terms

Educational opportunity. Educatioconal opportunity is

measured by expenditure per weighted pupil enrolled
October 1, 1965 where current expenses, exclusive of trans-
portation, lunchroom, abatements, community services, and

that portion of accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to per

pupil costs are considered.

Equalization. Equalization is used with educational

opportunity and means the ability (in terms of materials
and/or resources) of local authorities to provide equal
educational services commensurate with other school dis-

tricts in Washington. The services provided by districts
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need not be identical but the ability to provide equivalent

services or situations should be available.

School distribution formula. School distribution is

defined as the means used by a state to allocate grants-in-

aid to school districts.

Local effort. Local effort is measured by the differ-

ence between the regular 14 mill levy (required mill rate)
and the total levy (local burden) for current maintenance

and operation. Local effort is also referred to as the

excess mill levy or the special levy.

Required mill rate. Required mill rate refers to the

14 mills required to be levied by a local school district in
order to qualify for state equalization funds to bring the

district revenue up to the guaranteed support level.

Local ability to pay. This term is measured by a

given district's assessed valuation per weighted pupil

adjusted by a weighting determined by the Washington State

Tax Commission (adjusted valuation).

Guaranteed support level. This term refers to the

number of dollars per weighted pupil considered by the state
to be a minimum expenditure; the state will supplement the

revenue derived from the required 14 mill levy and certain
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other revenues of local school districts in order to guaran-

tee that each district reaches this level.

Excess mill levy. An excess mill or special levy is

defined as a tax levied against the property tax of a school
district by an amount that exceeded the regular 14 mill con-

stitutional limit following approval by the electorate.

Tax vear. The tax year in Washington State 1is defined

as that period between January 1 and December 31 of any gliven

year.

Indicated county ratic. Indicated county ratio 1s

the ratio of assessed value to true wvalue o©of property as

determined by the Washington State Tax Commission.

General aid. General aid is defined as a grant-in-

aid granted to state or local governments without designa-
tion of purpose or restriction of expenditure other than in

broad areas such as for operation or for construction.

Categorical aid. Categorical aid is defined as a

grant-in-aid granted to state or local governments for spe-

cific purposes and programs to encourage their development.

Factors. Factors are defined as those elements

included in the distribution formula which affect the number
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of dollars per pupil allocated to local districts, e.g.,
enrollment, assessed valuation, guaranteed support level,

regular millage rate, Federal Forest Funds, handicapped

programs.

Weighted pupils. Weighted pupils are measured by

applying factors adopted by the Washington State Board of
Education for the 1965-66 school year; e.g, Kindergarten = .5,
elementary = 1.0, secondary = 1.3, vocational = .2 per hour,
and other values for staff experience, staff preparation,

culturally disadvantaged or migrant pupils, small schools,

and grandfather and emergency districts.

Expenditure. Expenditure 1is defined as the total

expenditure of funds i1n a given district less expenditures
for transportation, lunchroom, abatements, community services,

and that portion of accounts 1300 and 1400 not attributed to

per pupil costs.

Need. Need is measured by the number of weighted

pupils in the school district as of October 1, 1965. The
weighting factors used are those which were employed in the

state distribution formula for the school year 1965-66.

Base enrollment. Base enrollment is measured by the

number of students in the school district as of October 1,
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1965 where kindergarten pupils are counted .5 and all other
students 1.0. Base enrollment may alsc be referred to as

full time equivalents (F.T.E.).

Average local effort. Average local effort is

measured by dividing the sum of the excess mill levies in
the districts included in the study by the number of excess

mill levy districts in the study.

Relative effort. Relative effort is measured by the

ratio of a given district's excess mill levy (local effort)

to the average excess mill levy (average local effort) in the

districts studied.

Average local ability to pay. This term is measured

by dividing the sum of the adjusted valuations per welighted
pupil of all excess mill levy districts in the study by the

number of excess mill levy districts in the study.

Relative ability to pay. Relative ability to pay 1is

measured by the ratio of a given district's adjusted valua-
tion per weighted pupil (local ability to pay) to the average
adjusted valuation per weighted pupil of all excess mill levy

districts in the study (average local ability to pay).

Local burden. Local burden is measured by the local

effort plus the required mill rate.
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Relative burden of taxation. This term is used to

express the ratio of relative effort to relative ability to

pay -
ITI. Definition of Symbols

A = Sum of state grants-in-aid for school
districts in the study

Aj; = State grants-in-aid to a given district

u = Guaranteed support level measured by dollars
per welghted pupil

u' = Additional state grants-in-aid per welghted
pupil for distribution to local districts by
means of certain hypothetical manners

N = Sum of weighted pupils in districts under
study

N; = Number of weighted pupils in a given district

r = Regular school millage rate (.014)

X = Total millage rate for current maintenance and
operation in a given district (local burden)

By = E = Excess mill levy

C; = Assessed value of a given district as
determined by the county assessoOr

Ca; = Adjusted value of a given district as

determined by the Washington State Tax
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Commission which considers the various county
assessment ratios
Total district revenue available for
expenditure
Total receipts received by a district from
July 1, 1965 to June 30, 1966
Recelpts from sources such as the 1% county
tax, Public Law 874 funds, Federal Forest
Funds, Public Utility District Revenue, 1in-
lieu-0f tax revenue and non-high receipts,
which, in the current distribution formula
are reduced from the state guaranteed support
level in a given district
Revenue from Public Law 874 funds in a
given district
Total district revenue available for
expenditure less ending cash balance, June 30,

1966

Revenue from Federal Forest Funds in a given

district
Receipts for special programs such as handi-
capped, driver education, vocational-technical,

adult education, transportation and institu-

tions in a given district
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All other revenue sources in a given district
such as Federal funds other than revenue from
Federal Forest Funds and Public Law 874 funds
as i1ndicated in budget accounts 60, 70, 80,
S0
Educational opportunity (expenditure per
weighted pupil exclusgive of transportation,
lunchroom, and capital outlay funds) in a

given district

Total expenditure of funds in a given district
less expenditures for transportation, Jlunch-
room, abatements, community services and that
portion of accounts 1300 and 1400 not
attributed to per puplil costs

Total expenditure of funds in a given district

during the 1965-66 school year

Total expenditure of funds for a ten month
period during the 1965-66 school year
Relative burden of taxation in a given

district

Balance of district revenue unexpended and

unencumbered as of June 30, 1966

Ending cash balance, in a given district, as

of June 30, 1965
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Relative effort (ratio of a given district's
excess mill levy to the average excess mill
levy in the districts studied)

Relative ability to pay (ratio of a given
district's adjusted valuation per weighted
pupil to the average adjusted valuation per
welghted pupil of all excess mill levy
districts in the study)

Number of districts in the study or in any
particular formula application

Number of excess mill districts i1n the study
or in any particular formula application

All expenditures for transportation, lunch-
room, abatements, community services and that
portion of accounts 1300 and 1400 not
attributed to per pupil costs

Deferred payment (1/6 or 17%) of state aid
distributed to a given district in July and
August of 1966-67 school year for services
rendered in the 1965-66 school year

Net cost of school operation 1n a given
digtrict for a twelve month period in 1965-66
Expenditures in a given district for lunch-
room, abatements, community services, and that

portion of accounts 1300 and 1400 not
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attributed to per pupil costs for a twelve
month period
Warrants outstanding in a given district as of
July 1, 1965 for 19%64-65 expenditures
Transportation expense in a given district in
1965-66 for a twelve month period
Cost of transportation services for ten months
in a given district in 1965-66
Total state transportation allotment for a
given district in 1965-66 for a twelve month
period
Formulae 1 through 15 utilized to answer
question one in study
Formulae 16 through 30 utilized to answer
question two 1n study
Formulae 31 through 33 utilized to answer

question three in study
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TABLE C
MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, CORRELATION, AND T-TEST RESULTS OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY FORMULAE | {-1 15 TABLE I
FOR ALL COMPLETE PROGRAM DISTRICTS IN GROUPS A THROUGH H

0t¢

| — —

Numbes

!P.HIJEE.. '2'f§__'9:g=’=.'=1=_ 2 '3 4 (s Ll e _L"“f iRt I L L FN L l.-___'_ﬂ__
U Al 195 305.00 288.73 | 300.37 | 303.87 304.43 | 304,72 | 3044 281.48 | 31675 | 30613 | 31230 | 30596 | 318.88 | 307.05 342.02
M AL 195 411.82 410,16 | 412,32 | 414,12 412,63 a1.6a | 41277 d14.51 | 41513 411,67 | 418.02 | 412,20 | 40).48 | 409.96  409.32
¢ Al 198 81.03 81.73 B3.68 85.47 81.22 81.06 82.04 90,19 79.43 §1.06 79.98 80,92 81.72 | 77.36 75.24
: Al 195 s 999 .994 989 998 999 998 978 998 .999 998 999 987 948 928

' Al 195 —_— 2.20° g3 | S0 51 958 2.56" 7,00°* | 441t 31 3.08°" 110 219 2,02 278"
U c 20 305.00 289.77 | 298.65 | 304.27 304.29 | 304.77 | 304.52 281.27 | 316.87 306.02 | 308,82 | 306.18 | 318,47 ‘ 305.00 | 336.34
M C 20 415.70 415.64 | 41546 | 415.80 | 415.80 | 415,77 | 41577 | 41568 | 41595 | 41548 | 415.72 | 41573 41593 41570 = 416.02
o C 20 33.82 35.04 36.45 33.30 33.43 33.89 | 33.50 36.06 30.47 33.97 33,22 33.49 32,18 | 33.82 28.4)
' C 20 S 996 976 998 .999 999 .999 .980 991 999 980 999 976 1.000 .925

n C 20 _ 1.62 1.45 1.19 .96 .35 1.37 1.38 3.39"* 1,30 .38 96 992 I 0.00 1.96
u D 42 305.00 289.84 | 299.14 | 303.93 304.51 304,98 | 304,42 281.82 | 314.29 | 306.3) | 305.00 | 305.7¢ | 325.26 | 306.15 337.78
M D 42 387.04 386.9) | 387.43 | 387.1) 387.02 | 387.03 | 387.05 387.38 | 387,03 | 386.74 | 387.04 | 386.92 | 386.90  386.66 386.12
a D 42 50.79 51.38 57.6) 50.79 50.66 50.7¢ | 50.93 58.00 50.45 50.77° | 50.79 51.02 §1.07  45.09 49.22
; D 42 S 997 .980 999 999 999 999 979 998 .999 1.000 999 988 383 968

' D 42 — 92 4.03°* | .0 A3 A2 .50 4,12 | 65 29 0.00 .56 .22 1.18 79

U E 39 305.00 290.80 300.77 | 302.66 303.34 304.96 | 300.9 281.49 312.42 306.04 305.00 305.38 329.70 | 316.15 346.70
M E 39 397.20 392.19 | 397.04 | 397.43 | 397.23 | 3v¥7.22 | 397.29 | 2397.50 | 397.37 | 2396.93 | 397.20 | 397.19 | 397.04 | 395.96 = 2195.68
g’ E 39 56.73 57.75 61.03 58.60 56.58 56.74 56.57 63,28 56.31 56.59 56.73 $6.6¢ | 56.33 | 32.05 31.83
' E 39 999 .989 .995 997 999 999 .985 998 999 1,000 999 981 563 497

1 E 19 e 2.12° 2.94°% | 1.94 .23 20 .38 3,82°* | .45 86 0.00 63 22 4.43*" 4.28°
U P 74 305.00 290.77 | 300.44 | 298.69 | 303.22 304.92 | 302.54 275.58 | 31245 | 306,02 | 305,00 | 30533 | 336,12  307.94 347.36
M F 74 418.65 418.80 | 418,73 | 418.29 | 419.04 418,62 | 418.75 | 419.01 | 418,97 | 41849 | 418,65 | 418.69 | 41868 | 41898  419.9
G F 74 93.86 94,45 95.02 102.86 94.36 93.84 96.00 107.91 | 91.96 93.97 93.86 93.71 94,75 91.57 90.8)

. Pl 74 — | 999 998 | .984 997 999 | .99 969 998 999 | 1.000 | .999 99 | en 957

; F 74 — 1.00 1.53 4,36 .57 Ad 2.31° 4.84** | 3,01 81 0.00 2,05 60 | .88 96

u G 7 305.00 293,09 | 297.46 | 296.32 304.52 | 305.00 | 300.95 | 272,34 | 309.3] 305.00 | 305.00 305,00 ' 334.11 ¢ 305,00 | 338.42
M G 7 421.63 421,45 | 421.02 | 421.24 421.64 421.63 | 420.95 419.76 | 42144 421,63 | 421,63 | 42168 22193 42163 42| T
G G 7 7197 75.44 77.19 71.85 71.98 71.97 72.31 81.00 73,15 71.97 71.97 74,97 ez | TILW | 78.0¢
' G ‘ v B 996 993 993 999 1.000 993 976 999 1,000 1.000 1.000 48 1.000 948

. ;r:.'| 7 e 1.20 1.34 .03 .01 0.00 .09 1.21 ‘ 94 0.00 0.00 0.00 46 1000 57

- 1 level iati s Gr s the same as in TABLE A ond Group M has
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TABLEH

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, CORRELATION, AND T - TEST RESULTS
OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY FORMULAE f 57-f 33 TABLE VI
FOR ALL NON-HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN GROUPS A, F, G, AMD H

= —
\ Number ; [ [ l
i__Hunr.ure Gep | in Group 31 32 ___ H"____33_;‘
l
¥ A 83 405.00 355.00 375.00 |
M | A 83 531.54 497 .84 511.32
A 83 148,29 150.55 148.45
rl r A 83 967 988 |
1 A 83 53 06
L F 14 405.00 355.00 375.00
M F 14 499.42 476.47 4B5.65
F | 4 47.72 79.18 &2.71
r F 14 123 852
t F 14 2.,65° 1.B3
u G 14 405.00 355.00 375.00
M G 16 484.92 482.12 483,24
G 16 50.46 96.30 73.10
* r G 16 W L6B5 818
| t G 16 3.54* 2.46"
|
L H 51 405.00 355.00 375,00
I M H 51 556.77 545.58 550.05
H 51 180.78 205,70 187.90
r H 51 .832 231
t H 51 1.43 J41
!
* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level
U Stare guaranteed support level
| M  Mean expenditure per weighted pupil
Stondard deviation
¢ Coefficient of correlation
T -test E—
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State of Vashington
EHT OF PUMLIC INSTRUSTION
Ulympra

Say 1B, 1965

FROPHI AT ION--TFS DISTRIBUTION

The aopropriation

i + . e \ 1 L

The total appropriation lor apporiionmenl to sehool districls during L9E5-67,
desienated [or n-ld4 operabtlon ano mainienancs, is 30k 5, 679,02,  Lhls,
326,500,000 is reserved lor Ehe cosis af trapsporlatlon, and Lo Lo Jdisteitbdiied

by the nsw lormula, Lhers remains i0.17%,639.

Thhe Incrsase

This 1S an increase of appriXimuiely I23-million over a can CafBie SpLOUTIonmInt
appropriation (or l“ti--J. LU owili he supplemented, 20 ﬁuurri, Ly RBYma: enfsladlg

in property taxes of 2 Gt 31l-millign, and presemably Oy zrotost Brapnil Lion Guc-
ing bhe first hall of 1967, This total of &ib-million will, brorathead
avaltaple to districls foar salary inoroases and suoen clher impirotfemnznks 23 &=
possible.

The Seoatralion by Jchool Years

L5

Te zllow Tor ecosts ¢ srowth and 23lary 1nersases Quring GEGGT, The 419,177,639
Fas oeen divided into twe sect oonst

.:" i ]_"..:”;.-} i...l'"-"..l
1"Ir j‘-:'_-jl:f

The Guaraniecd Suporl j-u- |

un LhLs hasiag and MSIng 2 pule E5L_pdls 25 Lo LAS total nupksr of wslghted siu-
jemts which will e computed, tt o5 2 Juagmend lhat A guar

of 3300 per pupil will result for 13ey-88. Juring 1966-07

inereasad E_,' g oErD aximatelsy 225,

Frevaring .Stimates for State suprsrth

1, Sehool districs Y] cstimate thelr total werprniad atTendanes:, usIny Lhe
abtached exhibiis l'or Inis [urLos=.

2. hstimated total guaranle:=0 support and -he State shase can thin b2 COMPULED

-

on Form ~=17-1/C.

rpibution of funds will Tegin upen Wi Eass
nfirmaticn and adjustment 23 26t 44l faciors
sehool vear.

r

onnible, partinularly 10 & lapesr a1 Smailer than antizgigled WEIFNLesQ
develops, Lhat some ad justment Ab the 5300 suaranteed Iigars widl bw

5. 1ln order that Lhe ]
1

ir : rtatp funds ce not delaycd, ihe Suthis-
sion of Forms a-17-L/n al t

k.
b
ater than HJuly 1S L5 Tmoeraive.

6. Vrelimirary estimats farms 70T rocathonal-téchnaca
™

|
aault equeation claszes wi.ol ue crovidad abl an =a 1y dane
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SUPERINTENDEST OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTICH -- OULYMPIA, WASHIHGTON

REFORT OF ESTIMATED AVERAGE ENROLLMENT
(COMVERTED TO FULL-TIME EQUIVALENTS) ARND
COMPUTED WEIGHTED ENRDLLMENT FOR
| dE5=-B6 Scheol Year

Estimated Average
Apnoraoved FPrograms Gase Fnrol lment (FTE)

Kirndergarten (Enrollment X .5). .., iciennray

Crades |-6 lexcluding handicapped)..........

Hand icapped
(Preschool, Kindergarften X .3, &4 Grades 1-6)

Graces 7-12 (excluding handlcapped)........ :
I*,aﬂ{:fﬂa;}pE-d fGraﬂES ?-i'i:} -------- @ ®m ® @ BB BT EW
Tote| Base Enrcliment (FTE},..... B I I

COMPUTAT 1ON OF ENROLLMENT WEICHT IMNGS

Fer Grage 7-12 Levels:

TGTEI LlﬁEEﬂaﬂﬂa :(i}f.ui'piillIliill-"-"‘||||'

For Apsroved VYocational Classes:

Total Annual Student Hours Enrclled W A e R Ny

180

$taff Experience and Professional Preparation: 1/

':""-.-"E!rﬁ?& ?:E'iﬁhfiﬂg Faﬂfﬂr “.: LinE El-l'll-illl--!-l1 o8 @ W B

For Small Elementary Cistricts: 2/

eighTing Factor X PUPilS. . cvanwrnatannn “ae

For Swall Hiah Schonls: 3/

weighting FactTor X POl S e e . i
For Ligadvantaqed wr Migrant Fupils:
riumber of ldentifisd Supals X L yiians sesasiosnes revevse
Total Weigntea Enrcliment.  iaesroverarsrasssennressns

tue Table A to compute 3pprosriate Weighting Factor
tre Table B for Smail ElemenTary District Factors

cee Table C tor Small kigh Schocol Factors

Listricts oparaling approves wocatianal-technical schcools,
‘r adult education, will repart the enrol lment for Those programs

FORM A= | 7= /5

and/cr approves ¢ 5
on Form A= T=1rB

¥ = -

-

i
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SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION -- OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON

COMPUTAT 10N OF ESTIMATED LEVEL OF GUARANTEED SUPPORT

FROM LOCAL AND/OR STATE FUNDS FOR THE

| 965-66 SCHOOL YEAR

FORM A-17-1/C

Total number of weighted pupils X $300. v .nwnrs, N vin 8
(See ltem G on A=17-1/A)
Less estimated revenue from sources
other than State funds: f
(1) Assessed valuation for 1966 tax collection year
3 X 8% of ld mills or |1.9
far high school isTricts. ceseins crvenwassnepsaa, 3
b X 85% of 8.4 mills or 7.14
for nonhigh districts......... ... ceqn vivarym b .
(2) Receipts from the high school
district fund % ¥ B5%, cais vivieiins
‘) Receipts frem in-lieu=-of-taxes
i :{a5ilt iiiii R oA B E @ W B & B &= 8 @ p P W W W W
(1) Receipts from county |# real estate
BXCiSe TaX.iuvieoorv inovsvareracaans o e e eI i
(%) Receipts from P.L. B74
B X 408000 { AT e R
(6) PReceipts from Federal Forest funds
E :{4051 llllllllll W % § 4 B ® o= & & = a oW
{7) Receipts from P.U.C. excise tax
5 :"( dﬂﬁi!ll! ------ 4 = & &8 & 8 & # £l W LW
Total of ltems 8 (1) through (7)....... R T TR Ceniea s ST .
“eduction of |tem C frem ltem A to determine
the amount, if any, of equalization allotment
llrﬂ'r“ STETE fUnﬂE..... aaaaaaa N TR OB B B8 B omE m B T EE LR a % 4 0 b m ' i
Computation of transportation allofment:
(1) Approved or actual costs
(smaller of The twol. . .o oveanas N G B b
{Zz) DCepreciation allowance...... R aisId b
(3] Total reimbursable transportation costs..... 3 X 90% %
E=timated total allotment from State Funds. « Cidaey isaevas S R A 3 . 3
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TABLE
241 (1965-66)
otate of Washington
SUFERINTENDENT OF rpUBLIC INSTRUGTIUVE
Clympra

TQBLE FOR COMPUTING ENROLLMENT WEIGHTING rii
STAFF EXArERIENCE AND PROFESSIONAL PREP.HATLOW

PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION®

M., Degreg OF

- B.n. Degree and Standard One Year Subse-
T, Bjissnghanl i Fr?v%%iﬁnalaf GETF}{123LU E? ﬁu%nlrtﬂ jFanjHE?
LArLRL oL . gree certificate = Equivalent = Certafication
{1} (2) (3) (4)
0 years - 020 000 020 L
1" - .003 .OLS 035 055
2 " 010 030 050 070
3 " 025 05 65 U85
oo 0G0 060 LCB80 . 100
5 ™ 055 .075 0G5 115
& 070 . Q9G 110 . 130
T " 085 105 .125 145
g 100 .120 LLs0 V160
e ¥ <115 135 . 155 175
| K I 130 . 150 . 170 130
ELaMPLE FOR A HYPOTHETICAL STale
Humber of rrofessional Years of Total Staly
Feachers t reparation Lxperience acizhting
1 Less than B.a. 5 (1 ¥ .035) 055
3 B.A. 8 (3 % .120] .360
s Standard Certificate 9 (4 X .155) G20
3 L. G35

Student weighting for staflf experience and professional preparalion = 1,035 2 8 = .1

(For *, af, bl, and g/ -- please 5ee page 2)



e e =

. Tabbe -
{ 19€5-66)

* Credit for previous experience will be allowed ror full-time service in public &lemenlary
or secondary <schools, and private elementary or secondary senhocls under state certifica-
tion in any state.

Service as a teacher or administrator in clementary or secondary Dregrams nondncted by
the U. S. government or by any pgovernmental unit will apply.

Military service will apply when teaching career 1s interrupted by & military toar of
duty.

Allowance will be made for a full year if a Ceacher sServes g gp more &f full time,

a/ A regular teaching certiflicate based upon a Baccalaureate Degres in any stale,

b/ 45 quarter hours (30 semester) study in an accredited college or university sut-
sequent to Column (2).

¢/ 90 quarter hours (60 semester) study in an accredited college or unjversity suc-
sequent to Column (2).
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State of washington
SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTIONM

Ulympia

TABLE B
(1965-60)

ADDED WEIGHTINGS TO BE USED FOR ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS

WITH ENMROLLMENTS OF LESS ThHAN 100 PUPILS

e

.

Enrol lment Weighting
QG Q07
S8 005
Q7 007
Gb LO0Y
a5 0|2
Q4 RN
93 i
92 019
gj 027
50 025
B9 027
B& 030
A7 G333
86 036
85 039
54 ALy
53 D46
82 L0045
8] D52
1560) 086
79 59
T8 L0853
T UBs
76 O30
75 074
74 T8
73 0827
72 D86
71 09|
10 095
65 100
AR 105
67 189
BE .14
65 240
a4 29
a5 ] et
7 A6
E 4z
A0 148
54 154

Enrol lment weiqghting
58 B
57 N 68
55 o [ 8
g5 NEY
4 L
53 197
52 L 205
51 214
50) 227
49 .2 5|
48 241
47 251
46 ey ]
45 212
44 283
43 . 299
42 . 307
4 | . 520
40 R oo B
39 .48
38 L3653
37 270
15 395
x5 A%
34 43|
33 45|
19 .472
7 J495
30 511G
74 544
2H 571
27 50|
26 BBy
25 6T
74 rdal
23 - 744
22 . 788
21 35
720 L8RS
| 5 947

18 and unager |.900



Enroll. Wte.
224 .001
223 002z
222 ., 0013
221 0k
220 005
219 006
218 Nalsy.
217 . 008
Z16 . 009
215 010
21 W01l
217 013
212 LOLL
211 0158
210 016
209 017
208 018
207 019
206 020
205 022
20k 023
203 o2t
202 .025%
201 D27
200 .028
139 . 029
158 .00
1597 032
196 033
1G5 gL
19k 036
161 L0937
152 038
141 L0460
150 L0kl
151 LO42
188 . Oly
187 . 045
187 N7
18¢ .OL8
1., 050
s ) + 151
152 L0573
181 54
180 046
17G 057
178 5%
127 e
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State of Washinpton

Clyrapia

Enrall. Wi .
176 062
175 (063
174 Qb5
173 LORT
172 OER
171 070
170 72
169 07N
168 75
167 077
166 074
1&""! ] ':’81
16% .C83
L6353 085
162 . OB6
162 . (B8
160 . 090
184 DGz
168 . 9L

< 0956
156 . 098
55 100
L 54 . L02
a7 - 105
152 . 107
151 . 109
1€0 111
145 w113
148 114
147 L1135
1Af 120
o 1273
1L « 125
145 127
1z . L 30U
1z o L52
14 . 135
153% 137
13R 140
137 . 147
173¢ <1445
135 148
134 151
Lz3 156
132 17
131 <159
136G 162
L7 165

TaBLE C
(1965-6€)

nroll. Wi
|28 168
127 7L
126 175
125 178
124 181
1273 . L84
122 . 1858
121 o 151
126 o 151
119 LG8
118 v lld
L AN
116 209
115 21
114 216
113 220
| . & Ok
111 JEED
L1d ) i
109 236
108 201
107 By
106 LENY
10% L2 5%
104 -£59
103 263
102 . 264
161 iy
100 s
£yl s g
oR 288
97 293
Tt . 2095
25 308
ol <310
497 . 315
G2 . 321
9% . 32
g0 , 147
85 TS
B et
o7 1592
e 369
i . 37
B . 380
as 38
g1 . S

Znroll., NLE 4
B0 L0
79 11
78 16
77 27
Yie A 36
".3”: _=plall
7t L5
7 63
" T2
Tl 82
70 Y2
) L 502
c8 L5L0
67 . 524
Hh . 5%5
&5  AL7
Gl « 559
£ 571
50 . 58-‘.'.

1 57
&0 1L
59 625
e B4 0
57 <095
<6 671
55 E87
o) A0
<3 o fRL
5 739
g1 750
=0 778
LG L7505
LB Raia
47 B2
6 JB0GE
iz b .58‘:}
Lydy 214
i i :_:‘"J-Jl..
P2 . Ii‘_!'-.'"..-'E-"
51 G97
under Balr
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COUNTY RATIO EQUALIZATION STUDY
(1965 Assessment)*

Counties Rat Lo**
Adams 17 +6
Asotin 18.2
Benton 19.7
Chelan 18.9
Clallam 17 .9
Clark 19.0
Columbia 15.4
Cowlitz L7745
Douglas 19..5
Ferry 24,7
Franklin 20.9
Garfield A i
Grant 20.8
Graye Harbor 16.4
Island le.l
Jefferson 17.9
King 20.8
Kitsap 19.6
Kittitas 20,2
Klickitat 23.6

i

= E hm
o] e == I

Counties Ratior®
Lewis 18.2
Lincoln 16.3
Mason 18.9
Ckanogan 2L.0
Pacific 21.4
Pend Oreille 17.5
Plerce 20.8
San Juan 13.8
Skagit 16.2
Skamania 16.4
Snohomish 17.8
Spokane 22.8
Stevens 2la5
Thurston 17.8
Wahkiakum 18.1
Walla Walla 2243
Whatcom 18.5
Whitman 153
Yakima 15.9

* Indicated county ratio as determined by the Washington
State Tax Commission

**Ratios include personal property



VITA

Name : William George Stevenson

Date of Birth: February 22, 1924

Place of Birth: Seattle, Washington

Parentage: Harry V. and Charlotte Stevenson

Undergraduate Schools:

Washington State University
Utah State Agricultural College
San Jose State College

Graduate School: University of Washington

Degrees: Bachelor of Arts, with a major in

physical science, San Jose State
College, 1949

Master of Education, with a major in
school administration, University of
Washington

Doctor of Education, with a major in
gchool administration, University of
Washington

Professional Experience, Shoreline School District:

Two years teaching in elementary school

Three years elementary school vice
principal

Four years elementary school principal

Three years assistant superintendent of
gchools

Six vears superintendent of schools
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Abstract

SUPPORT OF PUBLIC EDUCATION IN WASHINGTON STATE

RELATIVE TO EQUALIZATION OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

By William George Stevenson

Chairman of Supervisory Committee: Professor Dale Leroy Bolton
College of Education

This study investigated state grants-in-aid to

determine:

1. what factors in the 1965 school distribution formula
exerted the greatest influence on the wvariation of
educational opportunity among selected school
districts in Washington State,

2. whether certain predetermined and specified mixes of
existing factors under certain hypothetical manners
of distributing state grants-in-aid reduced the
variation of educational opportunity in the
districts under study, and

3. if the variation of educational opportunity was
reduced by the introduction of a factor for local
cffort in relation to local ability to pay and Dby
the application of that factor in predetermined and

specified ways in the distribution formula.



In order to study the effect of the distribution formula
on school district expenditures for educational opportunity
a total of 278 school districts representing all sizes of
districts was used. For purpose of comparison between
district sizes the data were compiled in eight base enroll-
ment groups. Only districts which received state grants-1n-
aid under a "Grandfather" or "Emergency" variation in the
distribution formula were not included in the study.

Treatment of the data which were obtained from the State
Department of Public Instruction and the Washington State Tax
Commission included computation of the descriptive measures
of mean, coefficient of correlation, standard deviation, and
coefficient of variation. These computations used 1965-1966
data for actual and simulated factors pertinent to equaliza-
tion of educational opportunity. The statistical techniques
of Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, and a
t—-test for correlated data were utilized. Hypothetical
conditions which distributed state grants in various ways
were described by designed formulae. Data were cbtained from
use of these formulae, and results were compared in crder toO
determine conditions which reduced the variation in educa-
tional opportunity below the actual 1965-1966 level.

Conclusions which recognized strengths and weaknesses of

the 1965-1966 distribution formula included:



1. Significantly greater eqgualization of educatlonal
opportunity was obtained where handicapped, driver
education, vocational-technical, adult education
and institutional programs were eliminated from the
1965 distribution formula.

2. Significantly less equalization of educational Oppor-
tunity was obtained where 1% county real estate
transaction tax, Public Law 874, and Federal Forest
revenue were eliminated from the 1965 distribution
formula.

3. No significant difference in equalization of educa-
tional opportunity was obtained where in-lieu-of
tax, public utility district, non-high school, and
transportation revenue were eliminated from the
1965 distribution formula.

4. The 1965 distribution formula accomplishes one goal
for which it was designed, i.e., special programs
cause less equalization of educational opportunity
while deductions of local revenue from the
guaranteed support level cause more equalization of
educational opportunity.

5. Significantly greater equalization of educational
opportunity was obtained when 85% rather than 40%

of the Federal Forest funds was deducted in the



distribution formula.

6. A tendency toward more egualization of educational
opportunity was noted when 85% rather than 40% of
the Public Law 874 funds was deducted in the
distribution formula.

7. Significantly more equalization of educational
opportunity was obtained when special levies were
eliminated, and when the guaranteed support level
was increased beyond the actual mean expenditure
per weighted pupil.

8. Significantly more equalization of educational
opportunity was obtained when the 1965-1966
special levies were reduced by 50%.

9. Significantly less equalization of educational
opportunity was obtained through simulated

formulae designed to equalize special levies.
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