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4t hls ostudy were: 1) tey examine the
exte gt ot roantely ol over—-burden In selented Micohipan clt-
oy arvd 3 v eyamine the offect s of Dection 17 of the
ieribrar Tttt AT At o rediucing that over-burden. Munlioe-
fpes b cveerr=bnrdern, ff'or the purposes of thls study, was

et Tred s e piheenomenon that exists when non-school gpov-

crnrnenty o fuanetiorns in tarve o1tles consume an Inordinate

treogpe st b o prne by tax revenues, thus leavinge the sehools
Wwith leso sapport than from o total millape rate equal or

iprprer than 1o other kinds of districts.

Jtudtes of this phenomenon have been done previcusly
e Fennicylvyanla by the Fels Institute of the Unlverslty of
Pernnnylvanla, I Minnesota by the Educatlonal Research and
Doevelopment, Counclil, and in 107 of our larpest citles by
the Uehool of Bducation at Jtanford Universlity in coopera-
Lion with the UL 0. Department of Health, Fducatlon and

Woe l fare ', was the Intent. of this study to apply simllar
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bovroe o1t by I Mchiyraan with the recult thnt

ot el could then be compared with thot

b cqbieryer ctagil e
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Tetar e poan o tr ol couer=toarder teot Jem in

Porre om0 bl it el et weeree e lee e
Aot bent e D Lmeert o, oo ddition
Py b e o Tt tande-nt, ol lent. ) YL owas

! et it ey gl e x it s oa met o=

corr o owhiletr e oty o1l be cnllected.,

ol i stelor s o were examlined for exto-

Aot oveer=burdern by using bethh the formula set

oty Coeroart et L Fidaeoat ion for o aoe with

A Tt et e AL oAt il thiee ool unedd forp
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coar, D o ipen . ower=toardden L the Fels o o ctoady Faore
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eyt 0 ity deare taxy an additional oal-
RTINS B P IEES L0 ETATNR N SYSRRVER AL ATYYEE BN SN N SUNNATS I PRTALNC TR IR SEP S
HRIRSTRNE Cothe il refereed Yt by on-

Tricorme gy o 9 part of the total tax proflle.

Acpmine thee exictence of muntelpal over-burden

TR IR tyx data for 1967 and 1968 were

A

—

lripact, of Dection 17 on these 25 dlstricts was
d o1l relation vt ovarious kinds of tax data.

Werpser U Leenn drawn o Lo the adeauacy of Sectlon 17

Pty eyl bodegr ey avallat le o school operations.
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i oot it o o Ly dollars by all rerms ot prov-—

ot b gt thinet arbin sohool syostems are not able to

oy il ceaa o cddueational opportunity for thelr ctudents

oot the g PR et b ot sy Taprleal and Jastifiable support

R RN Veyrrs e A mnm el provernment. compete direeotly

crbe vt bt T b oy o finanetal o suapnort from o the

e oot D ol porogrrans o arboarn aress reqgnlre extra

Tt b et whi ety st camer Prars ot o bde fhe aroual

R PR AT RN

Priee Mied Do Sttt AL Act attemnt s to conoider over-

e throeaprt et b 1Y ot thie Act However, 1t 15 the

e Torcs Teaty ot b gt hror thiat Dectlaornn 17 does st prlve falnre

et oo vyl dt ot eler s it thee sbtate and 1 more oume

sprcopes b et b teee b g o alternate tocohnigque developed

STt Yt t i o cc e biddess o with o some e flections

e it e Vo b ot it Yo S money o i thirougrh

voor—togredens by, el thee more pervasive problem of

aran b bty odaet tonel opportunlities,
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e cree CTr b hiwee byesey et eyl o solulings
MR I R B S A R LR U SUL VAN SRR A S SRR FERTES b B ST RN SPFR I ST
RN ot e M My Ly Lhiee st renpprth o f e statens!
charhet o oyt vt ot by b ey b e Bilotoarleally rural control

ol thieelp economie dependence on state
T U D LN L T L Ll e Ut ooprs hiaove hadl g o stronge
[N AN IR P L L e bargree ot e Al thiongrh

ety b e e D biecly o urbantced, the methods of
St oy et Y o thee ettt ot et v st rae e and the
e Do e Ul rete Ty e bt by M by destitnieed te servloee
v e ' P S I B IR R Wb b we e e |-
RIS SN EUNIC S VTS RS SES SN S SR 0N MUEPY FI IAED BRI h M TR Noreosver, the mid-
flee iy that hacs deminmted the colty schools has beery

v pow Tt poeep ety thelr own o children for the strugple
Yoo ooty caceeenn, aind has worried far too little about
thy veoppoat o oot other obilildren,

T distress of the cltles has been Intensified by

the oo of the middle o lass Lo suburbla and the increase
brr i syt i poplat oy i the central olty. The white

mi gt e lacss hnas beern able Lo escape the urban crush and



preeneriil conprestion, while Lthe others were trapped inslide 2
wall ot prejudleey dental, and lack of opportunity. In the
noew cubarban arenas; the middle class has soet up school oyn-
tems Lhat rival and attract human resources from the eity
EARSTRERN IERN Conant pointed out Lthe ablillity of the suburbs teo
Py ffor grood ehools, pivinge rlce to the disparity between
cedueatian i thee o luams and the suburbs.,

The yrrenat, urban centers are dramatice proof of the
recnltbant o f et of thls phenomenarn, Milllons live in
decenyling bnlldings, with ctreets clopped with traffico and
the alr pollated by the oot and waste of industry. Crime
rates nre rising o rapldly that each year more and more
miltles off ettty ctreets become unsafe after dark., Further,
the aleendy Indequnats publle sepvices are based upon A
deo ity bax baoce .

Hot unttke most laryre urban centers, Detroit haos
Lended to developn In concentric olreles., The older resi-
Aot hiaave moaved arther away ffrom the center of the olty
a0 thelr prosperity has lnereased, New, uncskllled mipgrants
have ruched In Lo 111 the resultling vold In the downtown
arcd central areas. Because of this pattern of movement,
perople of similar Incomes tend to be clustered together in
the clity, the lowes Income proups in the center wlth income

increasinge as the distance from the central area lncreases.
Lyames BE. Conant, Slums and Suburbs (New York:
MoGraw=-H1il11l Mook Company, 1961).

“Patricts Cayo Sexton, Education and Income (New
Yearrk : Viking Press, 1961,
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There e ey fow areas in Detrolt where one can
Clred ocxyeentye sregprtreent. butlhiidnes beside o lum housing.
Pt i o b ottt hier larsree urban centers, upper lncome
s bive almeest cxelustively In the ocutskirts of town or
[T N SN RETE X SR el et by Aniecome 1o therefore stepnifi-
st Ly b hybe e T the saboarba than within the oty 11mits.,
The b T 0Tty T it e 0o such oan Detrolt ) Lo support
b et T o e weetkenieed by the ITnerensinge per-
et e b =T e bbb, by o decrenne Inototal
pectoclat ton, e by cleereising state equalized valuatlon
SN SN I Shieenee v o may be reneraliced Into twoe basie con-
I I R AT Y b proport Ton ot local gpovernment revenues
pecqprg et by o= cc b b tant tone such as pollee and f'ire pro-
teo by i d Ve et o e It o anl o sanltatton costs, etel
ared 1 thee il et It nre—-imposed restrlietions placed
R P O N L A S P A T IR Shieee ffactors sarlve rloe Lo o o olp-
Tt b tb e et oy ddemand berdrns o plbaeod upon the rest-
R TY Ll SR Y PE R IR VI SN Thto bt s bescome
O T e B N O S B RV R e FEFN SIS TR U
cuant e lpat o over-buraen, f'or the purpocses of thls
Tty i d-fined 4o the phenomenon that eoxlsts when non-
ol e vt 0l et oy I o larre clties consume an
inergtnate proporttion of property tax revenues, thus leaving
thee ohioss e with oo napport from oan equal or larper total
mi b Loy rate than thiat levied in other districts.,
tertters ot i loal sver-burden have been made by

e Bl Tt Tt T benmcy lyanta C10O6H) ) and the mducatlonal
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P and Development Councll in Minnesota (1966). in
sttty the Dehiool o of kduacation, Ctantford Undversity, with

cop et Tear 0 e 110 0, Department of Heanlth, Fducatlion and
v b ee o sbadled thee phicenormencon in 107 achool districts in
SRS VTS YRR GRS N DRI

Thieece Y ctadie s o whitelh dealt specifically with

ot s troal v r—tarden cone lagded that the impact of urbani-
Do et e bt b Bilpcher cort of muntelpal services 1s
ool b Yt hie oy pattern oastablisched., The hleh-
coot ol etpal o ragtios are found In the largpest citles which
carct pery e b grreet ot amount of municipal services. A
totl tax blll includinge excesslve taxes for municipally
prrov Lol cepytoen s mast, Ineevitably leave smaller proportions

oo et Yane b ey b bonald Len et al. from Michlpan

ot Tttty ot o study of soclilal and economlce
herractertatten Tn Miehiran for the Metropolltan Educational
eyl Accociation (1963) whiiehh Inferred an excessive tax
o tens e e Ly ey e T e o1t e of Battle Creek,
cote T Flint, boonttac, arnd Daglinaw.

History of Michigan Attempts to
Compensate for Over-Burden

The ranilelpal over-burden approach to state aid to
cdneation recopntived the principle that taxable valuatlon
ic not cqually available for school tax purposes 1n all
cohion ] dlotrict o, Michipan 1 the only state which has a
lear—cnt o municolpal over-burden adjustment, althouph Call-

" oorni g mide 0 omaJor gttempt to include such a provision in



it Uovremala o ddnrirys o rreecent session of 1ts lepislaturcoe.

T sttt ctrao o ldd i Miehdran e limlited to school
peerrt o poere et ehionl Lbaxesn for such non-—-operation puar-
Pt s et neeyvieo andd battdings and olte cogts chould

Ol b peerrededd 4T U rent by andd breated the same an ron-

b Pt
s Wi iam Simmaons, Deputy Superintendent of Detrolt
Panbi Doetrso b et o lobbytot ffor consideration of municipal

over=bauarelen i thee Michiyan Otate Ald Act, had this to say
abvanit. thee over-burden roationale presented:

Valuation per pupil 1o nsed with Increasing emphasils
1o dectide what amount per pupll the state allots to the
varlous individual school districts.

I, is because of this use of valuatlon that a falr
definition of "valuation” i1s needed. [f "valuation"
were not uned to diseriminate between scchool distriots
Iro tnle rmaanneerr, there would be no need to Insist on oa

falr definltion of tt. [t 1s so used, hcwever, and
therefore 1t mant be def'ned 1n as falir a manner as
ponatb e,

e fact about valuation per pupl! i1s that 1t 1s
rvt. el ly available for school purposes in all school
dintetoeto, Therefore, 1t is necessary that the defini-
tioon ot vaeluntlon for state aschool aid purposes must
b el et preearnteee the Tmpact of non-school
PoouKe L

e Cimmons feels that nmunlelpal over-burden could be applled
to a1l foderal nrograms requiring matchineg funds and could
tbercoomee o frgetor Inoall prorrams that requlre indlces as part
S0 tictreribution formula.

In re-lation to federal programs, he states,

The use of the municipal over-burden as a factor 1n
distribution formulas for the FElementary-Secondary

4
‘Letter ffrrom Dre. William Simmons, Deputy Superintend-
ent., betrolt Public Schools, Detroit, Michipan, May 8, 1968.



Podrre gt ders Aot (FOEA)Y would be of direct benefit to the
it ooy ninee present programs are dellberately made
bt enoith to Include dlistribution to the education-
alty and economlcally deprived pupll, without repard
te loeonal wealth, Properly applled, this factor would
Tnersonss: the pupll allowance 1In the cltles, over and
o the amownt avallable to cother school districts
Fry Sl tntes,

Ao = diproect resalt of Dr. Sitmmons and otherc!' work
with the Toepislature Iin 1964, a municipal over-burden fac-
toar wrrs o cadldedd o the Dtapte Ald Act, Secticon 17, sub-
section G4y of the et now states,

(:1) I the roecsulitingeg tax rate for the apnhlicant school
district 1o 12% percent or more of the resultling tax
rate for the balance of the school distrlcts of the
state, the valuation of the applicant school district
chall be reduced by the percent by which the resulting
tax ratec on property located within the applicant
cchool dilistrict exceeds 125 percent of the resulting
tax rates on preperty locuated 1n all other school dis-
tricts of the state: Provided, any dlstrict currently
qualified r state ald under section 8, subsection (a),
shiell not quallfy for state ald under section 8, sub-

seetion (by solely as a result of the effect of thils
Amendat.ory Act LD

Under thic Amendatory Act, Michligan school dilistrilcts
Chiet o gl TiPle i recelived $340,416 in 1964-65, $2,350,861

Try Lot =G, M7 e 78 A in 136667, and $11,191,113 1n 1967-

['recelyv inrterpreted, thils means that a school district
et fiest apply for a reductlon of 1ts state equallzed val-
it 1o under Lthis subsection. The applicant dlstrict’'s

total tax rate must be 129% percent or more of the average

Ctate of Michigan. C“chool Ald Act of 1367-68,
At A4l of the tnblle Acts of 1957, as amended.




Lo rate ffor the balance of the state's school districets,
whioh quallticos the districet for a reduction of its SEV by
the pepreentapge that 1ts rate is 1n excess of the 1295 per-
et

Fop oxample, durlng the 1967-68 school year,
Pt it Yo RV Wi reduced by 35,89 percent, the amount its
total tax vate exeeoeded 1729 percent of the average tax rate
toore il tbeer school dlstricts In the state. This percent -
e b Detrolt's DRV from $4,807,697,930 to
fo,05 0,000,184, 4 difference of 31,725,482 ,787. The result
wiet that the amount of state ald received by Detrolt was
ineressed by $9,110,5489.00, The subsection then counters
the possibllity of qualifying the distriect for additional
montes as o1 result of this reductlion by nepating thelir
elipibility for speeial aild under Subsection (b)) of Sec-
tion §. Jection B, Oabsection (b)) 1s a speclal allotment
For poorer districts that have a SEV of less than $12,736/
rupll and are cxortine a4 minlimum effort for full particlipa-~
tion of 10 milles for operation. There 1s a possibllity
that the reductlon under Section 17 would lower the dils-
trict's KV cuech that 1t could then qualilfy for additional
41 ander Dabsection (b) of Section 8.

It 15 necessary to obtaln certaln information about
a partiecular scehool district 1n order to determline the
amount ot state financial ald that will be provided. The

Tnfformation required lneludes the followlng:
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1967 -t8
muast pe
a1d Adue
o
Poah
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Al Thee Dtate lqualized Valuatiow of taxable prop-

crty in the school district.

. T'he number of pupills 1In publlie school member-

ship on the fourth Friday after Labor Day. All
students enrolled on or before this date are
countoed. This number 1s later 1ncreased by a
count of the special educatlon puplls, both
mentally and physlcally handlcapped. Thils
speclal education count takes place on or
before December 15th.

.  The various millages (allocated and voted for

operaltion, debt retirement, and bulldlng and
slte) being levied In the school district.

' wiiditLlion Lo the above 1information abtout the school

» 1t i necessary Lo have an understandling of the

Otatee Al Act ., This Act has several terms which

nndercstood in order to compute the state financial

any particular ochool district. Jome of these terms

A Gross Al lowance: The financial amount per mem-
Lership pupll which will be available for each
pupll on a partnership basls between the state
and the local school district. (See polnts "W"
and "X" o on Flyure 1.1.)

b . Deduetible Millape: The mlllape applled to the
IHenl sechool district's State Fauallzed Valua-
tiounn which will produce the local school dls-
trict's share of the partnership filnanclal plan
or grocs allowance,

. tarticlpating Millage: The operatlion or general
fflund millarpe which must be levied for the local
dicstrict to obtaln elther partial or full pay-
ment of the state share of the partnershlp plan.

The 1967-68 Act provides a gross allowance of
per pupli with a deductible millarse of 5.28 mils

or Ao o8 per pupll with a deductible millage of

Poodt mils onligia )y, For partial partieipation in the



Y

ool v per puptl nection of the 1967-68 State Ald Act, the
boenl distriet must ilevy at least 8.0 mils for operation,
while full jarticipation requlres a levy of at least 10.0
mils for operatlon. For partlcipation in the $427.87 per
pup il section, the local district must levy at least 10.0
mils for operation (there L5 no partial participation
llowedd tn o this section).

Filerure 1.1 i1llustrates the 1967-68 State Ald Act
rienbe robiip formuat o, This flgure makes 1t posslpble to esti-
mate the Dtate Ald per pupll to be obtalned under elther
Formula A or Formula B--provided the State Equalized Valu-
atlon per pupil of the district 1s known.

Polnta "W" (3427 .87) and "X" ($294.52) are the
"irtvens” ot the 1907-68 Michigan school aild legislation.

The slope of the formula "A" 11lne 1s establlished by connect-
inge point ST for g district using this formula to polnt
"X." O Poeint "O" was derived for purposes of this figure by
malttylyinge o state vequalized valuation of $30,000 per pupill
by the ‘deductlble mliilage of .28 mils (.00528), and sub-
tracting that resultant from the gross allowance of $294.52.
Fotnt "2" 15 thereby equal to an allowance for the $40,000
SRV Oilstrtet of £136.10 per pupll.

The state ald per pupil may be found for any dis-
trict under formula "A" by plottlilng 1its SEV on Flgure 1.1
and following that value up to the formula "A" llne, e.g.,
bodictrict with 216,000 SEV will recelve $210.04 per pupill

ot state ald.,



GROSS ALLOWANCE/PUPIL

$500

427.87
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294,52

200
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FIGURE 1,1--1967-68 MicHIGAN STATE AID ACT MEMBERSHIP FORMULA
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Formula "B" is for the additional moniles provided
ander subsection (b)) of Section 8 of the State Aid Act. The
slope for this 1ine 1s derlved in the same manner as the

nlope of the formula "A," with the exceptlon belng the value
ot the deductlible millage used 1n the formula. Fifteen mils

C.01575) 15 used in place of 9.28 mils. The Junction of

thoere two formula lines, Polnt "Y," 1s the point where the
amount s recelved under formula "AY and formula "“"B" are
equl.  Point "Y" is determined 1n the following manner"
Formiala "A" Formula "B"
Poglh nr - L00528 SEV = $427.87 ~ .01575
.01l0ob47 GEV = $133.35
SCEV = $12,736.39

Hational Concern

There 15 a2 prowing interest 1in the municipal over-
burden phenomenon reflected in the studles referred to early
It this ~hapter, as well as in a paper written for the Com-
mititee on bducational Finance of the National Educatlion
Assoclation by Dr. Erick L. Lindman of the Unlversity of

Ctlilfornia, whlcech points out:

Fallure to include these factors (rising costs,
resistance to tax 1lncreases, and higher numbers of
students needing remedlal instruction and speclal
counseling) iIn state support formulas 1s probably
attributable in part to the inherent difficulty 1..
measurlng the Justiflable extra costs. Certalnly
state school support formulas are complex enough with-
wout adding more special cost factors. Moreover, it
has always been assumed that citles can, with modest
property tax rate increases, pay for these unusual
costs from local property tax sources. The validity
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of' thls assumption, in view of the lncreasing double
burden upon the city property tax payer, should be
re-examined.

In the past, city school systems were usually 1in
better positions to supplement the state foundation pro-
smram than were school systems 1n suburban and rural
areas of the state. Clty school systems could, often
with little extra effort, pay better salarles to teach-
ers and meet thelr higher costs. Have changing condl-
tions materially altered this situation? More
specifically, has the changing nature of the clty school
problem and the growlng double burden upon the city
property taxpayer made 1t necessary to adjusg an
approach which was satlisfactory in the past?

Need

It 1s because of the current uneasiness in our larger
cities such as c¢lvil disorder, financlal difficulties of
certain larger districts in the state, the growing concern
for educatlonal quality and the unequal costs of providing
~dueational equality that this study of the existence and
extent of munlcelpal over-burden in Michlgan i1s undertaken.

The abllity of citles to support publlc education
I wentkened by two factors: first, the proportion of 1local
irovernment revernues requlred by non-school functlons, and
second, the speclal legislature-—-imposed restrictions placed
upon urban property tax levies, These factors contribute
Lo the phenomenon known as municipal over-burden.

There are three main stimulating forces behind this
ctudy: 1) Interest in the financial formula for determining

Lhe amount of assistance each school district 1s to receive

Gpp. krick L. Lindman, "School Support and Municipal

Yovernment Costs," Long-Range Planning in School Finance.
A report. (Wacshington, D. C.: National FEducation Associa-

tion, 1963).
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from the state, 2) the growing concern over the 1nade-
quacles of our urban educational programs, and 3) concern
ffor the recent civll disorders 1n our larpe cltles. Equal-
lved educational opportunity for all students 1n public
schonls 1s a growling concern both for minority groups and
politlical and educational leaders. It 1s necessary that all
students be provided with hilgher levels of understanding

and skill in order that they may make wlse decisions now

and in the future.

There are many difficulties connected wlth measuring
the equallzed opportunities for students throughout the
state. To beglin with, agreement upon a baslc level of sup-
port has been very difficult 1n the past. In addition,
concepts of an adequate educatioconal program are constantly
changing, Censequently, the probablillity of finding a con-
census among, the legal structure, the leglslature, public
opilnlon, and traditional values 1s low.

T'he problems connected with the present sltuation
include both questlons of quality and quantity. Typlcal
questions are: What 1s an adequate program? Within what
boundarlies should public education operate? From what level
of povernment 1s support tco come? The cost of raising the
educatlonal expendltures of large citles to state averages
i1s staggering all by itself. When consideration 1is given
to not only raising these programs to state averages, but
tmproving them as well, costs rise above the highest levels

of support presently 1in existence. However, it 1s
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antbicvipated that {f the financial load can be distributed
cquitably, the total state economy can support an enriched
qunllty education program.

I'n summary, the development of an equitable educa-
tlon support program 1s a necessary filrst step 1n solving
our problems related to both quality and quantity in the
public schools of Michipgan. An equitable support program
will provide a more inteiligent, systematic baslis for edu-
catlonal decisions. To develop new and more equitable

support programs, a better understandling of the over-burden

problem 15 necessary.

Purposes

The purposes of this study are: 1) to examine the
extent of municipal over-burden 1n selected Michlgan ciltles,
and 2) to examine the effects of Section 17 of the Michigpan

tate Ald Act on local school districts!' income.

The Scope and Delimitations of the Study

This study 1s delimited in the following ways:

1. The analyslis of thls study concerns the determlination
of municlipal over-burden, the determination of income
derlved from Sectlion 17 of the Michlgan State Aid Act,
and the determination of additional support required
to ralse this support to an arbltrary but equal level.
The study 1s limited to data from the 25 largest public
school districts, based upon student populatlion for the

1967-68 school year, in the state of Michilgan.
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4. This study treats only the selected financial factors
of educational support and thus does not iIntend to be
comprehensive of all municipal needs.

{. The concluslons of the study regarding the relation-
ships of educatlonal support factors and educational
cost and educatlonal opportunity are to be 1interpreted
in the sense that the relationships are associational
and not causal.

5. Although the author 1s well aware of the socilo-economic
and political 1ssues involved in "equalizing educational
opportunities," this study was limited to an analysis
of Michigan's attempt to more nearly equalize the

resources avallable for education.

Summary

Large clty schcocol systems are still not able to cope
with thelr inability to support financially thelr programs
at an adequate level, thus enabling them to be competitive
with the suburban districts of the state. Thelr inability
to support their educational programs at a competitive level
has been caused by the competition within the city for tax
revenue such as the cost of welfare, the cost of police and
fire protection, the cost of maintaining health and sanita-
tilon controls, etc. They are further hampered by the legal
restrictions placed upon them by state governments which
disallow demands and needs from receiving a level of support
necessary to operate all programs at the level which the

people desire.
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itintoricallty, there has been a necd for an equltable
ffoundatlon upon which 1ntellipgpent educational declsions
roecatding programs, quality and quantity problems, and fis-
cal support may be made. Soclety has not come close to
nroviding for cquality of educatlional opportunity thus far,
cvenn though 1t 1s puaranteed under the Michigan State Con-
stttut lon. Attempts have been made to provide financial
cquitabllity through such legislation as Subsection (d) of
SJectlion LY of the Michligan State Ald Act.

This study will examine the extent of municipal
over-burden in the selected Michigan cilties, and determine
the eoft'ectis of the money provided under Sectlion 17 of the
Michigan State Aid Act 1n reducing the educational finance

proeblems faclng metropolitan areas.



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF RESEARCH

Four speclific studies deallng with the problem of
municipal over-burden for publlic schools systems have been
reviewed. There 1s a growlng concern for thils problem
apparent in the frequency of 1ts mentlion 1n the news media
which has reported on varlous legislative actions, legal
considerations, and court cases.

The earliest studles on the subjJject were done by
. Thomas James of Stanford University. The first of these

was ichool Revenue Systems 1n Flve States, completed 1n

1961. Thils study was not avallable for review; however,
the author was able to obtaln a copy of the second study

conducted by James completed 1in 1963 entitled, Wealth, Expen-

diture, and Decision-Making for Educatlon. Thils study 1s

commonly referred to as the "Ten-State Study."

w23lth, Expenditure, and Declslon-Makling for Educatilon

by H. Thomas James, J. Alan Thomas and Harold J. Dyck
School of Education, Stanford Uniliversity, Stanford,
California, 1963. Cooperative Research Project #1241.
This report 1s the second of a serles of studiles of
the procens by which resources in the United States are allo-

cated to the support of education. It 1s divided into three

17
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parts. In part one a ratioconale for the study of school
finance 1s formulated and applications of 1t are examined
to explaln variatlons and expendltures assoclated both with
state efforts to equallze educatlional benefits and tax loads
and with levels of state support. The ratlionale postulates
three clusters of determinants for educational expenditures
which included factors of demand for educational services,
factors of ability to reallize the demand, and factors that
add to the system of votling by which demands can be expressed
and abilities utilized. The analysls indicates conditions
under which efforts towards equalizatlon can be achieved
and the condltlions under which increases 1iIn state revenue
result 1n increased expenditures for education.
<7 Part two reports some explorations of the interaction
of wealth and expenditures for education, using three models
developed from the general ratlionale. The first model exam-
ines the rationale of wealth to educational expenditure; the
second examlines the relationshilip of resource 1import to edu-
cational ocutcomes; -and the third examines the relationship
of educatlional outcomes to economic growth. The general
concluslon of this section is that wealth invested 1n edu-
cation has predictable effects on the development of human
talent and that the development of talent, in turn, has
predictable effects on economic growth and the generation
of new wealth.

Part three represents an analysis of fiscal inde-

pendence versus dependence in the relationship of local schocel
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divtrlcects to other governmental agencles. The analysis is
directed toward developlng a typology of these relationships.
The analysis suggests that the filscally dependent school
dlstrict can be expected to spend slightly less for educa-
tion than the fiscally independent district under similar
conditlons of ability and demand for education, but that the
relationships are too complex for useful generalizations

that will hold for 1nterstate study.

A General Ratlionale for the
Study of School Filnance

Studles over the past several years have sought to
develop a general ratlonale for the study of school finance.
The researchers feel that such a rationale, if satisfactorily
formulated, should provide not only a basis for describing
and explalning school finance phenomena, but also a baslis
for predicting the behavior of communities in financing pub-
lie education. They suggest that the formulation of such
a rationale must begin with the assumptlion that our resources
wlll never be adequate to satisfy all the demands that are
made upon them and that the demands for public school funds
are always resolved in competitive situations.

Granting thlis, the researchers postulate that three
conditlons are essentlal to publlce school support in our
kind of market-oriented soclety. The first condition 1is =a
shared set of expectations for educational services sufflc-
lently pervaslive to generate group efforts in support of

thelr achlievement. The second condition 1s availability of
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wealth from which funds can be allocated. The third con-
dition 1s a political system that allows expression of
expectatlions and access to wealth. In this study, the
researchers sought to extend the ratiocnale. The next logz-
ical step appeared to be to treat expendltures and certailn
other factors and 1lnput in an attempt to relate them to out-
put. Thelr efforts in this direction are reported 1in part
two of this study, together with a preliminary effort toward
demonstrating the upward spiral of the effects from educa-
tional expenditures to educational output, resulting in
Increases 1n wealth and 1increases in a demand for education,
which, in turn, raise educatlional services to new levels.

Extension of a Test for
Equality and Initiative

A test for equallity and initlative was applled to
10 states selected on the following basis:

1. A broad distribution in levels of state support.

2. States with reasonably effective programs for
equallzing assessments.

3. States near or above the medlan income per
capita.

4, States varying little in rank on ability as
compared with rank on expenditures.

States with local school district systems.

1

6. When application of the other five criteria
still left a choice within half a standard
deviation from the polnt selected, a state was
selected with which the chief researcher had
some experience or one that would require the
least amount of travel.
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The states selected_by these criterlia were New
Hampshire, Nebraska, Massachusetts, Wisconsin, New Jersey,
Orepon, California, New York, New Mexlico, and Washington.
The tests were based on the assumptlion that state finance
systems were purposive, that governments devise school sup-
port systems in order to equalize the distribution of fin-
ancial support for education and the resulting tax levies
among, school districts and to stimulate local 1initiative.
The researchers proposed tests for equality in the distri-
bution of local tax payments supporting education and in the
distribution of educatlional services. The tests used were
measures of dispersion applied in the first instance to
school tax rates for current operation levied on an equalized
cvaluation of property and in the second instance to current
expenditures not mandated by the state as a measure of 1init-
lative exercised locally.

Throughout this study, the researchers' interest was
dlvided between varilations within the state to which they
directed their hypothesis and variations among states about
which no explicit hypotheses were formulated. The research-
ers sought to prove that districts of simllar soclo-economilc
characteristics gatherling revenues for school with the property
tax under similar rules would arrive at similar levels of
expenditure, but that state interference, either by making
additional revenue avalilable from other sources or by chang-
lng the rules, would have predictable consequences on dis-

trict expenditures,
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Following this line of reasoning, they analyzed the
kinds of state action that might affect the level of expen-
dliture. They 1ncluded the following:

1. Increased state support

2. conditional support

L

mandated programs

4., mandated levies

5. levy l1limitations
Other types of state interference with the postulated equl-
librium between the demand for educational service and
resistance to rising local taxes can be found, notably in
state specilfications of expenditures and in state salary
schiedules for teachers. However, the flive mentioned above
aprear to be the most important ones in the states 1included
in this study.

The findings support the general notion that school
finance systems are purposive, but that purposes pursued
are often in conflict. They leave considerable doubt that
hlgh-support states are any more successful than low-support
states in equallzing property tax burdens and perhaps 1n
equalizing educatlonal services. -The explanations for this
apparent fallure to accomplish an often stated purpose of
school finance systems must be sought 1n the complex behavior
that results from conflicting purposes at both the state and
local level. The major conflict at both levels 1s over
increasing educational services versus reducing taxes. At

the state level, further conflict surrounds the efforts to
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cquallize benefits and burdens among districts, to shift the
incentive of school taxes among alternative tax bases and

to stimulate and direct the flow of specified educational
services. In the resulting conflict situations, educational
purposes may suffer elther from state level neglect or from
state level interference, but on the evidence examined, the
researchers conclude that they suffer more from neglect.

They further conclude that rising levels of state
support wlll iIncrease expendltures for education under
speciflied conditlions, while pressures inhibiting increases
in local taxes wlll balance demands for 1increased expendi-
tures at a given level. The 1introductlion of state collective
income sales taxes will allow expenditures to rise to a
higher level because of the great elasticity of the yield
of state taxes, and also because the total tax base 1s broad-
ened. However, a point will be reached where further
increases in state support will be used to substlitute for
local taxes 1f state mandates are not established. Further-
more, state governments tend to encourage this substitution
by the limitations imposed on local governments to tax.

Patterns of educational support were examined among
the 10 states to determine whether or not the state system
had accomplished its stated purpose of equalizing educational
cpportunity. The pattern of the relationship between expen-
ditures, measures of wealth and aspiration seems to vary
significantly from state to state, not only at the level of

expenditures but also in the strength of the effects of the
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different explanatory varlables. Educational expenditures
are significantly related to wealth as measured by equal-
ized valuatlon and median family income in California,
Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York and Wisconsin. The
rftects of the measures of asplirations are weaker and less
conclse from state to state. Perhaps their major value is
that they enable us to conslder the relationshlp between
"wealth" varlables and expenditures with some other varlable
held constant.

The differences in the level of expenditures from
state to state after the effects of the measures of wealth
and aspirations have been remoyed were striking. There were
four distinct plateaus with New Hampshire and Nebraska on
the lowest; Massachusetts, California and New Mexico on the
second; Washington, New Jersey, Oregon and Wisconsin on the
third; and New York far above the rest.

The effects of a district's fiscal independence and
the pattern of the relationshlip between expenditures and
independent varlables seem less significant than the similar
effects 1In the state in whlch the district is located. In
the two states in which enocugh observations were found to
measure separate relationships for dependent and lndependent
districts, the coefficients did not seem to differ greatly
or in any consistent pattern. When independence was used
as a separate variable, widely differing coefficlents were
obtained, with a general tendency for independent districts

to spend slightly more than dependent districts, but
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subsequent analysis suggested that this slight difference
miyrrht be attributed 1n part at least to economics of scale.
The researchers concluded from results of the above study
that expenditure levels for educatlion are lndeed related

to wealth as measured by equalized valuation and median
family income.

The researchers next tocok a look at the budgetary
cycle and fiscal formulation policies of the school systems
In an attempt to establish whether the school district was
dependent upon a municipal government organization or inde-
pendent from 1it. Following thilis phase of the study, and 1its
corresponding statistical analysls, the researchers found a
tendency for 1ndependent districts to spend more on educa-
tion than dependent dlstricts; however, the 1ssue was not
clear cut since other factors may have influenced the
results, particularly the fact that New York's six dependent
districts are also located in the six largest cities in the
state.

In review, the researchers specify that baslic to a
rationale for studylng school flnance are the assumptions
that resources avallable for the support of public education
are rarely suffliclent to satisfy all the demands made upon
them and that the determinants of public school support are
almost always made in a competitive situation. The rationale
they formulated postulates three majJor determinants of expen-

dlture:
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1. A set of shared expectations for educational

services;

2. The availability of wealth from which funds for
schools can be allocated, referred to as
abllity; and

3. A political system that allows the expression
of demands, and access to the abllity, referred

to as governmental arrangements for decision

making.

Determinants of Educational Expenditures
in Large Cities of the United States

by H. Thomas James, James A. Kelly and Walter I. Garms

School of Education, Stanford University

Stanford, California, 1966

Cooperative Research Project #2389

The most extensive study in the area of municipal

over-burden was one conducted by H. Thomas James for two
specliflc purposes. The first purpose was to refine the
inductively-derived rationale for the study of school
flnance, and the other was to apply the rationale to school
systems in the great cities of the Unlited States. The report
contains four major parts.

1. The historical development of the great citles
in this country, focusing on trends in popula-
tion, taxable wealth, school enrcllment, and
expenditures per pupll.

2. The ratlionale for the study of school finance

and indications of how the rationale was used
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in the study. The rationale postulates three
sets of determinants for educational expendi-
tures--expectations for educational services,
financial ability to realize these expenditures,
and governmental arrangements through which
expectations are expressed and abilities util-
ized.

3. An examination of the budget processes utilized
in the 14 largest city school districts, includ-
ing the events observed durling the budget pro-
cesses and the relationships between the
particlipants.

4., The empirical analysis of the relationship
between expenditures per pupll and measures of
the three sets of determinants of educational
expendltures in 107 of the largest school dis-
tricts in the United States in 1960.

The socio-economic profile of the great cities in
the United States developed in this report 1s traced through
the growth pattern. The report mentions that large city
publlec school systems did not exist until the mid-nineteenth
century. Therefore, the school systems studied are rela-
tively new when compared to many of the other social insti-
tutions of the same cities.

Most of the real growth in our large cities has
occurred between 1890 and 1930. Since 1930 there has been

comparatively little construction of either residential
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housing or schools 1in our large cities. As a result, most
of the bulldings, whether residential or school, are old and
out-moded. In addition, unless unusual maintenance efforts
have been prevalent, these bulldings are not only old but

in generally poor condition.

The most depressed areas of our large cities tend
to become the homes of the very poor. Since the houses are
usually large and the rents often disproportionately high,
famllies may double or triple up in order to pool enough
money to pay the rent. As density increases, so do many
socially related problems, causing a rise 1n welfare and
related municipal costs. These rising municipal costs must
be pald with the same tax money that the school system needs
to face the task of trylng to educate additional numbers of
students in these dense areas. And, to further complicate
the situatlon, the deteriorating condition of the property
in these areas means that less and less money 1s avallable
in property taxes, the method used to finance school and
municipal costs 1n most citles.

A related phenomenon brought out in the study was
the fact that total large city population declined between
the census of 1950 and the census of 1960, while at the same
time the school population went up. For the 10 selected
large clties, the mean total population decreased 6 percent
and the meaﬁ school-age population increased 20 percent.

James feels that local taxpaying abilility comes through

in this study as a major influence on educational pollcy.
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Cities generally rely heavily on property taxes for revenue,
and these taxes have not kept pace with the rising cost of
education and governmental services. Between 1930 and 1960
educatlional expendltures per pupll in the United States went
up 300 percent while .the real property valuation in 11 of
the 14 largest cities went down. At the same time, the
ratio between assessed value and the number of pupils in
elght of the 11 states in which these cltles are located
went up, however.

Despite these declines, these citles still have a
higher assessed value per puplil than the other districts in
thelir states. The ablility of the large city systems to sup-
port their educational program is weakened by two additional
factors: 1) the proportion of non-school fiscal requirements,
and 2) special leglislative-imposed restrictions placed upon
urban tax levies. Data collected 1iIn this study point out
that the non-school governments 1in large cities absorb a
greater proportlion of the property tax revenues than do the
local non-school government services of smaller cities within
the same states.

The large city school systems find that the demands
for services have been 1lncreasing drastically at a time when
resources are steadily dwindling, with no curtailment of the
trend 1n sight. The city districts are forced to reduce
thelr expenditures per pupil during a time when the remainder

of the country is increasing theirs.
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Federal funds and the foundation grants have relieved
this problem somewhat since 1960; however, the hope that
soclety, through the federal government, would continue to
reverse the trend of inferlor education in our cities now

seems dimmer than at the point of initiation.

. . if there is one generalization with important
policy implications to be drawn from this study, it
is this: 1local taxpaying abllity 1s the most important
determinant of socilal pollcy for educatlion in American
citles. Until we find the means to reverse that equa-
tion, and let soclal policy determine the resources to
be allocated to education, we face a rising sea of
trouble 1in our citiles. (page 17)

Determinants of Educational Expenditures 1in
Large Citles of the Unit g States

by H. Thomas James, James A. Kelly, and Walter A. Garms
School of Education, Stanford University, 1966.

This 1s the third study of a series devoted to bring-
ing order to the theoretical field of school finance. In
earller studies expectations for educational services have
received some attention from the researchers, but have not
been utilized as a maJor determinant of expenditures. Per-
haps thils 1s due to the ambigulty of "expectations of edu-~
cation."

Expectations are an "input" in the determination of
educational expenditures, reflected by the varying types of
programs and problems in communities which have approximately
the same financial ability teo support schools. Various mem-
bers of communities hold different expectations and these
expectations are transformed into educational policy.

Expectations are made up of values, attitudes, and opinions,
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all of which are difficult to assess and measure. However,
observable behavior which helps to understand the character-
istics of expectations 1s speaking act board meetings, organ-
izing pressure groups, voting, and making complaints to
board members. These are overtly expressed expectations
which can be conceptualized as demands.

All of the expectations relating to educational ser-
vices, to staff benefits, and to taxes must somehow be bal-
anced 1In the process by which communities allocate funds to
education. To the extent that the school board participates
in this allocation process, it must itself balance these
sometimes competing expectations and demands. The report
suggests that the balancing of these expectations 1is a fun-
damental function, perhaps the paramount function, of boards
of educatlon.

The second component of the school finance rationale
is wealth and the concept of abillity. The wealth of a com-
munity has generally been accorded a paramount role in stud-
les of educational expenditures, for 1t clearly 1s a prime
determinant of educatlional expenditures 1in local public
schools. It 1s reasonable to believe that, at any given
moment in time, educational expendlitures will be closely
related to taxpaying ability. However, economists have
clearly demonstrated that over a period of years, educational
expenditures represent an investment which eyentually improves
the productive capacity of the labor force. In our market-—

orilented economy, the productive capacity of labor is
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supposedly related to earnings. Thus, educational expendi-
tures at one point in time result in increased ability to
support education at a latter polint in time.

The flnal component postulated as essentilal for the
support of publlic schools 18 the existence of a political
system that allows for both the expression of educatlional
expectations and the access to resources necessary for thelr
realization. The most 1mportant factor in the political
system 1s a governmental structure that allows preferences
to be expressed among competing private and public demands
for resources, among competing demands with the public¢ sec-
tor, and among competing demands from different levels of
education. In this study, attention was focused upon the
structural arrangements surrounding decislion-making. These
arrangements were analyzed with respect to evidences of
how they shape results as measured 1n educational expendi-
tures when factors of ability and demand were held constant.

The results of this study indicate that more than
two-thirds of the variation in educational expenditures
among large school districts can be explained by measures
of economic conditions reflecting ability to support educa-
tion and measures of social conditions reflecting expecta-
tions for educational services. The financial resources of
a community and the character of 1its population are major

determinants of that community's educational. policy.
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Major Purposes and Research Hypotheses

The authors have used the general rationale developed
in earller studies to better understand how filiscal affairs
are managed in our great city school systems. The particu-
lar problem was to explain the varlation in expenditures for
education in large citiles. Specifically, they attempted to
develop further the general rationale, primarily in the area
of governmental arrangements and to a lesser extent with
respect to demand for educational services, and to apply
this rationale 1in a study of the great c¢ity school systems.
Particular attention was devoted to governmental arrange-
ments which influence school budget decisions in large
cities. However, the task of explalining variations in per
pupill expenditures has been viewed as 1nstrumental with
respect to the broader purpose of the study, which was to
come to a more sophisticated understanding of how fiscal
affairs In large city school systems are managed and from
this understanding to develop some useful guldelines for fis-
cal policy.

The general hypothesis tested was:

If factors of demand for education and factors of financlal
abllity to pay for education are held constant among school
districts, then variation I%“%—g—2252%—%23—2%%5—2—£¥2%¥££

e assoclated w variation

for financing education wi
in educational expen ures.

General Procedure

The sample in James' third study comprised 107 of
the 119 largest school districts in the United States in
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1960, ‘''he necessary soclo-economic data for the abllity
and demand clusters were collected from census sources; the
expenditures data came from the U. S. Office of Education
reports; the property tax data came from the local school
districts, the state tax commissions, and the census of
governments,

Of the 107 cilties in the total sample, 14 are mem-
bers of the Research Council of the Great Cities Program
for School Improvement. These 14 cities served as labora-
tories in which the staff, through extenslive observation
and interviews, ldentified a number of variables which
appeared to be important in determining the level of educa-
tional expenditures. These factors were included 1n a ques-
tionnaire which was submitted to the remalning 92 cities of
the sample. In this manner, a type of inducive case study,
1ssue-analysils approach was used to identify the governmental
variables for thilis study.

Chapter 3 of the study contains a historical perspec-
tive of the budgetary process, the concept of the budget
process, boundaries that affect budgetary decision-making,
the participants in the process, the process 1itself, con-
ceptual approaches to budgeting, and conclusions.

The following generalizations are presented to sum-
marize thelr findings and thelr conclusions:

1. The budget process in large city school districts

is far more complex than heretofore has been

reported in traditional school finance literature.
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Textbook treatments of the budget have been
orliented primarily towards smaller administra-
tive units, where political realities may be
different than in a large city.

When school budget documents of today are com-
pared with those of a half-century ago, 1t 1s
evident that budgeting today 1is far more respon-
sible and informative.

The financial rescources of a community and the
character of 1its population set "boundaries"
beyond which 1t 1s unlikely that educational
administrators and school boards can move regard-
less of governmental arrangements. Decision-
making about school budgets must be viewed in the
context of a number of "de-facto" limitations on
the decision-makers' discretion. Three major
reference groups put pressure on boards of educa-
tion during the budget process: the clientele of
the school and the school employees--both support-
ing higher expenditures, but for different pur-
poses, and the economy or efficiency groups
resisting increases 1in the level of expenditures.
Boards must balance these conflicting pressures
placed upon them. Hemmed in by a body of state
regulations, state mandates, services and levy
limitations, salary schedules and other starf

benefits, the typical board of education may
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become practlically immobilized and attempt only
relatively minor adjustments in the school bud-
get during the brief time it 1s before them.

The basic structure of the budget decision in

blg city school systems has been to insure that
existing programs will continue and to focus bud-
get analysis upon those changes in or additions
to the exlsting program. This incremental
approach 1s being challenged by the ldea of pro-
gram budgeting which is being adopted throughout
the Federal Government by order of the President.
It 1s anticipated that the use of program budget-
ing will 1increase 1in big city school systems in
the coming decade.

To simplify the decision-making required by
annual budget processes, citles utllize formulas
to determine how much will be required for par-
ticular budget categories and as a detailled plan
for the distribution of funds. These formulas

or norms are based upon the enrolliment in a school
and/or the number of teachers in a school and are
used to determine budget allocations with respect
to certified and non-certifled personnel. The
major decision-makers are aware at a very early
stage in the process of the approximate amount of
money that will be availlable for the following

fiscal year. Thus, most budget processes are
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conducted under an umbrella of "known revenue,"
and much of the detailed procedures involved in
f1l1ling out forms, analyzing information, and
holding public hearings are little more than rit-
ual. Even decisions related to the distribution
of avallable revenues within the system are
largely determined through the wlde-spread use

of formulas. This process effectively neutral-
1zes thousands of professional employees from
participation in the budget process.

The influence of teachers' organlizations on
school expenditures 1s increasing, and dominates
the budget process. Demands for teacher salaries
and other staff benefits are usually presented to
the superintendent of schools or his budget
director at an early date in the budget process
so that changes in teachers' salaries can be con-
sidered at the earliest stages of the budget pro-
cess. By contrast, there i1s no similar channel
open for formal communication during the prepara-
tion stage of the budget process for community
organizationa which may wish to urge that addi-
tioconal educational services be provided.

The popular dichotomy of fiscal independence ver-
sus dependence bears no relationship to the level
of educational expenditures and is not adequate

to describe the complex governmental arrangements
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involved in large city school districts' budget
processes., The structure of governmental arrange-
ments should not be the issue; their form has
little consequence for school expenditures. If
the public 1s apathetic or the schools are not
responsive to interested citizens, no form of
democratic government 1s likely to serve the
people well over an extended period of time.

8. As big cilty school budget processes have become
more complex, the ability of the school bureau-
cracy to exerclse substantlial influence over
budget declision has increased, since the school
bureaucracy provides the expertise and time nec-
essary to collect, organize, and analyze the

vast amounts of information needed to prepare a

budget.

Statlistical Analysils

Chapter U4 of the report contains the statistical
analysis. In this study they selected a sample of 107 school
districts with over 25,000 students in 1960 out of a total of
119 possible school districts liasted in a publication by the
U. S. Office of Education. Twelve districts were eliminated
because of the impossibility of obtaining information, or
because the districts were atypical.

One of the major problems faced by this study, and

by many other studiles of school districts that hope to use
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census data, 1s that school districts frequently have bound-
aries which are not coterminous with the boundarilies of any
other political subdivision. The approach for this study
was to determine for each of the 107 districts in the sample
whether 1t was coterminous with some other political sub-
division. Where the district boundary split a census tract,
the tract was entirely included if 50 percent of the popu-
lation of the tract was within the district or otherwise
that district was entirely excluded. This method provided
data on the population which was identical with that of the
school districts to within 2 percent. Of the 107 districts
in their sample, 32 were clearly not coterminous with the
boundarlies of any other political subdivision; another 12
had very minor differences between their boundaries and
those of some other pelitical subdivision.
Data were gathered on the followling factors for

abillity and expectatlion parameters:

medlian famlily income

percentage of housing occupied by owner

median years of schooling by the adult population

percentage of labor force unemployed

percentage of population non-white

percentage of elementary students in private schools

total population
For the non-coterminous districts, data on these variables
were also gathered for the population center, city or county,
that seemed most representative of the district. Neither
the multiple correlation coefficient nor ariy of the individ-

ual regression coefficients which were examined were signifi-

cantly different in either group.
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Property values have always played a prominent part
in theoretical and practical discussions of school district
financing. A large majority of the school districts in the
United States use taxes on the value of property as the
princlipal source of revenue. After exhaustive comparisons
of the methods used by the various districts, the research-
ers concluded that for the purposes of thelr study, the
ratlios published by the U. S. Census were more objective
and more comparable among states. In this study, the prin-
cipal method of evaluating the data was multiple regressions
using approximately the same variliables representing ability
and demand factors. Thils gave a multiple correlation coef-
ficlent which would seem to indicate that the effect of
abllity and demand on expenditures 1s less in the smaller
districts predominating in the Ten-State Study than in the
large school districts of this study.

Major findings of the study were as follows:

l1. A careful effort was made, by obtalning data at

the census tract level, to get census data for
an area coterminous with the area of the school
district. Regressions using these refined data
were compared with regressions using the data
for the city or county most closely assoclated
with the school district. The errors introduced
by using the unrefined data were not significant.

2. The basic ability-demand rationale used in the

Ten-State Study was confirmed in this study.
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3. A surprising finding 1s the large positilve
regression coefficient for percentage unemployed,
indicating that the higher the percentage of
unemployed, the higher the expenditures per
Average Daily Attendance (ADA). This effect
appears to be confined to large districts in
1960, and may reflect the effect of governmental
rigidities 1n the face of changing soclilo-economic
conditions.

4. The governmental variables defined and measured
in this study are unimportant. It 18 postulated
that these may be important for each individual
district, but that the effect of a particular
varliable may be positive 1n one district and
negatlve in another, so that 1n the aggregate
the effects tend to cancel out.

5. There is a distinct difference in the effects of
many of the variables 1in districts in the South
compared with their effects in non-Southern dis-
tricts. In particular, many of the governmental

varlables have opposite effects.

Special Educational and Fiscal Requirements of
Urban School Districts In Pennaylvania

by Fels Institute of Local and State Government
University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania, 1964.

The final study for review was completed in 1964 for

the state of Pennsylvania by the Fels Institute of Local and
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"tate Government. It was an l1nquiry into the impact of soc-
1al and economic conditions on urban education and on state
fiscal policy. It focused on the special educational tasks
of urban school districts as well as the diétinctive fiscal
factors operating in those urban centers. The research
efforts sought to measure differences in educational require-
ments of public school pupills in urban school districts com-
pared with non-urban districts resulting from the socio-
economic characteristics of the homes and neighborhocods from
which the children came. It also sought to measure the dif-
ferences 1n school financing of urban districts compared
with non-urban districts resulting from higher tax burdens
for non-school municipal services. The research findings

in this report clearly show that substantial numbers of
urban publlic school puplls present significantly different
educatilonal needs related to thelr soclo-economic background
and such needs require new, expanded or intensified educa-
tional programs and services which are costly. The findings
also show that the school financing capacity of urban centers
i3 significantly reduced by the disproportionately high tax
levels required to support necessary services.

The researchers feel that these findings have direct
relevance to educatioconal fiscal policy at the state level as
well as 1n the local districts. They feel that the nature
and magnitude of the urban problems are such.as to command
immediate attention. Positive action is called for to equal-

ize educational opportunities throughout the state and to
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produce a more egqultable financing pattern for public edu-
catlion in the state of Pennsylvania.

The next part of this study deals wlith differentials
in educational program requirements. Using the achievement
test data for the school year 1962/63, the study found a
substantlial difference in the educational requirements of
urban, suburban, and rural school populations. Urban dis-
tricts, as defined in this study, contained 25 percent of
the state's public school pupils, yet these same districts
contalned 66 percent of the state's pupills in school dis-
tricts or attendance areas with average achievement scores
one-half grade or more below equated norms. Pupils in sub-
urban districts represented 49 percent of the state's pupils
and only 8 percent of pupils in low achieving districts or
attendance areas. Puplls in rural districts represented
26 percent of the state's pupils and a proportional 26 per-
cent of the pupils in low achileving districts.

This represented a problem of major proportions which
demanded seriocus concern at all levels of government. The
data indicated that in the 21 urban school districts there
were an estimated 156,000 pupils who were achievigg one-half
grade or more below theilr grade level norms. Approximately
96,000 of these low-achlieving pupils were in Philadelphia;
this 1s 40 percent of the district's average daily member-
ship. Approximately 21,000 low-achieving puplls were in

Pittsburgh--32 percent of its membership; 39,000 pupils were
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in the other 19 urban districts--22 percent of their total
membership.

The multiple correlation analysis used in this study
demonstrated that differences in educational requirements as
measured by achlevement test performance were significantly
correlated with the soclal, economic, educational, and demo-
graphic characteristics of the homes and communities in which
the children reslde. Correlations between achievement test
scores and socio-economic characteristics are most signifi-
cant 1n urban school districts and least significant in non-
urban districts. In Philadelphia, for example, 77 percent
of the variation in achievement test scores was explained
statistically by variations in socilo-economic character-
istics. In Pittsburgh, the figure was 71 percent and in the
other 19 largest urban districts the figure was 59 percent.

The analysis thus measured the extent to which low
socio-economic status in the homes and neighborhoods of urban
puplls was a significant factor in producing low achievement
in the public schools. Based on the data examined, 1t is
evident that grossly disproportionate numbers of urban pupils
come to the public school system with substantially different
educational program needs.

The multiple correlation analysis also demonstrated
that median family income was the characteristic most closely
related to achievement test scores in urban school districts
and in some classes of non-urban districts. Regression lines

used in this study to describe statistically the family
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income-achievement score relationships showed that below a
median family income of $4,800.00 to $5,700.00 the predicted
average achlevement scores for urban school populations were
always lower than comparable scores for any other classes

of suburban or rural school districts representing the entire
state.

The new educational strategies and expansions of
normal educatlional programs required to meet the special
ceducational needs whlch exist in urban school districts were
explored and evaluated for the study by Dr. H. Thomas James
of Stanford University. A wide variety of programs 1involv-
ing home, school and community were strategically developed
and applled programs were recommended. Programs proposed
covered all grade levels but the primary focus was on pre-
school and elementary grade levels. Perhaps the single most
promising strategy recommended 1s the extension of school
services downward to 1lnclude intensive pre-school training
programs for three- and four-year old children in identified
sections of urban school districts. Kindergarten should be
made compulsory in these sections.

Amounts paid to local school districts under the
Pennsylvania state subsidy system are based in part on the
assumption that educational requirements of public school
pupils throughout the Commonwealth are equfﬁalent in terms
of cost. A uniformly applied equalization level of maximum
subsidy in the basic account formula of the subsidy system

reflects that assumption.
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The researchers feel that the findings of this study
lllustrate that this assumption 1s erroneocus. Vast numbers
of urban pupils require special educational programs which
are significantly different and more costly that the normal
program. Thelr special requirements are caused by the socilal
and economic disadvantages which characterize large segments
of urban populations. It is entirely appropriate, indeed
imperative, that these differences be taken into account in
state educatlonal policy and educational fiscal policy.

The second part of this study deals with the differ-
entlals in school financing capacity. The ability of local
school districts to finance education depends not only on
the avallable tax-producing wealth of the district, but also
on the demand upon the local tax base by school, municipal
and county governments. The comparative fiscal analysis
based on 1962-63 revenues clearly 1indicated that the total
tax burden per $100 of market value of taxable real estate
is significantly greater in urban districts than in the var-
lous classes of suburban or rural districts representing the
entire state. The tax burden for urban school districts was
on the average 30 percent higher than in suburban and rural
districts. In Philadelphia the total tax burden was on the
average 72 percent higher than in non-urban districts; 1in
Pittsburgh it was 52 percent higher.

Analysis showed that the differences in school tax
revenues related to taxable wealth among urban and the var-

lous classes of non-urban school districts were relatively
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small. 7The average school tax load for the various classes
of suburban and rural school districts ranged from $1.61 to
$1.84 per $100 market-value of taxable real estate compared
to $1.52 for urban districts. Philadelphia's school tax
revenue measured in the same terms was $1.31 and Pittsburgh's
was $1.18. 1In Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, however, only

30 percent of total local tax revenues were used for school
purposes. In urban districts as a whole, the average of the
total revenue used for school purposes was 50 percent. By
contrast, schools in the various classes of suburban and
rural districts receilved, on the average, 59 percent-73 per-
cent of all local taxes collected. It should be emphasized
that school cost figures used in this analysis d4did not
reflect the cost of additional speclal education programs
required in the urban districts.

The high cost of municipal services which produce
much hligher total tax burdens in the urban districts signif-
icantly reduces the abllity of urban districts to provide
comparable fiscal support for educational purposes. Munilci-
pal revenues amounted to $1.65 per $100 of market value in
urban districts compared to averages of $.68 to $1.10 in
suburban and rural districts. The Philadelphia and Pitts-
burgh municipal tax burdens of $3.07 and $2.71, respectively,
were far higher than the averages for other urban and non-
urban districts.

The researchers state that the present state subsidy

system does not recognize the impact of municipal tax burdens.
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The formula implicitly assumes that the local tax base meas-
ured by the market value of taxable real estate adequately
and proportionately measures the abllity of the district to
finance 1ts educational program. The highly differential
Impact of municipal services costs 1n urban schobl districts
demonstrates that such districts do not have egual access to
the local tax base and that the assumptlion reflected in the
present formula 1s 1nvalid as a second base for state edu-
cational fiscal policy.

The third part of this study identified those impli-
catlions for adjustments in the state educational subsidy
system. The sheer magnitude of the problems revealed 1n
this study and the gross cleavages and disparitiles measured
in the educational and fiscal requirements of urban school
districts will present a problem of majJor governmental impor-
tance which affects the Commonwealth and the nation as a
whole. This problem is concentrated in the urban school
districts but 1s caused by broad shifts and dislocatlions 1in
the soclo-economic structures of urbanized soclety.

There is a need for administrative and filscal commit-
ment on the part of the Commonwealth and the urban school
districts to provide progressive sustained efforts to offset
the blighting effect of social and economic deprivation on
educational development. The state bears heavy responsibil-
ity for providing the necessary additional funds required and
for assisting the urban districts in developing the new and

expanded educational programs and services that are required.
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AdjJustments should be made in the present educational
subsidy system or any new subsidy system developed under pol-
icy guidelines which provide additional funds for special
educational programs required. Initially the amount of state
ffunds required should be equivalent to total cost of the
additional educational program services required to meet
defined needs. Additional funds should be avallable to those
districts in which the special programs exist in amounts
reflecting the additional costs of the approved programs.

Adjustments should be made in the present or any
devised system to reflect the differential impact of the
municipal tax burden on local fiscal capaclty to finance
education. To recapiltulate, the basic finding of thie study
is that urban school districts in Pennsylvania are seriously
disadvantaged financially under the present state educational
subsidy system in two major respects: 1) Disproportionately
large numbers of urban public school puplls have special
educational needs produced by the negative progressive effects
of soclial and economic deprivation. These speclial needs
require new and expanded educational services to enable the
puplls so disadvantaged to achieve adequate educational
development. The additional cost required to develop and
maintain these special programs in urban school districta
is not recognized in the present state educational subsidy
system. 2) The municipal tax burden in proportion to local
tax wealth 18 much higher in urban school districts than in

non-urban school districts. These high municlpal service
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costs eflfectively reduce the capacity of urban districts
to finance local educational costas. This reduced educational
fiscal capacity of urban school districts 1s not recognized

in the present educational subsidy system.

Municipal Overburden

by Van D. Mueller, Ex. Secretary
Educational Research and Development Council of the
Twin Citles Metrcopolitan Area, Inc.

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, 1966.

Following the model suggested by the Fels Institute
study 1In Pennsylvania, Van D. Mueller conducted a brief
study in Minnesota. The data collected were to dramatize
the existence and extent of municipal over-burden in Minne-
sota 1n 1966.

Tables were presented 1llustrating taxable valuation,
tax levy, levy exclusive of schools, state levy, county
levy, municipal levy, school levy, the total tax per $1000
of valuation, levy exclusive of schools per $1000, levy for
schools per $1000, and finally, the total tax levy exclusive
of school levy as a percent of total tax levy. The data,
according to Mueller, presented evidence as to the unequal
proportions of the local tax base which are available for
financing schools.

The procedure outlined in Chapter 1III will follow
the example set forth in these studies. The present Michi-
gan State Aid Act purports to provide funds to local school

districts in amounts which insure equal educational oppor-

tunity at reasonably uniform rates of local taxatilon.
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lHlowever, 1f over-burden such as that reported in Pennsyl-
vanla, Minnesota, and selected large cities of the United

States does, in fact, exist in Michigan, the Act falls far

short of meeting 1ts stated goal.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURE

Sample

In examining the municipal over-burden problem 1in
Michigan, the 25 largest school districts, by 1967-68 stu-
dent enrcllments, were selected. Two of the larger districts
in the state were omitted because they did not have corres-
ponding municipalities. They were the Taylor Township and
the Waterford Township school districts. In addition to
qualifying by the size of its student enrcllment, it was
mandatory that a selected district also exist as a metropol-
itan center on which tax data could be collected.

These 25 school districts were examlned for the exis-
tence of municipal over-burden using both the formula set
forth by the Michigan Department of Education for use with
Section 17 of the State Aild Act and the formula used for
determining municipal over-burden in Pennsylvania by the PFels

1

Institute,” 1in 107 of the largest cities in the United States

lFels Institute of Local and State Government,
Special Educational and Fiscal Requirements of Urban School
5EstrIcts in Fennsylvania (Phliladeliphia: Unlversity of

Fennsylvania, .

52
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by H. Thomas James,2 and in Minnesota by Van D. Mueller.3

In addition, for those citles levying a city income tax, an
additional calculation was made to determine the existence
and extent of municipal over-burden when a city income tax
was considered as a part of the overall tax proflile. Neither
the Michigan formula or the formula used in the other stud-

ies considers city income taxes as a part of the total tax

profile.

Design

To determine the existence of municipal over-burden
in the selected city schocol districts, the following infor-

matlion was used:
1967 3tate Equallized Valuation (SEV)
1967 Total State Tax Rate and Revenue

1967 Total State Tax Rate and Revenue less School
Operating Revenue

1967 State School Operating Revenue

1967 Local Tax Breakdown
Schools
Cities
Counties
Townshlps
Villages

2H. Thomas James, James A. Kelly, and Walter I.
Garms, Determinants of Educational Expenditures in Large
Cities of the United States (Callifornia: School of Educa-
tion, Stanford Unlversity, 1966).

3van D. Mueller, Municipal Over-burden. A Revised
Report to the School Districts of the Education Research and
Development Council of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area,
Inc. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, June, 1966).
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1967 Local District SEV

1968 Local District SEV

1967 Total Local Millage Rate and Revenue

1967 Local School District Operating Rate and Revenue

1967 Total Local District Revenue Excluding School
Operation

1967 Local District Enrollment Comparison (Public--
Non-Public)

1967 City Income Tax Revenue
1960 Median Family Income

The Fels, James and Mueller studles used a simple
determinant for municipal over-burden--whenever the non-
school operation revenues exceed 50 percent of the total tax
profile, municipal over-burden was assumed to exist. The
Michigan State Department of Education uses a percentage
comparison recognizing municipal over-burden whenever the
local non-school: district's percentage of operation revenues
exceeds 125 percent of the balance of all other districts
in the state rate for non-school operation purposes. Such
items as debt service and bullding and site costs are treated
as 1f they were non-school (municipal) costs within the
Michigan formula.

The 25 selected citles' tax profiles were compared
using both of these formulas. For those cities collecting
an income tax, the equivalent millage rate and revenue for
this tax was determined and added to the total tax profile
established for those cities by property taxes. The same

municlpal over-burden comparisons were then refigured with
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these new data. The inclusion of equivalent rates and
revenues derived from city 1ncome taxes was done to form a
more complete individual tax profile.

The statistical techniques used in the study are
non-parametric. This type of treatment was chosen in lieu
of parametric methods because the following assumptions can
not be met:“

1. No guarantee exists that the population 1s nor-
mally distributed according to the variables
under investigation.

2. The condilition of homogenelty of sample vari-
ances has not been met.

3. The variables are measured on an ordinal scale.

> was used to measure

'The Kendall Coefficient of Concordance
the relationshlp amoﬂg the flve major varlables included in
the study. The Spearmen Rank Method of Correlation6 was
used to measure the depgree of assoclation between paired
variables. The .05 level of significance was selected as

the critical region of rejection for both statistical treat-

ments.

bpavia E. Murphy, "An Investigation of the Relation-
ship Between Attitudinal Factors Which Influence Faculty
Morale, and Faculty Perceptions of Involvement in Policy
Formulation at Public Community Colleges in Michigan" (Unpub- :
lished doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, 1968)..

5Sidney Siegel, Non-parametric Statistics for the
Behavioral Sclences (New York: cGraw- oo ompany,
Inc., 1956), pp. 229-239.

6

Ibid.. pp. 202"213-
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A rank order correlation was made on the following
individual schocl district characteristics:

Percent of Local Support

SEV/Pupil

Revenue/Pupll

1960 Median Family Income

Expenditures/Pupil
All of these characteristics are determinants of the effort
and/or ability a district may put forth in supporting its
schools.

Following the determination of municipal over-burden
and the rank order correlations of the various financial and
pupll characteristics of each of the selected districts, a
hypothetical level of support was determined. The level
chosen was above that of the highest level 1n any selected
district. Each district was then measured against this
hypothetical level to determine the effort which would be
required by each to achleve this theoretical level of sup-
port. A comparison of total tax requirements to reach the
same level of educational support then served to highlight
the comparative differences in non-educational over-burden.
[t 1s the intent of this comparison to further exempllfy
the particular municipal and school needs of these districts
and the variation in the required effort to meet them.

The new Michigan State Income Tax levied for the
first time during the last quarter of 1967 is yet another

tax which adds to the individual tax payer's burden,.
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However, due to the complexlities of the establishment of a
tax of the proportion of this state income tax, statistical
data are not yet avallable, thus making the additional con-
sideration of this particular tax impossible. Thus, while
city income levies could be considered, the state income
levy could not.

This study, while based upon the findings of these
earlier studies, did not attempt to replicate the soclo-
economlc characteristics portion of the prior studies. The
findings of these prior studies are accepted and their
acceptance serves as a basis for this entire financial study.
Consideration of these soclo-economic characteristics 1s
relevant to the philosophy upon which the present state aild
system 1s formed, namely, to provide state fiscal support
in a manner which insures equal educational opportunitlies
for all of the chlldren of the state at reasonably equitable
levels of local effort. It is not the purpose of this study
to examine minutely all of the facets of the present state
ald act, nor 1s 1t the purpose to suggest a totally new or
basically different system. This study is designed to exam-
ine the present aid act in terms of its adequacy 1in meeting
special fiscal problems of our urban school systems.

The use of the Fels model for the analysis of over-
burden is appropriate and timely, since it will add to the
bank of data collected relative to the larger school dis-
tricts in the United States as well as provide data on Mich-

igan schools for the first time. This study compares the
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school operation as a percentage of the total municipal tax
rate as did the earlier studies by Fels, by James, and by
Mueller. In addition to measuring municipal over-~burden

in Michigan, a comparison between the current Michiligan

State Aid Act formula and that of Fels was made to determine
the similarities of these two methods.

This study concentrates on the larger urban school
districts in Michigan. No attempt was made to compare the
urban problems with those of the suburban districts since
the earlier studies 1dentified this particular problem--
municipal over-burden--as one peculiar to urban districts.

Federal studies such as Racial Iscolation in Public Schools,7

and Equality of Educational Opportunitz8 point out the

inadequacies of urban schools, plus the soclal pressures
being, brought to bear by various civil rights organizations
which necessitate changes in the existing structure. The
drastic educational change which 18 demanded will require
more educational funds than ever provided previously--funds
that will have to come from state and/or federal sources and

be distributed on a basis related to need.

Tu. S. Commission on Civil Rights, Raclal Isolation
in Public Schools, Vol. I (Washington, D. C.: overnmen
PrintIng Office, 1967). '

8James Coleman, et al., Equality of Educational
8pportun1tl, Office of Education gurvey (WashIngton, D. C.:
(o]

vernment Printing Office, 1966).
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Summar

The 25 largest municipal school districts in Michi-
ran were examined for the existence of municipal over-burden
in a manner set forth by tax studies in Pennsylvania by the
Fels Institute (University of Pennsylvania), in Minnesota
by Van Mueller, and in 107 of the nation's largest cities
by H. Thomas James, as well as the manner currently in use
by the Michigan Department of Educatlion. Tax data were
collected on each of the selected districts as well as the
state as a whole in an effort to determine 1f Michigan's
urban school districts do, iIn fact, have a particular fin-
ancial problem.

In addition to tax data, other economlc factors were
also compared to enable a more accurate picture of our
urban problem to be drawn, 1.e., comparisons between revenue/
pupll, percent of local support, SEV (indicator of wealth),
and medlan familj income.

The comparison of methods for determining municipal
over-burden measured how well Sectlon 17 of the Michigan
State Ald Act fits the accepted definition of researchers
in the field of educational finance. Discrepancies in defi-
nitions wlll lead to confusion and delay when these same
urban problems are examired con a national scale by the fed-
eral leglislature, not to mention the communication problems
that will arise among the professionals and lay citizens
bent on solving educational finance problems through the

country and the state.
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Hopefully, this study will provide the basis for
change in terminology and/or definitions with the Michlgan
State Aid Act which will align it more closely with national

terminology and definitions of terms.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Financial data were obtained from the Michigan State
Departments of Education and Treasury. Each category of
data was reduced to the amount per pupil to simplify and
clarify the discussion.

One of the most important factors in the present
Michigan School Aid Formula 1s the state equalized valua-
tion (SEV). The SEV per pupll for each of the sample dis-
tricts was plotted on Figure 4,1 for comparative purposes.
The average SEV per pupil for the 1967-68 school year 1is
represented by the line which transverses the graph and
represents $14,459,00 of SEV per pupil.

This figure 1l1lllustrates the tendency of the individ-
ual district's SEV to fall close to the state average. This
was to be expected since these 25 sample districts represent
38.73 percent of the enrollment in the entire state. It
also 1llustrates quite clearly those districts which are
in extreme positions, such as Dearborn and Grosse Pointe at
the high end, and Garden City, Roseville, Wayne Community
and Lincoln Park at the low extreme. It is interesting to

note that 22.07 percent of this sample group's school
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population attends districts in which the SEV is below the
state average.

Following the examlnation of SEV for the various
districts, expenditure per pupil was examined. These data
are presented in Figure 4.2. If, in fact, the SEV 1is an
Indicator of district wealth, then there should be a rela-
tionship between this wealth and the expenditure per pupil.

The transverse line on Figure 4.2 represents the
average expenditure in Michigan for the school year 1967-68,
an amount of $597.82. Again there is a high relationship
between the amount spent 1in the various districts and the
average figure. Also, note again the extreme high position
of Dearborn and Grosse Pointe when compared with the others.
It 1s 1ndeed revealing when we examine this figure for
those dilstricts lower than the state average to find that
only four districts, or 16 percent of the sample, fall below
the average expendlture per pupil in the state and that the
most extreme of these four, Garden City, 1s only $16.33
below that average.

Another of the factors of interest in this study was
the median family income in these districts. This 1tem was
used to verify 1its relationship to indicated wealth via SEV.
Medians were most difficult to obtaln, since no state fig-
ures exist for the chosen year. The 1960 census figures
were incomplete because of the variation between school
district boundaries and census tracts. However, local polit-

ical offices were able to supply figures and these are
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reported in Flgure 4.3. The transverse line represents the
median Michigan family income of $6,256.00.

Note that in the extreme positions are Grosse Pointe
and Birmingham on the high end and Port Huron on the low
end. With the exception of Grosse Pointe, these cilties have
not been in extreme positions 1n either SEV or expenditures.
Four of the districts fall below the state median, while
1 are above 1it.

The fourth category of flnancial data collected on
cach school district was local revenue per pupil. These
data are presented in Figure 4.4. The transverse line
represents the average state level of local revenue per
pupll, an amount equal to $306.94,

Note that the graph 1llustrates that 19 of the 25
dlstricts collect more than the state average per pupil.
Dearborn and Grosse Pointe are in the extreme high posi-
tions with Garden City, Lincoln Park, East Detroilt and
Roseville 1n the extreme low positions.

The filnal figure collected was the percentage rela-
tionship between total local tax rates and those levied for
purposes of school operation as presented in Figure 4.5.
This is the factor that 1s reported in the Fels study to be
the indicateor of municipal over-burden. It 1is this factor
which best 1llustrates the competitive positions in which
the large city schools find themselves--competing with their
own municipal governments. As was pointed out in the Fels

study:
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$6.256--STATE MEDIAN
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FIGURE 4.3--1960 MEDIAN FAMILY INHCOME
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$306,94--STATE AVERAGE
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_U48.78%--STATE AVERAGE
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FIGURE 4.5--1967-68 PERCENTAGE OF LOCAL REVENUE FOR SCHOOL OPERATION
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The analysis clearly indicates that it 1s the cost of
municipal services which produces the significantly
heavier total tax burden in urban school districts

. + . The individual tax burdens in nearly all of the
21 urban municipalities were heavier than the average
tax burdens of the non-urban groups. . . The impact of

urbanization related to the higher cost of municipal

services is clearly reflected in the pattern established

by the ratios. (local operating and total local) By

far the highest municipal tax ratios are found in the

largest urban citles.

The same appears to be true in Michigan, according
to the data collected. Of the selected districts, 21 had
a percentage of local tax support for school operation lower
than the average for the state. The only districts which
dild not have an over-burden were Flint, Livonia, Lansing,
and Wayne Communlity. The average percent of local taxes
for school operation for all districts in the state was
48.77 percent. This means that over 50 percent of local
taxes went for the support of municlpal government func-
tions other than school operation. Yet, school levies are
the main target for voter opposition to rising government
costs and are a target which i1s highly vulnerable to voter
rejection at the polls.
Three municipalitlies in the sample group collected

a city lncome tax during the 1967-68 school year. This
additional tax should be included in the overall tax burden

of the district as stated earlier. Including the income

lFels Institute of Local and State Government,

Special Educational and Fiscal Requirements of Urban School
Districts in Fenng*Ivan!a {PhiladeIphTa: University of

Pennsylvania,
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taxes with the total taxes changes the percent of over-

burden for the three districts as indicated in Table 4.1.

TABLE U4.1.--Percent of Local Taxes for School Operation.
District Excluding Income Tax Including Income Tax
Detroit 39.00 percent 7 38.84 percent
Flint 57.71 percent 56.26 percent
Saglnaw 47.28 percent 46.19 percent

Following the determination of municipal over-burden,

a hypothetical level of support was chosen. The figure

used was $1,100/pupill which exceeded the highest level of

any of the districts selected--the support level in Dear-

born was $1,058.86. (See Table 4.2) By raising all dis-

tricts to the same arbiltrarily chosen figure, the effects

of the Michigan over-burden formula, Sectlion 17, could be

highlighted. The effort necessary to bring each district's

revenues to this hypothetical level was then calculated.

The resulting millage 1increase, the total effort necessary,

and the

Table 4,

17 does
less of
remains
centage

and the

off-setting effect of Section 17 are reported in

2. Assistance to the local district through Section
not depend upon any factor of local effort. Regard-
the local school operation millage level, Section 17
constant. Section 17 aid is determined by the per-
comparison of the local non-school operation millage

average non-school operation millage of the balance
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TABLE 4.2.--Local Effort Necessary to Raise Support to
$1100 per Pupil.

2 a
< —_ <
. = 2 Spg~  ESS
O E1 (2 4 e O m E <L = 3 I
30 =2 o € geg ,a288 =&
& E4 wig & - 3 0 << 2] 4 B — 3 B+
5 a 3 30 § =15 S| = | r=h
O O nE23 o0 =E2 eEEA @ % 2
Detrolt $702.45 22.7% 24 .4 47.1 1.9
Flint 715.30 21.9 22.1 hy , 0 none
G. Rapids 591.00 13.1 11.8 24.9 none
Llvonia 638. 39 26.9% 27.8 54,7 .3
Lansing 748.38 26.2% 21.5 k7.7 .2
Warren Cons. 604 .12 18.6 29.7 48.3 none
Pontiac 664 .85 18.4 22.8 41.2 none
SCaginaw 797.92 15.8 17.9 33.7 none
Dearborn 1,058.86 22.9, 1.2 24 .1 none
Wayne Comm. 630.03 31.6 49.8 80.4 1.0
Royal Oak 588.16 22.9 42.1 65.0 none
Kalamazoo 768.19 23.0 17.2 4o.2 none
Ann Arbor 752.01 21.0 15.4 36.4 none
Birmingham 832.17 30.0 14.8 44.8 none
Utica 625.72 25.6 36.1 61.7 none
Bay City 576.03 18.0 35.8 53.8 none
Southfield 725.51 24 .6 21.1 s .7 none
Farmington 596.76 23.4 49.7 73.1 none
Jackson 727.51 23.4 23.4 46.8 none
Pt. Huron 649.00 23.8 35.6 59.4 none
Roseville 627.6 25.6% 53.1 78.7 4.4
Garden City 540.U4 20.5% 87.8 108.3 1.6
kKast Detrolt 543,68 23.1% 56.9 80.0 .1
Lincoln Park 607 .69 20.2% 51.0 71.2 7.4
Grosse Pointe 877.72 22.9 8.1 31.0 none

aEquivalent local millage to equal present level of
support including aid from Section 17.
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of the state. There 1s no provision under Section 17 of

the Michigan State Alid Act to even partially reimburse a
local district for extra financial effort on its part. Once
determined on the basis of local non-school operation mil-
lage, the ald availadle remains constant; ald can vary only

as the non-school operation millage varies.

Statistical Analysis

Results of the Kendall Analysis of Concordance,
Table 4.3, reveal a correlation value (W) of .55. The cor-
responding value of chi square, 66.0 with 24 degrees of
freedom, exceeds the .001 level of significance which indi-
cates that the obtained coefficient 1s significantly dif-

ferent from zero.

TABLE U.3.--Kendall Correlation Analysis of Association Among
Five PFactors Related to Municipal Over-Burden.

—
o

W x2 a.r. Level of Significance

-55 66.0 24 .001

These findings provide evidence that a significant
relationship does exist among the variables included in the
study, 1.e., SEV/Pupil, Revenue/Pupil, Percent of Local Sup-
port, Expenditures/Pupil and Family Income. Further analy-
8ls to determine those factors which account for this rela-

tionship is indicated.



73

Results of the Spearman Rank Analysis, Table 4.4,
reveal correlation values ranging from .0l to .85. Obtained
values for the variable sets of SEV/Pupil - Revenue/Pupil,
SEV/Pupil -~ Expenditures/Pupil, and Revenue/Pupil - Expendi-
tures/Pupll were found to be statistically significant at
the .01 level of confidence. Obtained values for the vari-
able sets of Revenue/Pupil - Percent of Local Support and
'ercent of Local Support - Expenditures/Pupll were found to
exceed the .05 level of significance. Obtalned values for
all other variable sets faliled to equal or exceed the .05

level of slgnificance.

TABL). 4.4.-~Results of the Matrix Correlation Analysis
for Ten Variable Sets Pertaining to Munici-
pal Over-Burden.

—_— -

PERCENT OF EXPENDI- 1960
SEV/ REVENUE LOCAL TURES/ FAMILY
PUPIL /PUPIL SUPPORT PUPIL INCOME
SEV/Pupil _— .82% .10 712 .01
Revenue/Pupil —— .4yl .85a .27
Percent of b
Local Support ——— L4 .17
Expenditures/
Pupil — .33

Family Income

Degrees of freedom = 23

8Significant at .01 level.
bSigniricant at .05 level.
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The findings reported in Table 4.4 indicate that
the fcllowing variables related to school finance in Michi-
man tend to vary together:

1. SEV/Pupil and Revenue/Pupil

2. SEV/Pupil and Expenditures/Pupil

3. Revenue/Pupil and Expenditures/Pupil

4. Percent of Local Support and Expenditures/Pupil

5. Revenue/Pupil and Percent of Local Support

5light relationships do exist for the remalning var-
iable sets. However, these relationships are not significant.
Thus, 1t 1s concluded that the significant degree of associ-
atlion discovered among the five variables (Table U4.1) 1s
accounted for by 1) the tendency for school districts with
various SEV/Pupil levels to be characterized by correspond-
ing levels of Revenue/Pupil and Expenditures/Pupll, and
) the tendency for schools with varying percentages of
local support to be characterized by corresponding levels
of School Expenditures/Pupil and Revenue/Pupil.

All things considered, municipal over-burden, as
defined 1in preceding sections, does exist 1n a number of
the selected Michigan school districts. The basic element
of over-burden, percent of local support, 1s significantly
correlated with revenue per pupil and expenditure per pupll--
two commonly used terms in Michigan school ald determination
and related financial discussion. Conclusions and recommenda-

tions are reviewed in the next chapter.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
The competition in our society today for tax dol-

lars by all arms of government 1s so keen that urban school
systems will not be able to provide equal educational oppor-
tunlty for their many students without the application of

a logical and thoroughly Justifiable support formula. Urban
school systems operate in a peculiar kind of environment,

an environment which contains many soclo-economic 11l1ls.
Treatment of these 1lls demands certain forms of municipal
government, some forms supportive and others restrictive.
These forms, or functions, of municlipal governments are 1in
direct competition with the educational program for finan-
cial suppeort from the voters.

The Michigan State Aid Act does attempt to consider
over-burden, although it is not referred to specifically by
that name, through Section 17 of the Act. However, it 1is
the conclusion of this author that Section 17 does not gilve
falr consideration to all distriots of the state and 1s more
cumbersome to administer than the technique presented herein.

For i1llustration, during the school year 1967-68,

29 school districts qualified under Section 17 for additional

75
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ald. lt was necessary that a school district make appllica-
tion for this additional ald which opened the possibillity
that through overslight on the part of a district's admini-
strators the children of that district would not receive
this ald even though they were entitled to it. Of the 29
districts which did receive additional financial aid, only
nine were included in the sample used in this study as belng
large city school systems. Perhaps districts other than
large urban ones have financial difficulties, and perhaps
irconomic need 1s not the exclusive property of large city
schools, but surely districts which rank among the state's
wealthler distrilicts can hardly be considered worthy of
specilal legislative financial aid. However, certain of
these districts did receive financial aid under Section 17
for the school year reported.

While 21 of the 25 digtricts in this sample would
have qualified for financial aid under the technique accred-
ited by extensive studies throughout the country, only nine
recelved ald from the Michigan legislature under Section 17.
The 20 other districts which di1d receive ald under this Act
received $3,057,744.64. This means that 21 percent of the
money allocated under Section 17 was used by school dis-

tricts which could not qualify as large urban school systems.

cummary of Findings

1. Municipal over-burden does exist to a consider-

able extent in the state of Michigan.
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To a degree this problem has been recognized

and attempts have been made to rectify it
through Section 17 of the State Aid Act.

Section 17 has not been structured tightly
enough nor has the problem been identified
clearly enough to eliminate the undeserving and
to provide for all that are in genuine need.
Slightly less than 40 percent of the students
attending public schools in Michigan during the
school year of 1967-68 were enrolled in the 25
largest districts in the state.

Just over 22 perocent of the sample group's stu-
dent population attend schools with an SEV which
1s less than the state average.

Only four of the selected districts spent less
per pupil during 1967-68 than the average expen-
diture per pupil in the state.

Only four of the selected districts had a median
family income less than the state average.
Nineteen of the selected districts collect more
dollars per pupil than the state average.
Twenty-one of the ;olected districts had a munic-
ipal over-=burden as defined by the Fels formula
of percent of local taxes for school operation.
In the state of Michigan during 1967-68, 51.22
percent of the local taxes were collected for

municipal services other than school operation.
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A significant relationship does exist between
the variables studied--SEV/Pupil; Revenue/Pupil;
Percent of Local Support; Expenditures/Pupil;
and Median Family Income.

No significant relationship was found belween
SEV/Pupil and Percent of Local Support; SEV/
Pupil and Median Pamily Income; Revenue/Pupil
and Median Family Income; Percent of Local Sup-
port and Median Family Income; and finally,
Expenditures/Pupil and Median Family Income.
SEV, the present indicator of district wealth,
was not significantly related to the Percent of
Local Tax Support or Median Family Income.
Median Family Income was not significantly
related to any of the factors utilized in finan-
cial comparisons of districts, 1.e., SEV,
Revenue/Pupil, Percent of Local Support, and
Expenditures/Pupil.

The local millage rates that would be necessary
to raise all of the selected districts to the
hypothetical level of $1100 per puplil would be
unrealistic to expect of any district. They
only serve to 1llustrate the inequity of finan-

cial support under the present State Ald Act.

Recommendatlons

The State A1d Act should be modified to accom-
plish the following:
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Clearly identify the problem for whagt it is.
Certain districts find themselves in a less

favorable position in regard to financial
support than do other districts in the state
due to municipal over-burden, and competi-
tion with other municipal services within
thelr own districts.

Clearly state the intent of special consid-

eration.
The State of Michigan shall provide additional

state financial assistance for those districts
in the state who have a demonstrated munici-
pal over-burden. Municipal ovér—burden is
herein defined as non-school operation lev-
ies within the dAistrict exceeding the average
non-school operation levy within the state.

Utilize a formula which contains the munici-

pal over-burden identification technique as

described herein.
Develop within the State Aid formula the

relationship between municipal over-burden

and the amount of financial assistance to

be given.
Without complete disregard for the thought

and study that the present State Alid formula

contains, a municipal over-burden factor may

be applied following aid determination.
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Thlis ald determination would be as in the
present manner with the exception of Section
17, which 1s herein replaced by the munici-
pal over-burden factor which 1s 1llustrated
in Flgure 5.1. For example, after State Aid
was determined for the Detroit School Dis-
trict, the Percent of Local Support would be
compared to the Average Percent of Local Sup-
port in the State. Following this determina-
tion, the amount of State Aid normally
received 1is multiplied by the percentage
factor and additional aid 1is distributed
accordingly. PFor the year of this study,
Detroit would have received $15,884,288.00
in special state aid. This would compare
with the $9,110,549.00 they did receive, or
an additional $22.89 per pupil in state aid.
The computations for the sample districts
are shown in Table 5.1. If the proovosed for-
mula were to have been used during the 1967-
68 school year, state monies would have been
distributed as indicated in Column 2, rather
than as actually distributed as indicated
in Column 3 of Table 5.2.

From Table 5.2 it 1s plain to see that
more ald would have been distributed to the

various districts from state sources under



FIGURE 5.1.--0ver-Burden Formula.

100 -(%chool District Operational Millage . Average State School Operational Millag

Total Local Millage Average Total State Millage

= Percentage of Over-Burden

)

18
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TABLE 5.1.,=-=0ver-Burden Computations.

l

[« o mm
= £ = 3 a -
= P B o = B
—1:8 2 o ] B+ Eﬁli .-Il .E
823 33 Y o 88 <
= I [ = e ia .:E s EQ
DISTRICT 8% 24 a5s o> 3.. -
Detroit 20.76 53.23 39.00 20.05 $267.73 $53.68
Flint 21.85 37.86 57.71 none $257.20 none
Crand Rapids 13.10 36.70 35.69 26.83 $274 .38 $73.62
Livenia 26.90 53.60 50.19 none $251.97 none
Lansing 26.20 52.84 49.58 none $268.89 none
warren Cons. 18.61 Uy, 37 41.94 14.02 $234,62 02
Pontiac 18.35 46.94 39.09 19.86 $242,.96 8
Saginaw 15.80 33.42 47.28 3.08 $253.22
Dearbtorn 22.90 50.31 45,52 6.68 $151.18 010 10
Wayne Comm. 30.60 61.32 49.90 none $307.20 none
Royal Cak 22.85 51.20 uy .63 8.51 $268.12 $22.82
Kalamazoo 23.00 48.01 47.91 1.78 $262.81 $ 4,68
Ann Arbor 21.00 46 .67 45,00 7.75 $207.00 .1‘.0.
Birmingham 30.00 62.10 48.31 .96 $230.55 $ 2.1
Utica 25.61 58.83 43.53 10.76 $260.93 320.08
Bay City 18.00 47.05 38.26 21.57 $278.12 059 99
Southfield 24 .60 50,81 48.42 .Th $233.95
Farmington 23.40 52.97 4y .18 9,43 $306.48 020 2
Jackson 23.42 52.70 by 4y 8.90 $307.01 $27.40
Port Huron 23.75 51.00 46.57 h.53 $312.80 $1h.17
Rcoeville 25.61 59.41 43.11 11.62 $309.30 $35.94
Garden City 20.50 49.59 41,134 15.25 $3356.%2 $54 .37
E. Detroit 23.13 51.65 Ly .78 8.20 $297. $24.37
Lincoln Park 20.17 51.51 39.16 19.72 $304.7 $60.09
Grosse Pointe 22.90 52.31 43.78 10.25% $173.00 $17.73
Average: 21.03 BLEPPS! 48.78

25ee FPigure 5.1 on preceding page.



83

TABLE 5.2.--Comparative Distribution

B
S AQ QA
e ~g - E

£ m &0 = & = <

B gom Emm 6 (2

O 64 & B2 o) E= &
DISTRICT o e oen S B 5 = 6

B N O O ) O A ) -~ o)
Detroit 20.05 $321.41 $298.52 yes
Flint none $257.20 $257.20 no
G. Rapids 26.83 $348.00 $274.38 yes
Livonia none $251.97 $256.56 no
Lansing none $268.89 $271.69 no
Warren Cons. 14.02 $267.51 $234.62 yes
Pontiac 19.86 $291.21 $242.96 yes
Saginaw 3.08 $261.02 $253.22 yes
Dearborn 6.68 $161.28 $151.18 yes
Wayne Comm. none $307.20 $316.57 no
Royal Oak 8.51 $290.94 $268.12 yes
Kalamazoo 1.78 $267.49 $262.81 yes
Ann Arbor 7.75 $223.04 $207.00 yes
Birmingham .96 $232.76 $230.55 yes
Utica 10.76 $289.01 $260.93 yes
Bay City 21.57 $338.11 $278.12 yes
Southrield .74 $235.68 $233.95 yes
Farmington 9.43 $335.38 $306.48 yes
Jackson 8.90 $335.21 $307.81 yes
Port Huron h.53 $326.97 $312.80 yes
Roseville 11.62 $345.24 $348.41 no
Garden City 15.25 $410.89 $366.83 yes
E. Detroit 8.20 $311.51 $297.83 yes
Lincoln Park 19.72 $364 .82 - $376.43 no
Grosse Pointe 10.25 $190.73 $173.00 yes

State Over-Burden Average: u48.78
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the over-burden proposal. For the 1967-68
school year, the 19 districts which qualified
for over-burden ald would have received
$16,357,703.00 more than they actually did
receive. Over-burden aid for the 19 districts
which qualify from the sample group would
have amounted to $27,773,323.00 as compared
to Section 17 aid of $11,191,113.00 to the
same group of districts. The amount of aid
an individual district would have received
using the over-burden formula is 1llustrated
in Table 5.3. |

A number of changes occur in special aiad
when switching from Section 17 to the over-
burden formula. Mainly, these changes are
in the form of increased state aid. However,
three districts—--Livonia, Lansing, and Wayne
Community--which presently receive Section 17
aild would not receive aid when the over-burden
formula 1s used. In addition, Roseville and
Lincoln Park would receive less aid using the
over-burden formula. It is of interest to
note that Flint does not qualify for addi-
tional aid under either Section 17 or the
over-burden formula.

When city 1ncome taxes were considered

as a part of the total municipal tax profile



TARLE 5.3,-=-Over~Burden Aid Per District.

MONEY FROM MONEY FROM DIFFERENCE
SECTION OVER-BURDEN TO
DISTRICT 17 FORMULA DISTRICT

betroit $ 9,110,549 $15,884,288 +$ 6,773,739
Flint ——— —— none
G. Raplds - $ 3,523,969 +$ 3,523,969
Livonia $ 155,771 none -$ 155,771
Lansing $ 90,135 none -$ 90,135
Warren Cons. -_— $ 814,981 +$ 814,981
Pontiac -——- $ 1,160, 65“ +$ 1,160, 65“
Saginaw —— $ *182 »TT7 +$ 182 777
Dearborn ——— $ 225, 2“0 +$ 225, 2“0
Wayne Comm. $ 189,288 none -$ 189,288
Royal Oak — $ 460,987 +$ 460,987
Kalamazoo - $ 90,717 +$ 90,717
Ann Arbor —— $ 291,351 +3 291,351
Birmingham o $ 39,168 +$ 39,168
Utica - $ 468,824 +$ 466,824
Bay City -—— $ 949,942 +$ 949,942
Southfield —-_——— $ 26,770 +$ 26,770
Farmington i $ 4y]l,159 +$ 441,159
Jackson -—— $ 408 53“ +$ 408 534
Port Huron —_——— $ 206 825 +3 206, 825
Roseville $ 554,821 $ 509,881 -$ 44,940
Garden City $ 143,731 $ 757,972 +$ 614, 241
E. Detroit $ 9,102 $ 319,905 +$ 310, 803
Lincoln Park $ 937,716 $ 785,857 -$ 151, .859
Grosse Pointe - $ 223,522 +$ 223,522

Totals $11,191,113 $27,773,323 +$16,582,210
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as recommended herein, additional over-
burden ald would result as reported in
Table S5.4. Detroit would have received an
additional $4.39 per pupil when the income
tax was figured into the total tax profile.
Flint, once again, did not qualify for any
additional aid. Saginaw, however, received
$5.65 more per pupil. Income tax is a fac-
tor of total taxes paid in a district, the
impact of which is herein illustrated as

it relates to the over-burden formula.

TABLE 5.4.-~City Income Tax Impact on Over-Burden Aid
— e ——— ——  — —  —————— — ———— ——— — — —— —— - —

INCREASE
OVER-BURDEN ALL AID OVER
CITY AlID /PUPIL SECTION 17
Detroit without
income tax: $15,884,288 $321.41 $6,773,739
Detroit with
income tax: $17,183,319 $325.80 $8,072,771
Flint without
income tax: none $257.20 none
Flint with
income tax: none $257.20 none

Sapginaw without
income tax: $ 182,777 $261.02 $ 182,777

Saginaw with
income tax: $ 315,174 $266.67 $ 315,174
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The proposed over-burden formula effect on
equalization of educational opportunity as
deplicted by the financial support is 1llus-
trated in Table 5.5 and Figure 5.2. Table 5.6
reports the local effort needed to reach the
hypothetical support level of $1100 per pupil,
the off-setting effect of Section 17 ald, and
the off-setting effect of the over-burden
formula. Previously the off-setting effect
of Section 17 to reach this hypothetical level
was reported and discussed in Chapter 4.

(See Table 4.2) Municipal over-burden as a
required factor in the determination of state
aid shall be included in the calculations for
ald for all districts; hence initiative shall
no longer rest with the individual districts.
Further extensive in-depth research 1s necessary
to separate those factors which account for the
vast differences in aid which still exist for
districts such as Saginaw, Dearborn, Birmingham,
Garden City, East Detroit, Lincoln Park and
Grosse Pointe. Research should be directed
toward ascertaining those factors which account
for an individual district's level of revenue.
Of those districts listed above, Dearborn, Bir-
mingham, and Grosse Pointe probably do not need

additional aid, while there are others in this



88

TABLE 5.5.-=Impact of Over-Burden.

1967/68 TOTAL OVER-~BURDEN
DISTRICT REVENUE/PUPIL AID TOTAL
Detroit 702.062 53.68 724.95
Flint 689.94 —-—— 689.94
G. Rapids 591.ITa 73.62 665.56
l.ivonia 698.39a ——— 693.80
Lansing 748.38 - 745.58
Warren Cons. 604.12 32.89 637 .01
Pontiac 664 .85 48,25 713.10
Saginaw 570.76 7 .80 578.56
Dearborn 1,058.86a 10.10 1,068.96
Wayne Comm. 630.03 - 620.66
Royal Oak 588.16 22.82 610.98
Kalamazoo 768.19 4.68 772 .87
Ann Arbor 734.01 16.04 750.05
Birmingham 832.17 2.21 834.38
Utica 625.72 28.08 653.80
Bay City 576.03 59.99 636.02
Southfield 725.51 1.73 727 .24
Farmington 596.23 28.90 625.13
Jackson 728.27 27 .40 755.67
Port Huron 649.00 14.17 663.17
Roseville 627.63: 35.94 624 .46
Garden City ' 5"0.48a 54.37 605.16
E. Detroit 5“3'683 24 .37 567 .36
Lincoln Park 607.69 60.09 596.08
Grosse Pointe 877.72 17.73 895.45

8rncludes Section 17 ald which would be discontinued.
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WITH

55.[]0 qu ?qg 80N 900 1000 1100 67/68 OVER-BURDEN
DETROIT W : $702.06 $724.95
FLINT 689.94  £89.94
GRAND RAPIDS . 591.17  85.56
LIVONIA 698.39  693.80
LANSING 748.38  745.58
WARREN CONSOLIDATED_ 604.12 637.01
PONTIAC 664.85 713.10
SAGINAV EX|STING 5{'53 AR 570.76  578.56
DEARBORN 44— 1058.86 1068.96
WAYNE COMMUNITY I . | 630.03 620.6¢
ROYAL OAK — G67-68 AID WITH OVER-BURDEN 588.16 610.98
KALAMAZOO _ . 768.19 772.87
ANN ARBOR . 734,01 750.05
BIRMINGHAM o 832.17 834.38
UTICA 625.72  653.80
BAY CITY 576.03 636.02
SOUTHFIELD 725.51 727.24
FARMINGTON 536.23 625.13
JACKSON 728.27 755.67
PORT HURON 649.00  663.17
ROSEVILLE o 627.63 624.46
GARDEN CITY 540,48 605.16
EAST DETROIT 543,68 567.36
LINCOLN PARK 607.69 596.08
GROSSE POIMTE o — 877.72 895.45

FIGUPE 5.2--REVENUE/PUPIL INCLUDING OVER-BURDEN
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_TAHLE H%.6.-=Comparisons of Total Local Millage for a Support
Level of $1100 Per Pupil

e —

EXCLUDING INCLUDING WITH
DISTRICT SECTION 17 SECTION 17 OVER-BURDEN
Detroit 47.1 4s5.2 42.0
Flint 44 .0 no change no change
G. Rapids 24 .9 no change 22.9
[Livonia 54.7 S4.4 54,7
lL.ansing W7 .7 47.5 hr.7
Warren Cons. 8.3 ne change 46.3
Pontiac 41.2 no change 38.5
Saginaw 33.7 no change no change
Dearborn 24 .1 no change 25.1
Wayne Comm. 80.4 79.4 80.4
Royal Oak 65.0 no change 63.0
Kalamazoo 50.2 no change no change
Ann Arbor 36 .4 no change 35.9
Birmingham 4y .8 no change no change
Utica 61.7 no change 61.5
Bay City 53.8 no change 49.8
Southfileld 4s5.7 no change no change
Farmington 73.1 no change 70.3
Jackson 46.8 no change 44,1
Port Huron 59.4 no change 58.3
Roseville 78.7 4.3 74.8
Garden Cilty 108.3 106.7 99.3
. Detroit 80.0 79.0 77.8
llincoln Park T1.2 63.8 66.2
Crosse Pointe 31.0 no change 30.3
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11s5ting which probably need still further aid.
Consideration.of over-burden in the state aid
formula will aid 1n equalizing revenues. How-
ever, neither Section 17 nor the over-burden
formula can completely equallze the problem.
Perhaps nothling short of a 100 percent state
support plan will be successful in accomplish-

ing this goal.



EPILOGUE

Author's Reflections

The educational programs 1in urban schools must be
speclalized so that children in these areas can enter school
with a background of knowledge and experience similar to
that of children in suburban areas, as well as remedlal
assistance to maintaln the same level throughout their years
in school. To do this requlres extra programs, extra teach-
ers, extra classes, all of which require extra financial
support which must come from outside the usual local tax
resources. This extra support can come from the state leg-
islature through the use of municipal over-burden factors
i1n 1ts State Aid Act.

Equalized educational opportunity for all children
of the state must mean exactly that -- an "equal opportunity."
Surely no child deserves to have hils educational opportuni-
tles shortchanged solely for the reason that the particular
area in which he lives has an over-abundance of soclo-
e+conomic problems. Perhaps, Just because of those socio-
economic problems, the ohild should receive an educational
program which i1s more costly than the program of a child in
an affluent area where children receive a wider variliety of

experlences and opportunities.
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This study was l1limited to the attempts in Michigan
to equalize the distribution of money in the school dis-
tricts throughout the state. The study d4id not touch upon
thhose factors other than financial which contribute to
unequal educational needs and opportunities. Money alone
does not guarantee equal opportunity. Equal educational
opportunity may well necessitate unequal distribution of
money. Speclial programs, specilal equipment, and special
staffing patterns may very well be needed, all of which are
more costly than the more traditional programs, methods,
and staffing patterns now practiced in many of our schools.
As pointed out in the Fels study, the very cities which
already had an excessive tax burden also had the greatest
need for speclal programs, etc. Consideration of over-
burden may well provide a first step toward equalization of
opportunities through a different pattern of financial aid.
HHowever, more research 1s needed to identify clearly those
other contrlbuting factors which will need to be supported,
rerhaps at the state level, through which true equality of

educational opportunity will finally be achleved.
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