YTy, times of tumult and discord bad men have most powser;
mental and moral excellence require peace and quietness."

-=Tacltus

Introduction

At the outset the authoré wish to express some reservations
about the policy implications of this type of research. The
literatuwre on the politics of education repeatedly notes that edu-
cational lobbies are not very effective at the state level because
they lack intermnal cohesion and tend to split into warring fac-
tions among themselves.{l) Research therefore which highlights
"who got what?" after an educational finance "poform™ may well
serve only to feed these rires of discontent within the ranks of
public education's supporters. If so, such research will prove
to be & disservice to public education since opposing lobbies in
welf'are, health, tpansportation, police, and 2o on, which must
compete with education for scarce state resources, can not be ex-
pected to let this division go unexpléited. Those Who oppose any
increase in allocations to the entire public sector can alsoc be
expected to make the most of this discord and discontent.

While duly noting the above position, we have rationalized
our efforts here on three grounds. First, analyzing school
finance data by school districts classified as urban, suburban,
and rural is a time-~honored technique in school finance research
cipcles.{(2) Researchers, not unllke lawyers, always seem to feel
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better when operating from precedent. Secondly, one must surely
admit that voting blocs of a geographlcal nature are potent
realities in almost all state legislatures. It is impossible to
pass the required legislation for any type of "reform" without
alliances batwean thasa bloca. One must, therefore, know how
these voting blocs are affected by both past reforms and pro-
posed future reforms.(3) Third, state legislatures do make
"eoographic adjustments" to stafe school aid formulae. As ob-
gerved by Bothwell, Johnson, and Hickrod these gedgraphic ad-
justments are based upon, "characteristics which are beyond the
control of a particular local district and which can inhibit its
ability to finance local schools."(lj) Not infrequently these
characteristics can then be aggregated into groupings such es
urban, suburban, and rural.

Having explained our motlvatlons we now vutline our pro-
cedures. The paper is divided into two perts. 1In the first part
we shall move immediately into a statement of some results taken
from a reprocessing of data contained in our three previous
annual evaluations of the Illinois school finance reforms of
1973.(5) However, we are less concerned here with the empirical
results, most of which can be found in our prior published re-
search, than we are with using these data as a basis for ralsing
a number of rescarch dosign questions about suburban school
district analysis. The second part of the paper then outlines
aituations in which suburban school districts might be expected

to gain from certain types of school finance "reform" and also
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where suburban school districts might be expected to lose from

other types of school finance "reform."

I. The Illinois Experience and Related Research
Degign Questions

Tables one, two, and three contein reprocessed data from
our annual state evaluatlion studies. The first research desipgn
question that arises from 1ookihg at these tables is what consti-

tutes the definition of a “suburban" school district? For the
anaiysis reported in this paper the following classification sys-
tem was used. Central city school districts are defined as the
largest school districet in esch of nine standard metropolitan
statistical areas in the state, Suburban school districts were
then required to be within a sztandard metropolitan statistical
aren, a8 designated by the U.3, Census Bureau, not be delineated
as a central city, and have more than 50 per cent of their
population classified as "urban" by the U.S, Census. An inde-
pendent city school district was also required to have more than
S0 per cent of its population classified as urban, but it could
not be within a standard metropolitau‘Statistical areva. Rural
districts are defined as all districts with less than 50 per cent
urban population. This is the second classification system we
have used at the Center. An earlier system was not based on the
50 per cent urban rule., In that sarlier system, central city
schools were still the larpgest districts within the nine SMSAs,

but suburban districts were gimply all other distriecta within
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the SMSA that were not central citles. Independent cities were
all diatricts above an arbitrary pupil count but not included
in SM3As and rural districts were whatever was left not classi-
fled 1n the flrst three categorles. IBxperimentation with both
classification systems, largely the work of J. Dan Hou of the
Tllinois Office of Education, has led us to believe that the 50
per cent urban rule does let us mske some distinetions between
suburban and rural that we could not make with the earlier sys-
tem. However, thiesse aré 3till "rough and ready" classification
systems at best and they still result in some anomalous situa-
tions. For example, in the Bloomington-Normal 3M3SA, Bloomington
is somewhat larger than Normal, so Bloomington is classified nas
a central city and Normal is classified as a "suburb."” In
reality only a city street separates the two school systems,
Simllar situations exist elsewhere in the state.

These ad hoc definitions of what constitutes a "suburban”
school district may be adequate for cross-sectional research
{one point in time). At least, we have been operating on that
assumption at the Center for the last few jears. However,
longitudinal research, that is, research which intends to probe
trends through time, encounters major difficulties with these
ad hoc definitlions of “éuburbia.“ School districts around a
central city are subject to the growth dynamics of that SMSA.

At one point in time a school district may be "rural," but at a
later point in time it may have hecome "auburban." The bounda-

ries of the SMSA are not fixed. Normally they zrow from one



federal census to the mext. Thus the population of suburban
school districts in the Chicago SMSA of 1940 is by no means the
same population ¢f school districets in 1960, or 1970, or 1980.
An earlier line of research by the senior sauthor and J. Dan Hou
was suspended when it was realized there was no way to adequate-
1y control this "growth" phenomenon.(6) One researcher, R. L.
Lows, did address himself to this problem by creating two
populations of school digtricts.{(7) One population was described
as the "established" metropolitan area, and the other population
was described as the "emerging" metropolitan area. This is an
improvement, but the fact remains that descriptive statistics,
1ike the variance or the coefficient of wvariation, would not be
independent of the definition of the population. Thus if the
data indicated more expenditure disparity between suburban
school districts at a second point in time, than at a first
point in time, this phenomenon could just as likely be the re-
sult of a different population at the second point in time, as it
could be the product of changes in the behavior of the school
districts involved. 1II, on the othar'hand, one simply required
the two sets of school districta to be alike at the two points
in time, then there would be no reason to believe that one had
adequately defined Y"suburbia" at the gecond point in time. One
way out of this dilemma is to drop the attempt to measure some-
thing called "suburbia." The two sets of suburban school dis-
tricts can still be compared at two or more points in time if

one is willing to accept the fact that at the second and
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subsequent points in time only a portion of the new "suburbia'
was measured,

It would be regrettable, however, if longitudinal re-
search on suburban school districts were totally dropped dus to
technical difficulties with the definition of a suburban study
population. Many qf the more intellectually interesting
hypotheses about suburban school districts are longitudinal in
nature. There i3, for example, the sociclogical literature
which speculates about a general soclo-economic segregation
process which might be underway and which could result in ine-
creasing residentiasl segregation among socio-aconomic classes in
the United States.(8) If the auburban scheool districts were be-
coming more socio-economically segregated with the passage of
time, it would affect many aspects of school administration,
e.g., curriculum, instruction, and so on, as well as school
finance. There 1s also the public finance literature which
speculates about increasing fiscal homogeneity versus increasing
fiscal fractionalization of the metropolitan areas in human and
matarial resource terms.{(9) In fact, meny tributaries from
publie finance, urban economics, urban sociology, human ecology,
etc., flow together to create a rather considerable body of
literature concerning suburban school districts.(10) The
measurement problems we have encountered in doing longitudinal
rescarch in metropolitan areas should not dissuade others from
trying. A recent school rinﬁnce atudy by Harrison shows that
these longitudinal hypotheses are still alive and being explored.(1ll)
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Regardless of what happens to the testing ol these inter-

esting longitudinal hypotheses, research on suburban school
districts has certainly highlighted the fact that suburban dis-
tricts are not all alike. Investigations of five metropolitan
areas by Hickrod and Sabulao utilizing map studies as well as
statistical tests demonstrated the existence of cluaters of
"nioch" versus "poor" suburbs which had developed in these
metropolitan areas in the 1950s8.(12) Much of the publlc finance
1iterature snd some of the school finance lliterature classifies
suburbs as "dormitory"™ suburbs, "balanced" suburbs, industrial
enclaves, "workingmen!'s" suburbs, etc.{1l3) One of the more
elaborate of the school distriet "typology" approaches to
metropolitan financial analysls conducted for the National Edu-
cational Finance Project by Rossmiller, Hale, and Frohreich used
an eight categorylsystem: major urban core city, minor urban
core city, dependent city, independent city, esﬁablished suburb,
developing suburb, small city, and small town.(1l}) The diviaion
of suburbs into built-up or "established" versus Worowth" or
"development" suburbs is not uncommon in much of the "typology"
1iterature. It is also not uncommon to find suburbs divided
into high median family income suburbs versus low median family
income suburbs. The single "suburban" classiflcation used in
the results reported here is therefors probably not refined
encugh to give the analysis that is needed. This may be true of
the other clasaifications of districts as well. Certainly the

nine "central citiea" of Illinois are not a1l alike; Chicago's



problems are not identical with Bloomington-Normal's; yet they
are both grouped in one category. The single rural category
also conceals a8 much as it reveals., Previous research at the
Center has demonstrated that considerable differences exist
between "rural" school districts depending on whether they are
in the north, central, or scuthern part of Illineois.(15) The
research design questions that emerge from this discusslon are,
then: "Are there different kinds of suburban school districts?”
and the brosder research design question: "How refined must the
school district typology system be to analyze the school finance
facts under consideration?”

Investigﬁtion of the three tables also raises a number
of other design questions. Illinois, like California and a few
other states, is plagued by three types of sechool district
organization: K=-12, high school, and elementary schools. This
1s only one of several crosses the school finance researcher
' must bear in Illinois.(16) The burden is particularly heavy
in the case of suburban school district analysis. In this state
suburban districts are primarily of elther the elementary or the
high school variety, e.g., 8o-called "dual" districts. There
are, however, also thirty-eight K-12 districts which, using
the eclassification procedure outlined above, can be labeled
fguburban.” This is confusing, since to see how "suburban"
school districts compére with the other categories one can not
simply look at table three alone, which is only for K-l2 dis-

tricts in this atate. All three tables must be scanned
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simultaneously. One must also keep in mind that dual districts
are not uniformly scattered in Illinois but are found primarily
in the northern part of the state. Northern Illinols school
districts certalnly do not have the same [lscal or general
socio-economic characteristics as districts in the central and
southern part of the state.

Another compllcation in school finance analysias of this
type is the unit of analysis. Finance varlables such as wealth,
revenues, and state aid, must be divided by a common unit of
some type, usually a count of students. This research design
question might be formulated as, "what student measurement ia
appropriato?™ The student measurement used in the throeo tablos
shown here is "title one weighted average daily attendance."
This particular weighted pupll measurement is peculisar to Illi-
nois, and is not distribuﬁed randomly between the categories of
~school districts. One might argue that simple average daily
membershlp would be a better student measurement where the in-
tent is to compare different types of achool districts on school
finance variables. However, it might be equally argued that.the
appropriate satudent measaurement to use is the one actually used
by the state to distribute atate ald, and in the case of Illi~-
nois this is the ADA welghted by a measure of the concentration
of children from lower soclo-economic families., At leaat for
the present, the ADA weighted by children eligible for benefllts
under title one of the federal Elementsry snd Secondary Educa-

tion Act is the measure of "need" used in this state. The
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resulls, unfortunately, are nolt independent of the pupll mea-
surement chosen. If ADA is chosen, for example, the state aid
per pupll to central cities will be much larger than if the
state ald per title one weighted ADA is chosen due to the large
concentration of lower socio-economic children in the central
citles. The argument that the student measurement ought to be
the one sctually used to distribute the funda in the astate,

e.8., that particular state's conception of "need," has prevailed
in the laat few years of Center ztudies.

Two further considerations round out some of the design
questions that can be asked where categories or typologies of
school districts are being used. The three tables are tables
of absolute changes in the variables mentioned. Changes
through time can also be studied in terms of percentage changes,
positional changes, and relative changes. REach type of change
measurement will yield somewhat different results. We have

'selectgd ahsolute changes here since that seems an appropriate
firat approach. The changes are also in terma of current
dollars, and of course changes can be studied in terms of con-
stent dollars. The interpretation of change measuremsnts depends
also on the level at which the variable stood before the change
was observed, and the level after the change had taken placs.
Tables of means for each of these categories at the two points

in time were computed but to aimplify the presentation we will
simply refer to these different levels in the text when they
seem especially significant. Finally the changes reported in the
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threa tables are chmggl_-in means that have net been welghted
Tor the student counts, Por exsmple, the nine school districts.
in the central city category are all trested as if they had the
same welght, e.g., in that categoery Chicago has the same waight
as Bloomington, Illinn-t#- This can be argued two ways as well,
1f the means were welghted by astudenta then the central city
category would simply reflect the experience of Chicago since
Chicago would far outweigh the other elght central cities.

Where there are large numbeps of districts in a ocategory, how-
over, the welghted means of the categories would not be greatly
different from the unweighted means. In our more elaborate
annual evaluations we have used both ﬂhiahtqd‘and unweighted
means ., (17) T

With aso many caveats txyipﬁ in the bresze we could not
really blame the reader if he op she declined now to look at the
data at all. However, we ihn}l agsume that there are still a
few who would like to ses what the experience of suburban dis-
tricts has been under the conditiona of the 1973 1111nois reform
and shall push on. PFirat, with regard to operating tax rate
changes the syburbs do not seem to have greatly increassd their
tax rates duping the three years under consideration. In the
6atagnry of asuburban high schools, in feet, @hs change in means
is actually negative; the new mean is three cents less in 1976
than in 1973. This is_probqbly the result of a tax "roll back"
provision which existed in the law during the three-year period
under analysis, Thia"roll‘bqok"‘wqa a loose fitting tax ocap
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at best, and it huas since been repealed. While it never af-
fected many districts, this particular aspect of the 1973 reform
- may well have had a depressing effect on suburban tax increases,
There has been an increase of Just over five cents 1n the large
category of suburban elementary districts. However, the small
category of' suburban K-12 districts shows a strong increase of
ovep tﬁenty-one cents, These increases can bs compared with an
increase of sixteen and one-half cents in the large category

of rural K-12 districts, with an lncreaseé of over nineteen

cents ip central city districts, and with a change of over ten
cents in the equally large category of rural elementary dis-
tricts. However, this increase in rursl tax rates and ths lack
of inecreases in suburban tax rates must be interpreted in the

i ht of the rfact that even after these changes had taken place,
suburban districts were atill taxing themselves at higher levels
than rural districts. The 1975~76 mean Ffor rural K-12 distpicts
was $2.3870. However, the 1975-76 mean for subuwrban elementarlies
was $1.8595 and the mean for 1975-76 suburban high school dis-
tricts was $1.6478. Considéring that any suburban taxpayer is
always 1in both an elementary and a high school district, if he
or she is not in a unit district, this would be a combined tax
rate of $3.5073 which is cousiderably above not only the rural
tax rate, but also the unweighted average mean for the central
cities which was $2,6356. Thus it would appear that suburban
districts might have difficuity responding through time to the

"reward for effort" factor in the 1973 reform, if only because
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their effort was already high relative to rural and central

city distriets. However, if the assessed valuatlons are high,
as they are in many suburban.districts, then even small in-
creases in tax rates can bring about appreciable changes in
local revenues. The average increase in local revenus npspr
TWADA for suburban elementaries, for example, is $149, higher
than any other category. '

The 1973 reform not only rewards districts for increases
in tax rates, it also rewards for high levels of tax rates at
one polnt in time. In our previous annual studies it was
apparent that suburban districts had received large amounts of
State ald due to the high levels of local taxation. This is
also apparent in these data. The suburban high schools received
average increases of $147 per TWADA in general state aid, the
small number of suburban K-12 ayatem:is $14), per TWADA, and the
large number of suburban elementaries $1il,. By contrast, the
average of the 279 rural K-12 systems was only an increase of
$62.00 in general state aid per TWADA and the increase in central
cities was only $59.00 per TWADA. As mentioned previously,
however, the increase in aid per pupil figure for the central
cities is affected by the fact that TWADA rather than ADA is
being used and by the fact that unweighted means are being used;
@.8., Chlcago has the same weight as any of the other nine
central cities,

The greatest overall winners in the 1973 to 1976 periocd

were the thirty-eight K-12 suburban systems which incressed
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their combined local revenue plus general state aid by $341.

The 207 suburben elementaries also showed sizable gains at $261
per TWADA. By contrast, the rural gain in local revenue plus
general state aid was only $173 per weighted student and the
central city gain was only $172 per TWADA. Tt should be noted
that whiie the general category of central city schools demon-
strates only modest gains, individual centrel clties, such as
Eaat 3¢, Louis, made considerable gains during this perlod.

The use of an unweighted mean in this category of school dis~
tricta, as 18 noted elsewhere in the raper, ls somewhat mislesd-
ing. Thus after three vears of the operation of the 1973
grant~in-aid reform what we said in the Center's evaluation
after the first year of operation still holds true. The 1973
reform prineipally benefited the suburban districts and the
central clties, rather than the rural districts in Illinois.

- The central city benefit does not appear to be so great, how-
sver, when TWADA 1s used as the student measurement rather than
ADA. It 1s also true that suburban systems were winnars, not
because they increased their tax rates during this period, but
becuause thelr rates have always been higher than rural districts
and central clty districts. They were rewarded ln a sense for

"past™ and continuing effort, rather than for new or increased

effort.

II. Strategies for 3uburban School Districts

Prom this limited amount of facts for Illinois plus =&

knowledge of school finance sbudies in other states, some
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strategies can now be outlined to incresse state and local funds.
Sechool finence and local public finance studies highlighted the
fact, many years ago, that it was the suburban districts that
had the higher tax rates relative to rural and central city dis-
tricts.(18) Long before there was much discussion of "reward
for effort" and certainly long before there was any discussion
of "district power equalization," it was known what kinds of
school districts were exerting higher fiscal effort as measured
by local tax rates. It will therefore come as no surprise
that suburban school superintendents and suburban leglslators
have supported, often vigorously, "reward for effort™ provisions
and distriet power equalization (DPE) whenever those proposals
have surfaced in state legislatures. This is especially true
for so-called "dormitory" or "bedroom" suburbs which have had to
exert very high riscal effort due tc the absence of much commer-
~clal and industrial veluations. As usual, the temptation to
overgeneralize must be avolded. Some suburba, for example,
industrial enclaves within metropolitan areas, with particularly
low property tax rates, are not helpad by the "reward for
effort" or DPE provisions in state grants-in-aid systems., How-
ever, these are clearly exceptions to the general rule that DPE
is an excellent Iiscal strategy for sﬁburban-districts. It is
in the best interests of suburban superintendents and suburban
repregentatives to establish thess reward for effort provisions
in states where they do not exist, and to incresse the amount of

state funds that flow through those provisions in states where
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they do exist--almost twenty states now.

These higher tax rates in suburban school districts also
help to explain another phenomenon that is currently being given
much attention in school finence circles. Some recent studies
have highlighted a relationship which R. L. Johns and his asso-
clates pald considerable attention to in the past; that is, the
positive relationship that generally exists between income and
tax rates.(19) We have also observed on several occasions in
Illincols this moderate to low positive linear relationship
between income and tax rate. We now believe that this is pri-
marily a suburban phenomenon, that is, i1t is the higher income
suburban school districts that are exerting the higher tax
effort and causing this positive relationship to exist., Simi-
larly, the lower income districts are genmerally rural districts,
and it is among the rural districts that one finds the lower tax
rates, The recent paasagé of a new farm property valuation law,
" discussed later in thié paper, may make 1t possible for rural
areas to increase their tax rates.

The only qualification we can think of on the suburban
school districts' support for "reward for effort" or DFE comes
from the evidence shown in the tables of this paper that suburban
districts might not increase their tax rates as fast as rural
districts. As we have already indicated we believe this 1s an
aspect of the already high rates in suburban areas. Putting the
thought another way, rural districts have the greatast opper-

tunity to take advantage of "reward for effort" if they can pass
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the referends necessary to raise the rates. Unfortunately, this
may be exactly the problem. Réferenda atudies usually auggesat
that operating referenda fare better in income wealthy areas
than in income poor areas,.(20) However, most of these referenda
studies were not conducted under DFE conditions, and it is dif-
ficult to say how much the rules of the local fiscal game are
changed by the state mdoption of DFE. Il 1s also important in
DPE states not to look merely at the passage or failure of
operating tax rates but to observe how much the tax rate is
actually inereased, since the amount of tax rate increase will
determine, other things remaining equal, the degree to which

the district recelves greater state support.

When suburban districts look for allies to support thelr
"proward for effort" proposals they will find the central citles
not very enthusié.stic. Central city educational tax rates are
generally held down by heavy non-educational expenditureé, the
so-called, "municipal overburden,” and therefore central cities
will bensefit only very slightly from the DFE systems. The lack
of enthusiesm for DPE is shown in many recent constitutional
challenges to state finance systems brought by central cities.(21)
There i3 a larger issue here of whether DPE systems can ever
accomplish equity goals thet have so long been sought after by
sohool finance reformers. Many students of the subject have
expressed grave doubts as to whether the basic assumption behind
DPE, that is, "equal revenue for equal effort" is indeed consls-

tent, in the long run, with reducing the disparity in
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expenditures between school districts or in breaking the connec-
tion between local wealth and expendliture levels.(22) This
issue 1s much too complicated to be addressed 1n this paper
but it can be pointed out that much of the uncertainty turns on
the other kinds of adjustments that are often adopted in state
aid systems simultaneously wlth the DPE provisions. In Illi-
nois, for example, it has been greatly to the benefit of central
cities to adopt the title one welghting in the grant-in-ald
system, That Wweighting was a very important ﬁart of the 1973
logislative packageo, perhaps almost equally as important as
the "peward for effort" aspects of the reform. Close to a
quarter of a billion dollars is distributed in Illinois by means
of this title one weighting and centrel city districts would
have been.very reluctant to support the 1973 reform without that
provision.

Allies for the "reward for effort" aspects of the state's
distribution forrmula will also not be forthcoming from rural
gehool distriets. The lower tax rates prevailing in rural dis-
tricts prevent these districts from capitalizing on the DPE
system, at least in the short run. Whether the rural distriots
can profit from the DPE system in the longer run depends:on
their ability to move up their generally lower tex rates. 1In
Illineois, rural districts, realizing that they were somewhat
left out in the 1973 reform, have since made other changes in
the school finance system which gre to their benefit. In the

first place they succeeded, after several attempts, in passing a
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provision which allows districts to inelude transportation ex-

pensea in the computation of the operating tax rate and there-
fore the rural districts' local effort showing in the formuls
has been increased, A more important victory was secured very
recently with the signing into law of Senate Bill L493. This
bill provides for a computation of farm valuations at least
partially on the basis of farm income from Principal crops as
‘well as on the basis of the estimated sale price of the farm
land. The effects of Senate Bill 493 on the schools are only
presently being studied but, at the very least, property valua-
tions in rural districts will not increase as rapidly as they
have in the past. Since neither central c¢cities nor suburbs have
such protection against the effects of inflation on property
valuations, the longer term results of $.B. 493 would appear to
be to shift more state aid into rural aress and less into
central cities and suburbs. There are, however, save harmleas
‘provisions in the law which will make the short term feaults
less dramatic.

Two other strategies for suburban districts deserve men-
tion. Tt is clear from the work onm geographic cost of living
differences by McMahon that the incorporation of a geographic
cost of living index into the Illinoils grant-in-aid formula
would benefit suburban school districts, particularly in the
northeastern section of the state. The McMahon-Melton index forp
Dupage district #53, for axamble, is 125 as opposed toc an index

of 89.9 for Pulaski district #100 in the deep southern part of
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the state.(23) Rural legislators and superintendents, especial-
1y those from the southern part of the state, would be axpectsd
to oppode the introduction of a geographic cost of living index,
unless of course the legislative package which introduced it
could inelude something for them. For example, it has been sug-
gested that an income factor might be introduced into the I1li-~
nols fermula 1ln this fashion. The income facter iz beneficial
to the rural areas of the state, especially the southern rural
areas, but it might be made at least acceptable to the northern
urban areas if that income factor 1s adjusted by the McMahcon-
Melton index. The llterature on geographic cost of living in-
dexes 1s increasing and should be carefully inspected by
suburban educators and suburban legislatora,(2L)

A new strategy for suburban districts might lile in sup-
port for the local optlon income tax. At least two bills have
been recently introduced into the Illinois General Assembly
which would give local districts the right to levy flat rate
taxes on income which would then be collected by the atate and
returned to the district.(25) Unfortunately, as presently
drawn, the bills do not power equalize the very large income
differences that exist In Illinois. For example, elementary
schools vary from suburban Kenilworth with its $32,675 in median
family income (1970 census) to Kaskaskia Island with its $5,583
in medien family income. High school districts vary from
suburban New Trier with its $23,340 in median Tanily income to

Vienna in the southern part of the state with its $6,537. Unit
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districts vary from suburban Barrington with $16,790 to
Egyptian with $l,972. Very likely suburban districts lixke
Kenilworth, New TIrier, and Barrington could pass the referendas
necessary to take advantage of their strong inecome base. It is
not so obvious that income poor distriets like Kaskaskia Island,
Vienna, and Egyptian would pass the required referendsa, even if
the yield were to be power squalized. However, as Representa-
tive James Edgar, author of one of the bills, points out, income
poor districts can't pass the referende to praise the rates on
property taxes either. Local option income taxea for school
purposes have been used in other states, notably Maryland, Kan-
sas, and Iowa.(26) A county local option income tax is used
for school purposes in Indiana. ‘Other states, for example,
Michigan, have discussed the local option income tax, but then
re jected it for a number of reasons.{(27) The local option in%
come tax is certainly worth seriocus inveatigation by suburban
districts. One reservation, however, even suburban districts
might have concerning the local option income tax is that it
Places sSchool revenues on a much more ﬁolatile revenue base,

The very elastlcity of the income tax, generally consldered one
of the strengths of this tax, also causes the tax to fluctuate
more wilth changes in the general economy. A suburb that wasg
depending largely on a‘lpcal optlon income tax to support ita
schools might find itself 1n serious trouble during a recession
in the economy. It is true that very high income suburban dis-

tricts, slnce their income earners are professionals and managers
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rather than blue collar workers, would be less affected by these
fluctuations in the genesral eaconomy. On the‘other hand, a
suburb which was primarily blue collar in orientation eould see
its schools closed not only by a recession, but even by a strike
of unusually long duration which might affect most of its wage
aarners,

If the suburbs should support reward for effort, geo-
graphic cost of living indexes, and perhaps local option income
taxes, what types of reforms should they oppose? In our judg-
ment their greatest opposition should be directed toward ex-
penditure or tax rate controls imposed from the state capitals,
In general suburban school districts not only have the local
resources, they are usually willing to spend those local re-
sources for public education., Doubtless that last sentence goes
down hard with maﬁy suburban school superintendents who have
had their share of referenda failures. Nevertheless, at leaat
relative to central cities and rural districts, we think it
remains & true statement. It is perhaps far truer for the more
affluent suburbs than for "workingmen's" suburbs and it may
not be true at all for those suburban racial ghettos that are
cccasionally found in all major me tropolitan areas.

A recent paper by Esther 0. Tron casts considerabls light
on the nature of these various state imposed expenditure and
revenue controls.(28) Of speclal concern to suburban districts
are the nine states'which have adopted revenue or expendlture

controls on the annual increases in revenue or expenditure:
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Arizona, California, Colorado, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Maine,
New Jersey, and Wisconsin., In four of these states: Colorado,
Kansas, Maine, and New Jersey, legislation has been adopted
which would allow low spending districts, often rural districts,
to increase their spending levels faster than high spending dig-
tricts, often suburban districts. This legislation has of ten
been introduced in response tolconstitutional challenges to the
gtate grant-in-aid system. It is one way to reduce the dis-
parity in expenditures per pupll within a state. However, there
may alsc be constitutional guestions concerning now much a state
can control a suburb'ls desire to spend for education.(29)

There seem3 1little doubt that suburban districts should
be especially watchful of attempts to reduce local fisaeal con-
trol. It is in the best interests of suburban districts to be
the most staunch defenders of local control. Any reforms which
would take figcal controls out of the hands of local boards
such as state-imposed tax rate celilings, state-imposed roll
backs of tax rates, slabe-imposed expenditure or revenue in-
creagse legislation, increases in fiscal suthority review re-
quirements (for dependent districts), and even increases in
requirements for district voter approval of budgets, should be
resisted by suburban districts. To illustrate with two extreme
cages, it is difficult to see how suburban districts could have
used their superior local pesources to further education in re-
cent years in either Indiana or Oregon. In the former state a

frecze was placed on property tax revenues and in the latter
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state operating budgets had to be voted on in almost all school

districts every year. Indiana has since relaxed its property
tax freeze, It is alsoc difficult to see how suburban districts
can use much of their superior local resources in Arizona

where district expendlture per pupil increases may not exceed

7 per cent of the state average expenditure per pupil, or in
Wwisconsin whers district'expenditures per pupll Iin recent years
could not be greater than 9.5 per cent of the previous year's
expenditure. There were admittedly "voter override" provisions
in both states and tax overrides may have been\more prevalent
in suburban districts than in other districts.

Whether suburbs should oppose the introduction of poverty
measurements in a state aid formula is a much more complicated
affair. The distribution of state aid on the 5asis of poverty
neasurements, elther through a welghiing in the general ald
formule or through special purpose categorical grants for the
.disadvantaged, will tend to split the suburbs as a voting bloec,.
For example, in Illinois the suburban districts of northern
Cook county and surrounding counties are not greatly helped by
the introduction of poverty measurements, However, the suburban
districts of seuthern Cook county and surrounding countles are
helped by the distribution of at least some state funds on the
basis of poverty measurementa, Nelther is it so clear whaether
the suburbs should resist the introduction of an income factor
into the general purpose grant-in-aid formula. In general, of

course, lncome factors, as was shown so clearly by Betsy Levin
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Some time ago, are primarily of benefit to rural districts, not
urban or suburban distriets.(30) However, the effect on sub~
urban districts varies greatly in terms of exactly what kind of
income factor one has in mind using. Income per capita, income
per gstudent {what kind of student?), median family income,
whether income includes corporate income, whether income ig ad~
Justed for geographic cost of living indexes--all of these have
different effects on suburban districts. These matters have
been explored in some detall nationally by Allan 0dden and
within Illinols by J. Dan Hou.{31) The income factor can also
come into the state fiscal picture through the "back door," so.
to spealk, as in the case of farm income and the new farm valua-
tion bill and, more dramatically, in the case of the local op-
tion incoms tax,

As if to prove the limitlesse sophistry of college profes-
sors, we have written nearly twenty-five pages without once
‘coming to grips with the major value conflict that suburban
schools usually find themselves a part of, and which runs
through nearly all aschool finance debates. The fact 18, you
can fill a room full of school finance "experts®™ and you will
never get agreement on whether the equelization of educational
opportunity is better served by (a) putting more limitations on
the wealthy, or by (b) increasing astate aid fo the poor. There
is an old and honorable literature in school finance which
claims tThat the role of the state goverrnment is to help poor

school districts, but that the state government should jolly well
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get out of the way and let the more affiuent schools help them-
selves.(32) On the other hand there is an equally respectaple
body of literature which holds that if one lets the rich dls-
tricts spend as much as they want for education, then one can
never narrow the gup ln expenditure disperities within the
state.(33) The compromise is usually to affect a 1ittle of
both, e.g., the flow of state funds is increased to the poor
districta and some obstacles, though not insurmountable ones,
are placed in the path of the wealthy districts using 1ts own
local resources to stay out in front. The balance between the
rich and the poor school districts is sbruck in the state
courts, the offices of the Governor, and in the halls of the
state legislature. That belance, which gives substance to the
meaning of social justice in school finence, wlll be whatever
the sovereign majority wants 1t to be, consistent with the
praservation of the rights of the minority. No wise man, no
shemsn, nc high priest, is ever going to dictate what that

balance will be, not in a democratic soclety, anyway.

wovernment in & Metropolitan Ares, 1961, Free Press.
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TABLE 1

. CHANGES IV SELECTED FISCAL VARTABLES
FY73 to FY76, ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS

.

H

District Classification

Variable _

_ Suburban Independent City ° Rural

(207) (29) - (@&3)

Operating Tax Rate 0515 - .0962 1056
'_Lcca1 Revehue/TwﬁDA - $1h§ ' %4 $128

'éenaral Aid/TWADA - 108 80 . - 77 .
 Combined Local and . 261 | 170 193

-, General/TWADA o

Note:: Rows two and three wlll not sum to row four due to
. group averaging.
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TABIE 2

CHANGES IN SELECTED FISCAL VARTABLES
' FY73 T0 FY76, HIGH SGHOOL DISTRICTS

District Classification

Variable - ' - T
Suburban Independent City Rural
(55) | (r2) (51)

n——— -
NPT Co.

Operating Tax Rate -.o30 = 20155 . Loomy

;e Loéal'Réveﬁue/TwADA . g3 $65 - ..f_ $h7  1
- General Aid/TWAbA _ | 147 ‘ 9 _ .1h8
'i‘Cdmbined Local and 219 2y _  1§2 :

 General/TWADA

'Note:. Rows two and three'will not sum to row four due td‘
. group averaging, ' '
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TABLE 3
CUANGES IN SELECTED FISCAL VARTABLES
FY73 to FY76, UNIT SCHOOL DISTRICTS
. District Classification
Variable : _
. : Central Suburban Independent Rural
cit¥ (38) Cit¥ (279)
(9 (69 N
Operating Tax Rate .1929 2146 1530 . L1682
Local Revenue/TWADA $11) $129 $62 $102
General Aid/TWADA 59 1Ll 111 62
Combined Local and 172 341 214 173

General/TWADA

Note: Rows two and three will not sum to row four dus to

group averaging.
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