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The purposes of this study were to: (a) determine the effects of Senate Bill 7 on 

expenditures in Texas school districts, (b) compare similarities and differences in 

expenditures among property-poor, medium-wealth, and wealthy-districts, (c) analyze 

spending patterns in light of equalization efforts, and (d) provide useful data to 

researchers in the area of equalization and adequacy. 

The target population was Texas public school districts. Utilizing data from the 

Texas Education Agency's Public Education Information Management System and the 

Texas Association of School Boards' 1997 edition of Bench Marks, school districts that 

reported a student population of 1,000 or more in the Fall of 1996 were identified. 

Qualifying school districts were placed into three comparison groups, based on 1996 

assessed per student property values. Wealth groups were classified as property-poor, 

medium-wealth, and property-wealthy. Forty districts from each corresponding wealth 

classification were randomly selected for comparison and study. Expenditure trends 

within wealth classifications and comparisons of total expenditures between wealth 

groups were examined. 

Final analysis of cumulative data revealed that Senate Bill 7 had little effect on 

expenditure patterns of school districts over the period of years surveyed. Expenditures 



between wealth groups were found to be similar and consistent in all budget categories 

examined. Efforts toward greater equalization were shown to have progressed for 

property-poor districts. Gaps in total expenditures between property-poor and wealthy 

district groups became less pronounced for each year of the study. The gap in 

expenditures between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts actually increased. 

Data revealed that medium-wealth districts have actually spent less per student than 

property-poor districts since 1991-1992. Evidence found through this study indicates 

that Senate Bill 7 had little impact on the patterns of expenditures and equalization 

already established through earlier reform initiatives implemented in 1990 -1991. 



3 1 9 

ma 
/Vo < H 7 U . 

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT EXPENDITURES 

IN TEXAS SINCE THE ENACTMENT OF 

SENATE BILL 7 

DISSERTATION 

Presented to the Graduate Council of the 

University of North Texas in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 

By 

B. Neal Odle, B.S., M.Ed. 

Denton, Texas 

December, 1998 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The writer gratefully acknowledges the contribution of the Texas Education 

Agency in providing school district financial data. Special appreciation is extended to 

Ms. Nina Taylor and Ms. Trish Smith for their personal time and assistance. 

Gratitude is due to friends and professional colleagues for their guidance and 

encouragement throughout this project. Special appreciation is given to my family. 

Completion of this work would not have been possible without the continued support, 

assistance, and understanding of my wife Ginger, and daughters Erin and Emily. Most 

of all, I want to thank God for giving me the ability, perseverance, and grace to 

complete this task. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES vi 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS vii 

Chapter 

1. INTRODUCTION 1 

Statement of the Problem 6 
Purposes of the Study 6 
Research Questions 6 
Population 7 
Significance of the Study 7 
Basic Assumption 8 
Limitations of the Study 8 
Definitions of Terms 8 
Design of the Study 9 

2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 11 

Financial Trends of Public Education 16 
The Fiscal Challenges 30 
Changing Populations 32 
Finance Reform Through Litigation 39 
Finance Reform in Texas 47 

3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 57 

Research Design 57 
Procedures for Collection of Data 62 
Procedures for Analysis of Data 64 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 69 

Research Question One 80 
Research Question Two 96 



Research Question Three 108 
Research Question Four 126 

5. SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 
AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 145 

Summary 145 
Findings 151 
Conclusion 156 
Recommendations 158 
Suggestions for Further Research 159 

APPENDIX 162 

REFERENCES 172 



LIST OF TABLES 

Page 

1. Annual Expenditures in Public Education 17 

2. Average Per Pupil Operating Expenditures 23 

3. Annual Student Enrollment 36 

4. Landmark Court Cases Involving State Finance Systems 42 

5. Fall 1996 Enrollment Data for Wealth Groups 71 

6. Cumulative Data for Property-Poor Districts 74 

7. Cumulative Data for Medium-Wealth Districts 76 

8. Cumulative Data for Property-Wealthy Districts 78 

9. Percentage of Expenditures for Total Payroll/Personnel 98 

10. Percentage of Expenditures for Instruction 100 

11. Percentage of Expenditures for Administration 102 

12. Percentage of Expenditures for Maintenance & Operations 104 

13. Percentage of Expenditures for Support Services 106 

14. Percentage of Expenditures for Co-curricular Activities 107 

15. Comparative Data Signifying Changes in Overall Spending 128 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

1. Comparison of Total Per Pupil Expenditure 110 

2. Comparison of Payroll or Personnel Expenditures 113 

3. Comparison of Expenditures for Instruction 115 

4. Comparison of Expenditures for Administration 117 

5. Comparison of Maintenance and Operations Expenditures 119 

6. Comparison of Expenditures for Support Services 121 

7. Comparison of Expenditures for Co-curricular Activities 123 

8. Comparison of Expenditures for Capital Outlay 125 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Texas has been entangled in the funding debate for more than a generation. Law-

makers have waged a continuous battle with the court system over the issues of funding 

and equity among Texas school districts. "Local enrichment revenues and expenditures 

have been the focal point of school finance equity issues for almost two decades, and 

fiscal neutrality of the Texas system is a problem currently being addressed by the state 

courts and state policymakers" (Walker & Casey, 1992, p. 84). Methods of financing 

public education in Texas have been based primarily on local property values. Herein 

lies the problem, the variance in property values within the state present too great a dis-

parity for equity to exist. 

The school finance system first came under attack in 1968 when Demetrio 

Rodriguez, a parent of a child in San Antonio Independent School District, filed a fed-

eral class action lawsuit challenging the equity and constitutionality of the state's fund-

ing system. The U.S District Court ruled in favor of Rodriguez in 1971, finding the 

finance system to be unconstitutional {Rodriguez v. San Antonio ISD, 1971). The U.S. 

Supreme court overturned the decision in 1973 declaring that education is a state issue 

not a guaranteed constitutional right and should therefore be resolved through the 

legislative process in Texas (San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez, 

1973). 



For the next ten years lawmakers continued to experiment with funding formulas 

in order to provide additional assistance to "poorer" districts. In 1984, the Texas legis-

lature passed what became known as the most sweeping reforms to public education 

that Texas had ever experienced. House Bill 72 provided for teacher pay raises, 

revamped the existing finance system to funnel more money to property poor districts, 

and took additional measures aimed at improving the academic achievement of stu-

dents. These reforms did not satisfy the "poorer" school districts. Consequently, the 

Edgewood School District in San Antonio filed a new suit in a Texas District Court 

alleging that any improvements made in funding were not sufficient to bring about 

equity and demanded that changes be made in the funding formula. 

In 1987, State District Judge Harley Clark ruled that the existing school finance 

system in Texas was unconstitutional. The 3rd Court of Appeals overturned Clark's 

ruling in 1988 declaring that although the system was unfair it was not unconstitutional. 

The following year the Texas Supreme Court unanimously declared the system violates 

the Texas Constitution and reversed the appellate court's decision (Edgewood v. Kirby, 

1989). The court charged lawmakers to have a new plan in place by May 1990. 

Between 1987 and 1992 the courts struck down the finance system three times. This 

brought about a flurry of legal and legislative action creating havoc and uncertainty 

among Texas school districts. 

Senate Bill 1 was passed in 1990 in an attempt to meet the courts mandate. The 

law provided an additional $528 million for public school funding. Much of that was to 

go toward providing additional assistance to property poor school districts. State 
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District Judge Scott McCown ruled that the finance system was still unconstitutional 

and set a late 1991 date for appropriate changes. The state contested, but the Texas 

Supreme Court upheld Judge McCown's ruling in 1991 (Edgewood v. Kirby, 1991). 

Legislators were provided an April 1991 deadline for submitting yet another plan for 

funding public schools. 

After much debate, lawmakers introduced and approved Senate Bill 351 in April 

1991. This approach to school finance reform was an attempt at shifting millions of 

dollars in local property tax revenues from wealthier to poorer districts. The law created 

188 new taxing entities, known as County Education Districts, drawn primarily along 

county lines. Wealthier districts were immediately up-in-arms claiming, among other 

things, that Senate Bill 351 created a state property tax which is prohibited by law. 

After ensuing lawsuits, the Texas Supreme Court declared in 1992 that Senate Bill 351 

was in violation of the Texas Constitution and instructed lawmakers to devise a new 

plan by June of 1993 (Carrollton-Farmers Branch ISD v. Edgewood ISD, 1992). 

The debate over funding for public education in Texas reached a climax with the 

passage of Senate Bill 7 during a special legislative session in 1993. After a great 

amount of procrastination, stalling and even an unsuccessful attempt to address the 

finance issue by amending the state constitution, lawmakers proposed a new finance 

reform package three days before the court imposed deadline and subsequent shutdown 

of school operations. Senate Bill 7 became law on May 31, 1993. Judge McCown ruled 

in December of 1993 that Senate Bill 7 met the courts expectations. The State Supreme 

Court upheld challenges to the law in 1995. 



Senate Bill 7 was an effort made by the state legislature to satisfy the mandate of 

the court and equalize appropriations to districts. The legislation enacted a formula that 

would help equalize the disparity of wealth among Texas districts. Senate Bill 7, also 

known as Edgewood IV, caps local property wealth at $280,000 per student. The basis 

for recapturing wealth and distributing it evenly among school districts is the key to 

Senate Bill 7. Districts with assessed property values exceeding $280,000 per pupil are 

required to share the excess with poorer districts within the state. Property wealthy dis-

tricts were required to select one of the following five options for reducing their wealth 

to the "equalized" level: (a) consolidation with another district, (b) detachment and 

annexation of territory by agreement, (c) purchase of attendance credit, (d) contracting 

for the education of nonresident students, or (e) tax base consolidation. 

Capping or limiting property values requires the more affluent districts to share 

excess wealth with the poorer districts. In 1996, property values among districts in 

Texas ranged in wide disparity from approximately $13,000 per pupil to over $5 million 

per pupil (Texas Association of School Boards, 1996). Since funding formulas prior to 

Senate Bill 7 based the amount of monies available to school districts chiefly on prop-

erty taxes, districts with high per pupil property values received disproportionate divi-

dends and often at a much lower tax effort. A guiding premise underlying Senate Bill 7 

is that every school district should have similar tax revenue for similar tax effort. 

As a result of Senate Bill 7, districts that previously enjoyed greater funding 

opportunities have since found themselves scrambling to meet budgetary demands. The 

96 districts in the state deemed as wealthy, argue that millions of dollars in local prop-
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erty tax is unfairly taken from them and distributed to poorer districts, thus the designa-

tion of "Robin Hood" has emerged. Districts previously struggling to finance the edu-

cational needs of their students suddenly received additional dollars with which to 

improve their programs. In the Supreme Court ruling of 1995, it was reported that the 

state legislature had made significant progress toward providing a more equitable sys-

tem. State aid to public education has increased from 4.9 billion in 1988-89 to 7 billion 

in 1995 with "poorer" districts benefiting greatly. The court concluded that, upon full 

implementation of the system, the 'poorest' districts in the state would have 78% more 

revenue than they had in 1988-89 (Gonzalez, 1995). 

The entire financial reform package was designed to promote education for all 

children and provide an equalizing effect on expenditures among public school districts 

in Texas. "Poorer" districts claim that even with the new system, a funding gap still 

exists and this gap will likely continue to grow. Litigation over the issues of equity will 

most likely be renewed as current finance laws will continue to be challenged. 

School districts in Texas are now functioning under Senate Bill 1 passed in 1995. 

The 75th legislative session focused on rewriting portions of the Education Code and 

reestablishing the Texas Education Agency. Several statutory changes were made to 

state finance laws, but offered little consequence in changing the financial structure 

enacted through Senate Bill 7. Major financial provisions authorized by Senate Bill 1 

include: (a) increasing the basic per pupil allotment from $2,300 to $2,387, (b) intro-

ducing a school facilities grant program with $170 million biennial appropriation, 

(c) providing property wealthy districts incentives to select Option 3 involving the 



purchase of attendance credits from the state in order to increase the recapture of local 

property taxes, (d) adopting a new minimum salary schedule for teachers, and 

(e) repealing the tax cap applying to new debt (Walker & Casey, 1996). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem identified for this study is to determine to what degree changes in 

funding allocations, prescribed by Senate Bill 7, have impacted expenditures among 

various budgetary categories within Texas school districts. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are: 

to determine the effects of Senate Bill 7 on expenditures in Texas school districts; 

• to compare similarities and differences in expenditures among property-poor, 

medium-wealth, and wealthy districts; 

• to analyze spending patterns in light of equalization efforts; and, 

• to provide useful data to researchers in the area of equalization and adequacy. 

Research Questions 

The following questions are addressed descriptively and, where appropriate, 

analytically: 

1. What are the effects of Senate Bill 7 on expenditure patterns among property-

poor, medium-wealth, and wealthy districts? 

2. What are the differences in the actual percentages of funds expended for the 

budgeted categories of payroll, instructional services, administration, 



maintenance and operation, support services, co-urricular activities, and capital 

outlay between district wealth groups before and after Senate Bill 7? 

3. What changes have occurred in the expenditure gaps of specified budget catego-

ries between property-wealthy, medium-wealth, and property-poor districts 

since implementation of Senate Bill 7? 

4. To what degree have efforts to bring about equalization in funding through 

Senate Bill 7 been realized through spending patterns? 

Population 

The 1996-1997 publication of the Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) 

Bench Marks reported information on 1,043 independent school districts in the state. 

The total number of school districts has varied over the past ten years. Therefore, only 

school districts listed in the 1996-1997 TASB Bench Marks were considered. This study 

made comparisons of expenditures among a sampling of districts comprising property-

poor, medium-wealth, and property-wealthy classifications. In order to have valid 

comparisons, only districts with student populations of more than 1,000 Average Daily 

Attendance (ADA) were examined. 

Significance of the Study 

The study is significant in that the purpose of legislative and judicial action in 

Texas over the past 25 years has been to bring about equalization in public school 

appropriations. Examining expenditure patterns among districts of varying property 



wealth will help determine if, indeed, substantial progress in equalization efforts has 

been made. The content of this study does not address the issue of adequacy. 

Basic Assumption 

For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that imposing legislation that takes 

funds from wealthier districts and gives to poorer districts brings about parity and there-

fore equity. 

Limitations of the Study 

Limitations of this study include: 

1. The population is comprised of public school districts in the State of Texas. 

2. Districts are categorized based on their wealth determined by per pupil property 

values. 

3. Review of data is restricted to the years since enactment of Senate Bill 1 of 1990. 

4. Budget categories are those defined by the State of Texas. 

5. Due to numerous variables unique to smaller school districts which affect expendi-

tures, only districts with a student population of 1,000 or more ADA are utilized. 

Definitions of Terms 

Robin Hood Term attached to Senate Bill 7 resulting from the practice of 

taking money from the wealthier districts to give to the poor. 

PEIMS Public Education Information Management System. Account-

ability system utilized in Texas to collect individual school 

district data. 



Property-poor School districts with assessed property wealth below $210,499 

per student. 

Medium-wealth School districts having a property value range from $210,500 to 

$280,000 per student. 

Property-wealthy School districts with a property value per student above $280,001 

Design of the Study 

Targeted Sample 

The targeted population for this study is Texas public school districts with student 

populations of 1,000 or more ADA. Forty districts within each property wealth category 

were randomly selected for comparison. 

Sample 

Utilizing data from PEIMS and TASB Bench Marks, school districts that have 

maintained a student population of 1,000 or more between the years of 1989 and 

1997 are identified. 

In order to make legitimate comparisons and draw valid conclusions, only 

districts that have remained relatively stable in assessed property value over the 

prescribed length of the study are utilized. 

Identified districts are placed into property-poor, medium-wealth, or property-

wealthy categories, based on appraised values as assessed by the state. 

. Forty districts from each corresponding category were randomly selected for 

comparison and study. 
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Data Collection Procedures 

Budget information was collected using available data from PEIMS and Bench 

Marks. In order to make equitable comparisons, expenditures in the categories of pay-

roll, instructional services, administration, maintenance and operation, support services, 

co-curricular activities, and capital outlay were examined both in actual dollars 

expended and percentages of the total annual per pupil expenditure of each district. 

Individual district information was recorded on data collection sheets for comparative 

purposes (Appendix B). 

Data Analysis 

The study is comparative in nature, based entirely on data collected from the 

targeted sample. The 1989 through 1997 school years were determined relevant for pur-

poses of this study. Data gathering forms are included in the written report (Appendix 

B). 

Annual differences in the actual per pupil expenditures for each budget category 

were calculated for the sample districts. Differences are stated both in actual dollar 

amounts and percentage of change from 1989. Research focuses on the increase or 

decrease of per pupil expenditures within budget categories. In addition to examining 

the budget categories of each sample district, data was compiled in order to make 

comparisons within and between property poor, medium wealth, and property wealthy 

district classifications. This data provides the information necessary to answer the 

research questions and determine the overall effects of Senate Bill 7. A narrative 

description of the critical data gathered is presented. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Increases or decreases in public school funding are usually a direct result of 

governing institutions altering funding formulas, adjusting taxes, initiating education 

reform, or attempting to address equalization. These changes are most often dictated by 

current economic conditions, the courts' responses to legal issues of equity, or public 

pressure on state legislators to improve the educational process. As changes occur, 

school district officials are constantly faced with the task of making difficult decisions 

regarding expenditures. 

Robinson and Protheroe (1987) surmise that a variety of forces, many of which 

are outside the influence of educational decision makers, have greatly affected the cost 

of public education over the past 25 years. Several factors were found to have had a 

significant impact on the costs associated with education: (a) increases and declines in 

enrollment, (b) increased emphasis on educational equity, (c) categorical programs 

targeted for specific groups of students, (d) changes in student/teacher classroom ratios, 

(e) efforts of employee bargaining, (f) inflation, and (g) the priority given to education 

by state legislatures and governors. The influence of many of these forces continue, as 

do the residual issues that must be resolved from the standpoint of both educational 

needs and costs. 
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The primary purpose of the review of literature will be to examine changes in 

expenditure patterns found among public school districts as a result of reductions or 

increases in annual revenue allocations. While investigating any aspect of public school 

finance, it is both appropriate and worthwhile to study related general trends in school 

finance may be helpful in providing insight into the issue. Therefore, an overview of 

current literature regarding the changes and challenges related to financing public 

education will be included. The areas addressed will concentrate on financial trends in 

public education, related litigation, and the current status of public school finance in 

Texas. 

Studies and reports abound offering data relating to the trends or patterns emerg-

ing in educational finance. However, very little longitudinal research seems to exist that 

examines how changes in funding allocations effect school district expenditures. 

Changes in accounting practices, the use of a variety of reporting formats, and a lack of 

consistent definitions among states make trend comparison and analysis of available 

school expenditure data very difficult. 

A national source for collecting and reporting data on actual school district 

expenditures for object areas such as instruction, administration, transportation, and 

maintenance currently does not exist. Due to insufficient long-term comparative data 

and the absence of an interstate exchange base of school district expenditures, compari-

sons among states are difficult at best and produce unreliable and inaccurate informa-

tion (Robinson & Protheroe, 1987). This constitutes a continuing problem for school 



13 

officials desiring factual information for assistance in developing annual budgets and 

planning for the future. 

The fundamental reasons for unreliable and inconsistent data center around the 

lack of established definitions in financial categories and the use of a variety of 

accounting and reporting systems. The purpose of classifying expenditures is to provide 

a basis so that meaningful analyses can be developed. It is not uncommon for govern-

mental agencies and organizations that collect financial data related to public schools to 

establish their own set of definitions. In many instances, expenditure definitions 

between agencies are inconsistent or overlapping, thus creating significant differences. 

In order for school district expenditure data to be collected in a reliable and meaningful 

manner, agencies must come to complete agreement on the definitions of categories and 

establish uniform accounting and reporting formats. 

Robinson and Protheroe (1987) suggest that expenditures be classified by func-

tion, object, organization, and fiscal year. The function category would indicate why an 

item was purchased or the reason the funds were expended. The object category would 

indicate exactly what service or item was purchased. Who purchased or expended funds 

would be determined by the organizational unit, and the fiscal year would designate 

when the item or service was obtained. Many state systems, including Texas, already 

use a system with category definitions very similar to these. 

It should be apparent that the most obvious need for meaningful school expendi-

ture data centers around reliable information that would assist school district officials in 

recognizing trends, making valid comparisons with districts of similar characteristics, 
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and developing budgets. However, having a history of school expenditure data could 

also provide insight and assistance in times of unpredictable changes in the economic 

climate of a state or the nation, or when local conditions precipitate dramatic changes in 

available resources. 

In their extended study of the cost of education, Robinson and Protheroe (1987) 

describe a situation that occurred during the oil shortages of the early 1970s where 

historical data could have proven beneficial to school planners. They explain: 

School districts suddenly felt the keen economic impact of sharply increased 

prices of heating fuel and electrical energy. The problem suddenly became an 

issue of national concern. The high percentage of school budgets devoted to per-

sonnel costs and fixed obligations left little room for short-term financial adjust-

ments. In addition to major fuel conservation efforts, some school districts 

deferred plant and equipment maintenance, with the result being more expensive 

maintenance in the future than if it had been attended to on schedule. Other 

districts decreased their purchase of operational supplies including instructional 

materials, textbooks, and library resources, (p. 44) 

The principal organizations that have collected data on school district expendi-

tures over the past three decades include the Department of Education, School 

Management magazine, and Educational Research Services. Unfortunately, detailed 

data of function and object categories has not been reported during this entire time 

period. As has been evident throughout this research, the reporting formats used by 

these three agencies have not been consistent. Therefore, trend comparisons of school 
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district expenditures can only be established after modifications are made to the avail-

able data. 

In a separate article on budget profiles, Protheroe (1996) reports on the work done 

by Educational Research Services (ERS) where annual data on school finance, include-

ing district allocations and expenditures, has been collected for comparative purposes 

since 1980. According to her report, comparative data that focused on categories of 

expenditures such as instruction, maintenance, and administration were not available 

prior to the development of the ERS National Survey of School District Budgets. 

Educational Research Service is the only organization currently collecting expen-

diture data by object classification. ERS provides a Local School Budget Analysis 

Service that allows school systems to compare their budgets by basic functional catego-

ries and key object categories with other school systems with comparable enrollments 

and per pupil expenditures. Per pupil and percent of total allocation comparisons are 

provided for both revenues and expenditures. However, comparisons of actual expen-

ditures by local districts aggregated on a state, regional, and national basis are not 

readily available from any source. 

Dissimilar reporting systems and a lack of conformity between states have made 

meaningful and accurate trend comparisons of school expenditures difficult, if not 

impossible. In spite of all the inconsistencies and problems associated with the collec-

tion of viable expenditure data, the information that has been accumulated, limited as it 

is, does help to establish trends in spending and form a backdrop from which districts 

can make budget comparisons. 
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Financial Trends of Public Education 

Numerous studies and analyses have provided a plethora of data to confirm the 

spiraling costs of education. A report issued from the U.S. General Accounting Office 

(1995) revealed that the cost of elementary and secondary education had steadily 

increased from $117 billion in 1963-64 to just over $254 billion in 1992-93. Total real 

expenditures associated with public education had risen over 40% since 1979-80. This 

represents an average growth rate of slightly more than 3% per year. Odden (1992) 

states, "Nationally, education has always received large increases in real resources over 

the decades. Assuming that historical patterns continue, a likely scenario for the 1990s 

is that funding will rise by at least a third in real terms" (p. 457). Total expenditures for 

education for the nation are reported in Table 1. 

According to the National Education Association (1990), inflation, increases in 

teacher quality, and lower pupil/teacher ratios are the primary factors that can account 

for almost all of this increased investment. NEA reports that, "Between the years of 

1978 and 1988 inflation amounted to 80%, three years had double digit inflation rates. 

School expenditures increased by $84.7 billion to bring about an increase in purchasing 

power of only $15.4 billion" (p. 11). In addition, it was determined that during this 

same time period average teaching experience had increased from 8 years to 15 years. 

That factor, coupled with a higher number of teachers holding advanced degrees, con-

tributed to a two-fold increase in the amount of funds allocated to salaries. A reduction 

in the average teacher/pupil ratio from 20:1 to 17.6:1 accounted for more teachers and 

expanded facilities. During this same time period, capital outlay expenditures increased 
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from $7.4 billion to 13.1 billion, a 77% increase. Districts needing to replace or 

refurbish obsolete and deteriorating buildings found escalating land values and rapidly 

rising costs of materials and construction. All of these factors combined to bring about 

substantial increases in the price of education. 

Table 1 

Annual Expenditures in Public Education 

National Perspective 

Amount Percent Change 

Year (Rounded to 1,000) From 1985-86 
From Prior 

Year 

1985-1986 $152,187,095,000 0.0 0.0 

1986-1987 $163,090,550,000 7.2 7.2 

1987-1988 $175,700,047,000 15.5 7.7 

1988-1989 $191,378,440,000 25.8 8.9 

1989-1990 $209,698,211,000 37.8 9.6 

1990-1991 $227,459,171,000 49.5 8.5 

1991-1992 $236,786,045,000 55.6 4.1 

1992-1993 $248,785,045,000 63.5 5.1 

1993-1994 $262,659,308,000 72.6 5.6 

1994-1995 $274,602,588,000 80.4 4.5 

1995-1996 $288,656,974,000 89.7 5.1 

(National Education Association, 1996, p. 24) 

Capital outlay and debt service expenditures are found to vary considerably 

among districts due in part to the struggle to keep up with increased enrollment and 

facility needs. School districts are also labor-intensive organizations. Therefore, a high 
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percentage of funds are allocated to personnel. Texas mirrors the nation in that approxi-

mately 75% to 80% of a district's budgeted funds are allocated to personnel. An 

obvious conclusion could be that costs associated with personnel have the greatest 

impact on trends in educational expenditures. 

Hawley-Miles (1995) suggests when individuals or organizations attempt to 

calculate spending increases in education that four factors must be considered. The first 

and most important of these is inflation. Adjustments must be made to factor in allow-

ances for the decline in spending power and the increased costs of supplies and services. 

Second, since enrollment numbers have historically moved in cycles over the last half 

century, comparisons of per pupil expenditures, not totals, should be conducted. The 

third factor involves setting clear definitions for the categories of spending surveyed. 

Many organizations do not use standard definitions when reporting actual expenditures, 

which can invalidate comparisons between districts. These limitations continue to 

generate disagreement supporting the arguments that available data does not provide 

accurate evidence of expenditures. Reporting systems and category definitions which 

differ from state to state do not produce valid information. The final factor stipulates 

that spending increases be set in historical context before any calculations occur. Histor-

ically, expenditures have not proven to increase in steady patterns. 

Hawley-Miles and Rothstein (1995) conducted a study on expenditures of nine 

districts to try and determine changes in patterns of spending. The study examined the 

expenditures between the years of 1967 to 1991. It was found that elementary and 

secondary spending in the districts studied increased an average of 73% in real dollars 
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when adjusted by a price index developed specifically by the authors for the study. A 

comprehensive examination indicated that the share of expenditures allocated to regular 

education dropped from 80% to 59% between 1967 and 1991. Only about one-fourth of 

the increase in spending was directly attributed to regular education. Expenditures for 

regular education grew by only 28% during this time period resulting in an average 

annual rate increase of a little over 1%. Special education's share increased the most, 

from less than 4% of all spending in 1967 to 17% in 1991. 

Rothstein and Hawley-Miles (1995) report the following in their analysis: 

The growth of regular education spending was more marked in suburban than in 

urban districts. In the urban districts studied, per pupil regular education spending 

grew hardly at all, and might have declined in real terms if the districts had not 

cut back on operations, maintenance, and general administration spending. But in 

some suburban districts, regular education resources grew substantially, (p. 8) 

New money is defined as available funds in excess of those needed to maintain 

existing programs. This would takes into consideration inflation and increases in the 

cost of supplies and materials. When available, new money most often goes to salaries, 

not programs. Of the new money spent by the combined districts on education in 1991, 

26% went to improve regular education. It was established that almost 38% was allo-

cated to special education for severely handicapped and learning disabled children. In 

addition, 8% of net new money went to expand the school food service program, and 

another 7% was dedicated to attendance, dropout prevention, alternative educational 

programs, and counseling (Rothstein & Hawley-Miles, 1995). 
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The general trend has shown that annual increments in instructional expenditures 

at the national level have been nominal (Protheroe,1996). The instructional portion of 

the budget rose from 66.1% in 1987 to 68% in 1992, and again only marginally to 

69.8% in 1996-1997. Over this same period, allocations for central office administration 

declined slightly from 4.8% to 4.5%, maintenance and operations from 8.8% to 7.6%. 

Odden (1992) and Hanushek (1994) suggest available data indicates that broad 

patterns of spending haven't changed much over the years. "Dollar allocations between 

teaching, administration, instructional materials, and other regular education functions 

changed little from 1967 to 1991. However, this continuity marks important trends" 

(Rothstein & Hawley Miles, 1995, p. 39). 

The National Center for Educational Statistics (1993) reports that, from 1960 to 

1989, instruction, administration, and operations remained fairly constant at 60%, 3.5%, 

and 10% of total expenditures. The broad categories of fixed charges and support 

services were the only two areas of expenditures that experienced a significant increase. 

Fixed charges expanded from 2% of the budget in 1960 to over 12% in 1980, while 

support services grew less dramatically from 6.6% to over 8% in that same period of 

time (NCES, 1993, Table 162, p. 160). 

Hawley-Miles (1995) reports on several studies that suggest trends in educational 

expenditures. In one study that examined a diverse group of eight districts, it was deter-

mined that school systems across the country, regardless of size or location, allocate 

their money in remarkably similar ways. The researcher found that the percent of total 

budgets expended for classroom instruction varied only slightly, from 58% to 63%. 
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More recent studies in California and Florida confirm consistent allocations of 60% for 

expenditures on instruction. 

Expenditure patterns in Texas have been found to be very similar to national 

averages. National expenditure data for 1991-1992 revealed spending for instruction at 

60.8% compared to 60.1% for Texas. Expenditures in the area of support services were 

reported at 34.7% for the nation and 33.6% in Texas. Noninstructional allocations, 

which include food service and interscholastic athletics, averaged 4.6% nationally with 

Texas showing 6.2%. The one area of spending that proved substantially different was 

in overall dollars allocated to education. The national per pupil average in 1991-1992 

was $5,029 compared to $4,246 in Texas (National Center for Educational Statistics, 

1994). 

It is often implied by researchers and statisticians alike that the growth rate of 

spending in education over the last quarter century is historically unprecedented. "The 

fact that per pupil spending grew by 710% over this quarter century does not tell us the 

degree to which we have devoted more real resources to education. Much of this 

increase has been caused by inflation" (Rothstein & Hawley-Miles, 1995, p. 9). 

In a separate publication, Hawley-Miles (1995) reports that, "per pupil operating 

expenditures for education have grown 50% on average each decade since the 1920s 

with the rate of growth declining in the 1970s and 1980s" (p. 6). She later points out 

however, that the largest increases in spending this century occurred in the 1920s. 

Between 1920 and 1930, per pupil operating expenditures doubled. Later, in the 1940s, 

educational spending rose by an astounding 67%. 
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Per pupil expenditure among the nation's elementary and secondary schools aver-

aged $2,031 in 1964-64 to $5,915 in 1995-96 (Protheroe, 1996). Per pupil expenditures 

vary tremendously between states and districts within each state. State averages ranged 

from a low of $3,700 to a high of over $10,100 per pupil in 1992-1993. Large discrep-

ancies may exist in part due to variations in geographic cost of living and differences in 

pupil needs. In Texas, 1996-97 budgeted operating expenditures varied from a low of 

$2,072 per pupil in one district to over $18,000 per pupil in another. It should be noted 

that the district with a budgeted per pupil expenditure of over $18,000 had a total of 

only 23 students enrolled (Texas Association of School Boards, 1997). 

Table 2 compares national per pupil expenditures to Texas from 1991 through 

1996. National figures are reported according to actual students enrolled (ENR) 

whereby Texas figures are calculated according to average daily attendance (ADA). 

Because of these reporting variations, a valid comparison of figures listed on the table 

cannot be made. However, trends in the increasing costs of education from a national 

perspective to that of Texas can be examined. 

In comparing expenditures among districts, certain categories provide a more 

complete appreciation of differences than others. According to the Texas Association of 

School Boards (1996), debt service and capital outlay serve as prime examples of how 

state per pupil averages may differ significantly from those of individual districts within 

the state. In 1995-1996, the state per pupil average for debt service across all districts 

was $362. Out of the 816 districts in Texas that budgeted for debt service, one district 

allocated over $2,000, 12 had projected expenditures between $1,000 and $2,000, while 
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yet another 153 districts showed expenses between $500 and $1,000. The same pattern 

can be seen for capital outlay expenditures among Texas districts. Capital outlay 

expenses were budgeted in all but a few districts for 1995-1996. Per pupil expenditures 

were projected to be more than $2,000 in 88 districts compared with the state average of 

only $712. The extreme per pupil ranges in debt services and capital outlay are an indi-

cator of the challenges related to increased enrollments, maintaining equipment, and the 

spiraling facility costs associated with fast growing districts. 

Table 2 

Annual Average Per Pupil Operating Expenditures 

Nation Texas 

Year Amount 
Percent Change 
From Prior Year Amount 

Percent Change 
From Prior Year 

1991-1992 $4,970 0.0 $3,823 0.0 

1992-1993 $5139 3.4 $4,182 9.4 

1993-1994 $5334 3.8 $4,361 4.3 

1994-1995 $5481 2.8 $4,479 2.7 

1995-1996 $5653 3.1 $4,841 8.1 

Average Percent Increase 3.3 6.1 

(National Education Association, 1996, p. 26; Texas Association of School Boards, 
1997, p. 8). 

Robinson and Protheroe (1987) compared average per pupil expenditures among 

five groups of districts with varying degrees of wealth. Districts were categorized into 

groups with 1986-1987 budgeted expenditures ranging from less than $2,800, $2,800 to 

$3,299, $3,300 to $3,999, $4,000 to $4,999, and those projecting to spend $5,000 or 
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more. They determined that greater allocations were made for total instructional ser-

vices by districts in the groups where the lowest per pupil averages occurred. However, 

when examining percentages of total funds allocated to instructional services, only a 

3.3% difference between the highest and lowest group was found. Districts in the less 

than $2,800 per pupil group allocated an average of 67.5% to instructional services, 

while districts that averaged per pupil expenditures of more than $5,000 allocated 

64.2% to this function. 

The real distinction occurred, however, when examining actual dollars. Districts 

in the highest spending group projected expenditures for instructional services at 2.5 

times or $2,451 more per pupil than the lowest spending group. Robinson and Protheroe 

(1987) caution researchers when only making comparisons of percentages: 

This large dollar difference demonstrates the importance of keeping per pupil 

budget figures in mind when reviewing the percentages. Since the districts in the 

$5,000 or more category projected spending an average of 2.6 times as much, or 

$3,937 more per pupil, for all current operations than districts in the less than 

$2,800 category, a wide variation in dollars spent per pupil on a component func-

tion exists even though the percent differences may be small, (p. 42) 

The authors give an example of this by comparing budget expenditures for the 

auxiliary services function between the five district groups. Percentages of total 

budgeted dollars, from the highest to lowest per pupil expenditure groups, were 4.3, 4.2, 

4.2, 3.7, and 3.9%, respectively. Actual budgeted dollars per pupil, however, amounted 

to $273, $183, $152, $115, and $98. Therefore, those districts in the $5,000 or more 
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group had budgeted, on the average, $175 more per pupil than the districts in the $2,800 

or less group for a function that provides students with important instructional support 

services. 

A variety of findings were unveiled by a study done by Thomas Parrish in 1995. 

He determined that the largest variations in average public education expenditures 

occurred between regions. Data also gave evidence that school district size had no 

major impact on spending levels, unless enrollment was less than 1,000 students. He 

concluded that the economics of small scale hold true only for the nation's smallest 

districts. 

Parrish (1995) also found that a strong correlation exists between the socioeco-

nomic status of a district and the amount of money expended on education. The greater 

the wealth of a district, the higher the expenditures. However, one of the discoveries 

that ran somewhat counter to Parrish's expectations was that school districts with the 

highest percentages of minority students spend more money than do those with the 

lowest percentages of minorities. His study also supports other research that has indi-

cated per pupil expenditures highest among school systems with large numbers of 

special education students and districts located in low poverty areas. 

Protheroe (1996) concludes that even though per pupil allocations have increased 

substantially over the last ten years, the percent figures for most of the functional cate-

gories have not changed radically. Her national study does indicate however, that trends 

can be observed in the percentages of budget allocated to specific functions or cate-

gories. 
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When preparing annual budgets, each district must take into consideration the 

needs of students and available resources unique only to them. Studies such as those 

done by the researchers cited above can provide valuable information on how different 

types of districts budget available funds. This type of data can be instrumental to school 

officials in analyzing costs and planning for future investments in education. 

Logic would dictate that expenditures in budget categories closest to the instruc-

tional process would be given highest priority, therefore receiving the greatest amount 

of funding. Those budget categories recognized as having less instructional value or 

providing minimal short term educational support (e.g., co-curricular activities, capital 

improvements, maintenance and operations) would, in turn, receive a smaller percent-

age of funds and therefore be influenced the most by increases or decreases in funding 

allocations. Clearly, common sense must prevail among administrators in order to avoid 

arbitrary assertions about what factors have the most direct effect on classroom instruc-

tion. 

Hartman and Rivenburg (1985) researched Oregon school districts in order to 

study how financial constraint has effected expenditure-related actions. Financial 

constraint is defined as a decline in the amount of real resources available to public 

education. The underlying assumption of their study was that instructional activities, 

either central to the basic instructional mission of the schools or those required by 

legislative mandates or regulations, would receive priority over those outside the 

required core of instruction. To test their theory, Hartman and Rivenburg made 

comparisons of budget allocations in the categories of instruction, administration, and 
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support services between selected districts in Oregon. The data collected confirmed the 

authors' assumption that district budget patterns do vary according to the availability of 

resources. They found that, in times of fiscal constraint, instructional programs and 

personnel were given priority over all other budget functions. Since approximately 75% 

of all budgeted money was allocated for personnel, other non-instructional categories 

were affected the most. In periods of time when fiscal constraint was not a critical 

factor, more money was allocated to administration and capital outlay. Varying levels of 

resources did not tend to have a significant effect on budget allocations for support 

services. 

An article written by Kathleen Adams (1983) reports how economic problems 

alter the fiscal positioning of states, and eventually affect public services such as public 

education. As part of her study, Adams examined the effects of Proposition 13 in Cali-

fornia and Proposition 2-1/2 in Massachusetts on school district budgets. Adams states: 

Initially, Proposition 13 did not impose significant constraints on local school 

districts, because of a major state surplus. There was a reduction in adult educa-

tion, summer classes, and extracurricular activities, including sports. The impact 

was modified, as noted, by significant state bailouts.... Two clear patterns 

emerge for the Massachusetts school districts report to the monitoring project: 

[1] The first is that districts are trading off administrative for teaching personnel 

either through a reduction in administrative staff or a return of administrators to 

the classroom, [and 2] A second pattern is the reduction in extracurricular activity 

unless that activity can support itself with user fees. The trend in curriculum is 
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toward "no frills." Innovative programs, enrichment studies, and athletic pro-

grams are the most vulnerable.... Larger class sizes were an inevitable result of 

this process. When wholesale cuts were made at the secondary level it was most 

often in guidance counseling, instructional materials, non-mandatory learning 

disabilities, and psychological assistance programs, (p. 61) 

In addition, Adams (1983) found other areas commonly affected by funding 

reductions, including postponing capital outlay and general maintenance. In some 

instances, districts have closed schools in order to free up additional funds. Needless to 

say, districts are sometimes forced to not only make unpopular decisions, but decisions 

that will have a negative impact in the future. "While the short-run solutions are neces-

sary and perhaps efficient, measures such as postponing maintenance are not necessarily 

efficient in the long-run. These policies will most likely result in increased capital costs 

for future budgets" (Adams, 1983, p. 62). 

Parrish (1995) concluded from his study that there is a positive relationship 

between the wealth of a district and allocation of expenditures, regardless of how that 

wealth is measured (e.g., household income, property values, or percentage of low 

socioeconomic children). He found consistently across districts that core instructional 

expenditures were the least affected by wealth or availability of resources. Capital 

outlay was found to be the category most sensitive to variations in district expenditures. 

Districts with limited resources tend to focus their spending on instruction and admini-

stration, often at the expense of capital outlay. In addition, districts with higher 
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populations of limited English proficient students, minorities, or low socioeconomic 

status allocate greater percentages of their resources for instructional purposes. 

A study was conducted by Hartman (1988) that investigated the relationship 

between school district expenditures and the educational resources available to students. 

The primary objective was to determine how school districts with different levels of 

wealth chose to allocate their dollars. It has been argued that the level of spending in 

some educational categories has greater impact on student achievement. His study 

focused on whether wealthy districts chose to apportion more of their funds to the cate-

gories considered to influence student achievement the greatest. 

A selected group of districts in Pennsylvania were divided into three categories 

based on total expenditures. Hartman found there were significant differences among 

the high, middle, and low spending districts in regard to the educational resources and 

programs provided to students. The higher spending districts provided additional sup-

port and administrative personnel. In these districts, salaries of all personnel were at a 

higher level than those in the low spending districts. Districts with the greater expen-

ditures had higher property values, more personal income, and increased capacity to 

support educational programs. In most situations, patrons and businesses located within 

the higher spending districts also experienced a greater tax burden. 

Hartman (1988) determined that there was a direct correlation between higher 

spending districts and total wealth. He also found a consistent pattern in the spending 

levels of districts and the scope and quality of educational resources provided. Higher 

spending districts provided students with more resources than the middle spending 
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districts, while middle spending districts provided greater resources to their students 

than did the low spending districts. 

The Fiscal Challenges 

No one factor has more effect on public school expenditures than the economic 

condition of individual states and the nation as a whole. A weakened fiscal status will 

have an impact on most state-level services. Public education has traditionally been 

among governmental services affected the greatest. 

Certainly the data would indicate that revenue to public education has continued 

to increase at a significant rate over the past 25 years. In spite of increased funding, the 

changing aspects of public education have created a tremendous demand for additional 

dollars. "While the educational needs that school districts must meet are increasing 

rapidly, the financial resources available to them are growing at a much slower rate, 

and, in some situations, declining" (Protheroe, 1996, p. 41). 

Money is an essential ingredient for attracting and retaining quality teachers, pur-

chasing relevant instructional materials and equipment, promoting effective admini-

stration, and providing learning environments that are both stimulating and productive. 

However, inflation and the rising costs of goods and supplies has increased at an alarm-

ing rate. Robinson & Protheroe (1987) report that the Consumer Price Index increased 

by 239.8 points between 1960 and 1986. The costs associated with goods and services 

most commonly used by education have shown more dramatic increases than those 

specific to most organizations. In 1975, a School Price Index was developed during a 

study by Rothstein and Hawley Miles that took into consideration the factors 
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surrounding the unique costs to education. When compared to the Consumer Price 

Index for the period of 1975 to 1986, there was an increased cost factor of over 22 

points for education. 

Between fiscal years 1987 and 1994, the relative share of elementary and secon-

dary education spending in state budgets decreased by 11%. In fiscal year 1987, educa-

tion accounted for 22.8% of total state spending: this amount decreased to 20.3% by 

fiscal year 1994 (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1995). Adams (1983) stated: 

Before 1976, the growth of state and local expenditures was considerably higher 

than that of the overall economy; but by the late seventies, states began to slow 

their rate of spending and by the eighties had made significant cutbacks in educa-

tion expenditures, (p. 56) 

Concern also exists over both federal and state government use of short-run solu-

tions for funding education. "The current cutbacks by these governments will force 

reductions in education services and outputs that may not be conducive to greater eco-

nomic prosperity over a longer time period" (Adams, 1983, p. 62). Unfortunately, the 

funding of education, as all government-provided services, will always be dependent on 

the health of the economy. Rapid changes in economic conditions may not have the 

drastic, short-term effect on educational funding that it does with enterprise, but the 

effect is more lasting with a slower recovery. 

Comprehensive education reform has been a primary initiative in numerous states 

over the past three decades. Reform usually results in increased expenditures at all 

levels. In many instances, districts have found themselves implementing mandated 
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programs that have not been appropriately funded at the state level. In addition, litiga-

tion throughout the country has brought about substantial changes in the way education 

is being funded. Changes in state funding formulas usually have a significant impact at 

the district level. 

Changing Populations 

In addition to the burden placed on school finance by reductions in state funding, 

changes in student populations have mandated significant reallocation of funds. Chang-

ing demographics, fluctuations in student population, and increased numbers of special 

needs children are all factors that have changed expenditure patterns in public education 

over the past 20 years. Education Research Services (1996) reports: 

The growth of at-risk populations has increased the demand for specialized class-

room services. Between 1980 and 1990, the number of poor school age children 

increased by about 6 percent to 7.6 million, while overall school-age enrollment 

declined. The numbers of other types of at-risk students, such as those with 

limited English proficiency, immigrants, and students needing special education, 

have all increased at similar or higher rates, (p. 3) 

The nation saw the number of Limited English Proficient children ages 5 to 14 

increase 16.7% between 1980 and 1990. Projections indicate that the number will 

increase by 41.7% between 1980 and 2000 (Robinson & Protheroe, 1987). It has also 

been estimated that as much as 20% of all students now live in poverty and 25% belong 

to single parent households. In addition, the number of working mothers has more than 

doubled during the last generation. These factors combine to force schools to offer more 
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services and provide a greater variety of programs to meet the demands of an ever-

changing society. Expenditures have had to increase to keep pace with the educational 

opportunities desired (Greenwals, Laine, & Hodges, 1996). 

Robinson and Protheroe (1987) found that a variety of factors involved with a 

changing student population were having significant impact on educational programs 

and expenditures. They explain: 

More than just the number of students changed over the last 25 years. Schools 

during the period began providing new and expanded services for a student 

population that was changing dramatically in its composition. Also during this 

period, the focus in education changed from providing education for the "aver-

age" student to an effort to meet the special needs of a variety of students . . . 

handicapped, gifted, and immigrants to whom English was a foreign language. 

Compensatory programs for disadvantaged children were introduced, with some 

of these children starting school at the pre-kindergarten level. Meeting the needs 

of these students meant new programs and additional responsibilities for teachers 

and administrators and, as a result, increased costs on a per pupil basis, (p. 8) 

Because of the changing dynamics of student populations, school district officials 

have seen the costs associated with meeting the needs of special populations demand a 

larger percentage of the instructional budget. Thus, regular education has been faced 

with dwindling funds. According to a study conducted by Rothstein and Hawley-Miles 

(1995), regular education consumed 80% of elementary and secondary education 

dollars in 1967. By 1991, allocations to elementary and secondary regular education had 
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decreased to 59%. Special education received the lion's share of these dollars, from less 

than 4% of all spending in 1967 to 17% in 1991. The authors concluded that during this 

same time period the average annual percent change in regular education spending was 

only 1.0%. Liebschutz and Boyd (1996) suggest: 

Although these conclusions cannot be generalized to all the school districts in the 

country, they highlight some trends that do exist, namely that the so-called regular 

education programs have had to compete with more and more specialized pro-

grams, driving up the cost of education, (p. 6) 

Special education has been identified as having the most widespread impact on 

education due to the fact that it effects every school district. Numerous studies con-

ducted over the past 15 years have given evidence that special education programs have 

consumed a disproportionate amount of education resources. "Special education is 

regarded as having a significant influence on school district expenditures, both because 

of the growth in the number of students served and the cost differentials involved" 

(Cibulka & Derlin, 1992, p. 2). 

Federal legislation enacted over recent years, such as the Individuals with 

Disabilities Act of 1975 and the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, have 

mandated the expansion of special education services, as have state and local laws. This 

has resulted in a substantial increase in the number of students being served through 

special education efforts. Liebschutz and Boyd (1996) report that the U.S. Department 

of Education's Office of Special Education estimates the total number of students being 

served through special education programs expanded from 2.6 million in 1970 to 4.6 
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million in 1990. These numbers suggest an increase from 5.9% to 11.4% of all students 

enrolled in public education. Special education services are more costly than regular 

education largely due to increased individual attention and the specialized resources 

necessary to serve this population. Special education classes usually require smaller 

student-teacher ratios than regular education classes. The specialized equipment and 

materials needed to support these programs are more expensive with the cost being 

spread over fewer students. 

The U.S. General Accounting Office (1995) reports that public school enrollment 

began to grow in 1990 after a pattern of leveling off during the 1980s. Enrollment in 

1992-1993 stood at 42.8 million compared to a low of 39.2 million in 1984-1985. 

Student enrollment is projected to increase to 48.3 million by the year 2001. It has been 

estimated that as a result of current trends in student enrollment, a 5% increase in real 

revenues will be needed each year just for education finance systems to stay even 

(Odden, 1985). 

The Texas Association of School Boards (1997) reported that student enrollment 

in Texas had increased 25.3% since 1984-1985. The number of students attending 

Texas schools in 1984-1985 was approximately 3.1 million. By 1997, the number had 

risen to more than 3.8 million. In 1996-1997, the greatest one year increase in enroll-

ment since 1984-1985 was experienced with over 86 thousand new students enrolling in 

Texas public schools. 

Enrollment data for both the nation and Texas is detailed in Table 3. Annual 

increases are reported by total number of students and percent of increase from previous 
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year. Examination of the data indicates that enrollment in Texas is increasing at a 

greater rate than the nation overall. 

Table 3 

Annual Student Enrollment 

Nation Texas 

Year Students 
% Change 
From Prior 

Year 
Students 

% Change 
From Prior 

Year 
1985-1986 39,595,337 0.0 3,149,380 0.0 

1986-1987 39,762,728 0.4 3,209,515 1.9 

1987-1988 40,008,975 0.6 3,224,916 0.5 

1988-1989 40,207,009 0.5 3,271,509 1.4 

1989-1990 40,526,990 0.8 3,316,785 1.4 

1990-1991 41,197,947 1.7 3,378,318 1.9 

1991-1992 41,955,725 1.8 3,460,378 2.4 

1992-1993 42,661,808 1.7 3,535,742 2.2 

1993-1994 43,299,485 1.5 3,601,839 1.9 

1994-1995 43,933,506 1.5 3,677,171 2.1 

1995-1996 44,621,776 1.6 3,748,167 1.9 

1996-1997 N/A 3,834,670 2.3 

Average Percent Increase 1.2 1.8 

(National Education Association, 1996. p. 22 & Texas Association of School Boards, 
1997, p. 19) 

The growth in student enrollment and the demands of education prompted by 

changes in student populations have required significant increases in numbers of 
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teachers and support staff. Not only has the need for additional regular education 

teachers increased, but teachers with areas of specialization are in great demand. 

Districts also find themselves faced with a growing list of employee benefits, higher 

salaries, and a work force that is more experienced with greater percentages of teachers 

holding advanced degrees. All these elements continue to drive the costs of personnel in 

an upward spiral. Since employee-related expenses comprise up to 80% of a districts 

total budget, districts have little room to manipulate funds to cover other non-

instructional needs. 

There is little to suggest that the growth in number of students attending public 

schools will slow in the immediate future. According to Liebschutz and Boyd (1996), 

"the "baby boomlet" is putting pressure on school districts, as they cope with over-

flowing classrooms. Between 1996 and 2006, enrollment is projected to grow by 5.8%" 

(p. 2). The pressure and demands placed on district facilities from programs for special 

needs students, lower pupil/teacher ratios, additional support staff, and overall increased 

numbers is staggering. Additional classroom space and expanded, more flexible facili-

ties are being required at an unprecedented rate. School districts find themselves scram-

bling to stay ahead of the growing demands. 

All of these combined factors often result in the demand for new construction or 

renovation of existing structures. The costs associated with constructing new buildings, 

as well as the additional maintenance and utilities required, account for substantial 

increases in the funds needed to support education. Expanded budget categories such as 
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capital outlay and debt service have an impact on the categories that traditionally have 

spending priority. 

The Texas Association of School Boards (1996) reports: 

Budgeted capital outlay and debt service expenses, although accounted for sepa-

rately from expenditures for operations, often influence spending on operating 

expenses. Faced with the need to provide instructional services for new students 

and engage in an aggressive construction program in order to respond to a sizable 

increase in its student enrollment, a district may be forced to squeeze its operating 

budget in an effort to maintain the support of local taxpayers by keeping tax rate 

increases to a minimum and, at the same time, addressing the costs associated 

with enrollment growth, (p. 19) 

In a paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 

Association in 1995, Karen Hawley Miles suggests that no single explanation can be 

given for the continued rising costs of education. Increased expenditures are substantial 

in every category of school operations. The issues surrounding the cost of education are 

complex and constantly changing. 

School officials are painfully aware of the impact that local resources and special 

needs have had on the budgets of individual school districts through the years. As 

various state agencies compete for limited resources and changing demographics bring 

about unprecedented demands on existing funds, school district officials will constantly 

be faced with difficult decisions. New patterns in district expenditures should continue 

to emerge as a result of these ongoing changes. 
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Finance Reform Through Litigation 

While state officials, local school boards, and district administrators struggle to 

keep up with the ever-changing demands of funding public education, state legislators 

find themselves continually defending or reforming school finance laws, The issues of 

equality, equity, and adequacy continue to plague the state funding systems throughout 

the United States. Parents residing in districts with low wealth have increasingly entered 

into litigation in an effort to raise the standards of educational opportunity for their 

children. Robinson and Protheroe (1987) suggest, "Our nation recognizes, both through 

law and educational practice, the necessity of giving each student the best possible 

opportunity to succeed even when that means that more personalized and expensive 

services must be provided" (p. 6). 

Without dispute, court decisions have had a major effect on state school funding 

practices. "Beginning with the 1957 Brown v. Board of Education decision, the courts 

have involved themselves in issues of educational equity. From the standpoint of school 

district financial affairs, the impact of the judicial system has focused on state school 

finance provisions" (Robinson & Protheroe, 1987, p. 6). By 1977, at least 25 states had 

made an attempt to increase financial equity by modifying their educational finance 

systems. Odden (1992) surmises that inequities in school finance are a direct result of 

the way states fund public education. Reliance on property taxes as the major source of 

revenue automatically sets up a system of inequity due to the fact that property taxes are 

not equally distributed across school districts. This system usually results in property-

poor districts having low expenditures per pupil with higher tax rates, while property-
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wealthy districts have higher per pupil expenditures with lower tax rates. Walker and 

Casey (1996) report that the primary causes of school finance inequities in most states 

can be attributed to the following: 

(a) inadequate school district organization, creating wide disparities in taxable 

wealth and expenditure levels between and among districts; (b) differences in 

effort among districts; and (c) unsound legal and financial provisions, particularly 

the methods of allocating funds to school districts within the state, (p. I l l ) 

Litigation was initiated in several states with plaintiffs mostly arguing that it was 

unconstitutional for local property wealth to be linked to the amount of per pupil fund-

ing available. Proponents of school finance reform claimed violations in both the equal 

protection clause of the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and the education 

clauses of state constitutions. Suits were based on the grounds that per pupil revenues 

were directly related to the quality of education that students receive. The courts struck 

down school finance systems in about a third of the cases filed between 1971 and 1985 

declaring unlawful and inequitable practices existed (Odden, 1992). 

The first landmark case that began to change the contours of state finance in 

public education was Serrano v. Priest (1971). The California Supreme Court found the 

state system of funding schools "individuously discriminates against the poor because it 

makes the quality of a child's education a function of the wealth of his parents and 

neighbors." The court ruled that the California system of funding education was a 

violation of both the federal and state constitutions. 
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Another important case was Rodriguez v. San Antonio Independent School 

District. The U.S. District Court found the system of financing education in Texas to be 

unconstitutional in 1971. The court based its decision on the grounds that the system 

relied heavily upon local wealth, which, in turn, discriminated against children living in 

poor districts. Upon being appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court, the ruling was over-

turned in 1973. The significance of this case was not whether the finance system in 

Texas was constitutional, but that education was declared not to be a fundamental right 

protected by the 14th Amendment to the U. S. Constitution. The Supreme Court deter-

mined that education was a state issue and should therefore be resolved through the 

legislative process in Texas. 

In 1989, the Texas Supreme Court, in Edgewood v. Kirby, unanimously declared 

the finance system in Texas in violation of the State Constitution, reversing an earlier 

decision by the appellate court. The "equal protection" provision in the Constitution 

was not the focus of the courts ruling. Instead, the court made its decision based on 

"inefficiency" of the finance system. In rendering its decision, the court declared, "we 

draw an explicit link between efficiency and equality." This case brought to light a 

different aspect of school financing that had not been broached through previous litiga-

tion. Ascher (1993) suggests that the remedies for finance reform mandated by 

Edgewood v. Kirby may be among the most significant in the nation. The ruling had far-

reaching implications, requiring an extensive overhaul of funding mechanisms in order 

to bring about a greater degree of equity. 
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Litigation involving school finance remained relatively light during the early 

1980s. By decades end, "court cases were filed or planned in 20 states, making the late 

1980s one of the most intense periods of school finance litigation in nearly 20 years" 

(Odden, 1991, p. 11). State supreme courts found finance systems unconstitutional in 

Arkansas, Kentucky, Montana, New Jersey, and Texas during this 10 year period. In 

addition, cases were pending in 11 other states and developing in another six (Odden, 

1991). Table 4 contains a listing of the most prominent cases where state school finance 

systems have been declared unconstitutional. 

Table 4 

Landmark Court Cases Involving State Finance Systems 

Case Year State 
Serrano v. Priest 1971 California 
Robinson v. Cahill 1973 New Jersey 
Horton v. Meskill 1977 Connecticut 
Seattle v. State 1978 Washington 
Pauley v. Kelly 1979 West Virginia 
Washakie County ISD No. One v. Herschler 1980 Wyoming 
Dupree v. Alma School District No. 30 1983 Arkansas 
Helena Elementary School District No. 1 
v. Montana 

1989 Montana 

Council for Better Education v. Rose 1989 Kentucky 
Edgewood w Kirby 1989 Texas 
Abbott v. Burke 1990 New Jersey 
McDuffy v. Secretary of the Executive Office 
of Education 

1993 Massachusetts 

Tennessee Small School Systems 
v. McWherter 

1993 Tennessee 

Roosevelt v. Bishop 1994 Arizona 
Bismarck Public School Dist. v. State 1994 North Dakota 

(Walker & Casey, 1996, p. 143) 
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Walker and Casey (1996) invested considerable time and effort in studying the 

legal issues surrounding equity and equality. By investigating legal proceedings and the 

resulting decisions, they concluded: 

Two alternative standards of equity have endured through the myriad of legal 

battles that continue to be waged. One is expenditure equality, which requires that 

districts spend similar amounts of money per pupil. The second is fiscal neutral-

ity, which requires that district expenditures be independent of district wealth; that 

is, although actual expenditures may vary, all districts should have the opportu-

nity to generate similar revenues per pupil at similar levels of tax effort. (Walker 

& Casey, 1996, p. I l l ) 

These two principals seem to be the basis on which court decisions are being deter-

mined. State finance systems found to promote or allow conditions to exist where 

"expenditure equality " or "fiscal neutrality" are at issue have been declared uncon-

stitutional. 

As decisions have been handed down by the courts, a pattern seemed to develop 

that suggested the focus was targeting fiscal disparities that exist within a state. Odden 

(1991) reports, "In both Kentucky and Texas cases, the vast majority of districts spent 

close to the state average. The systems were overturned, in part, because of the larger 

disparities between the lowest and the highest spending districts" (p. 12). The decision 

in Texas revolved around differences in expenditures between the bottom and top 50 

districts in the state. In reviewing findings of the courts and respective renderings that 

ensued, Odden (1992) reports: 
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These new legal decisions suggest that school finance litigation is beginning to 

focus on spending differences per se, rather than on the relationship between 

spending and wealth. It appears that the balance is tipping toward a requirement 

for equal expenditures per pupil (with adjustments for higher pupil need) and 

away from requiring equal access to local property tax bases, (p. 456) 

The courts have determined that the disparities that exist between districts create 

inherent inequalities in educational opportunity. "Schools with low expenditures are 

limited in virtually every dimension . . . a narrow range of subjects taught, inadequate 

instructional equipment, insufficient supplies, poor physical facilities, and unsatisfac-

tory working conditions for both students and teachers" (Robinson & Protheroe, 1987, 

p. 34). Numerous studies show that additional dollars for education do not have a 

significant impact on student achievement. If this research were indeed true, then why 

do parents of children in poor school districts continue to demand reform in school 

finance? Common sense tells us that additional dollars would permit a poor district to 

offer higher salaries, thus attracting and retaining better qualified teachers. More money 

would enhance educational opportunities by funding new programs, purchasing equip-

ment, and obtaining instructional materials. In addition, existing educational facilities 

could be updated or new buildings constructed if the funds were available. All of the 

factors that could effect learning opportunities depend not only on equitable funding, 

but adequate funding as well. Additional money for education may not translate into 

higher test scores or even increased student achievement, but quality learning cannot 
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always be measured through these means. Apparently, the courts believe money can and 

does make a difference in the level and quality of learning for children. 

Equalization is costly and requires changes not only in the amount of money 

states allocate for public education, but how that money is apportioned. Legal chal-

lenges to state finance systems have helped bring about increased funding for schools 

and major revisions to distribution formulas. Robinson and Protheroe (1987) found that 

the efforts made by states to equalize per pupil allocations have had substantial effects 

on the amount of total funds available for public education. Increased dollars to school 

districts have primarily come about from states reconfiguring funding formulas that, in 

turn, dictate a more equitable distribution of available resources. 

In achieving equalization of revenue among districts, most states have had to 

make the choice of "leveling down" or "leveling up" to a prescribed per pupil amount. 

The process of "leveling up" requires a state to bring the spending levels of poorer 

districts in closer proximity to those of the wealthier districts. Most equalization efforts 

have concentrated on narrowing the gap between per pupil spending. Wealthy districts 

usually find current levels of expenditures remain relatively intact during a "leveling 

up" process, while poorer districts find the capability of expending greater amounts 

substantially enhanced. The realities associated with the politics of educational funding 

usually result in states choosing to "level up," thus necessitating an increase in money 

available for education. Increased funding requires that most states establish new or 

additional sources for generating revenue. Raising taxes and fees have been the primary 

method for generating the additional dollars needed. The alternative method of 
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recapturing excess funds from taxes raised in property wealthy districts has generally 

been considered politically unwise (Robinson & Protheroe, 1987). Therefore, the 

majority of legislators prefer to find a way to simply increase overall allocations to 

public education. 

Research conducted by several scholars would indicate that finance reform 

brought about by litigation has produced limited but positive, results. Verstegen (1987) 

determined that inter-district inequality was reduced significantly between 1976 and 

1986. She concluded that the reforms of 1983, coupled with substantial new state funds, 

established the impetus to bring about these results. According to Odden (1985), issues 

surrounding equity have been positively affected from state educational reform move-

ments. The increased funding that has accompanied the drive for excellence in educa-

tion has also benefited equity efforts. In addition, Parrish (1995) found that current state 

and federal funding sources have produced a strong equalizing effect on the overall 

distribution of revenues across districts. These findings offer encouragement to those 

striving for equitable opportunities and quality education for all children. 

A comprehensive review of school finance litigation is beyond the scope of this 

study. However, an overview of legal challenges and its effect on the evolving features 

of school finance is considered beneficial. The review of literature has shown that litiga-

tion over school finance systems has occurred for a number of reasons, the primary 

issue being that of equity. Numerous state school finance systems have been declared 

unconstitutional over the past 25 years with others still pending. Reform initiatives have 

resulted in increased funding at the state and federal level. Fiscal disparity continues to 
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exist despite all the litigation and legislation. Surveys conducted throughout the United 

States on school finance provide inconsistent data on the extent of progress being made 

toward equity. Legislation and additional money have certainly helped reduce financial 

inequities between the districts in some states, but discrepancies still exist. Litigation 

will continue to be an important and viable avenue for reform, as long as inequity and 

inequality remain an issue. 

Finance Reform in Texas 

Texas, like many other states, has been entangled in the debate over equity in 

school funding for decades. "Efforts to equalize funds available to students in different 

school districts go back some 70 years" (Ascher, 1993). During this period, lawmakers 

have waged a continuous battle with the court system. The method and level of funding 

have usually been the vehicles for litigation. However, the real issues center around 

equality and equity for all children. 

State appropriations to school districts in Texas are distributed through the 

Foundation School Program which guarantees every district, regardless of its taxing 

ability, a per pupil dollar amount deemed necessary for a minimum education. The 

method for raising the majority of revenue for public education in Texas has been 

primarily the local property tax. Local districts are required to have a minimum tax rate 

to support their share of the Foundation Program. Districts have the local option to set 

higher tax rates in order to provide educational opportunities above and beyond those 

afforded through state appropriations. Herein lies the problem: the variance in property 

values within the state present too great a disparity for equity to exist. Districts with 
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substantial taxing resources have the ability to raise significantly more revenue with less 

effort. Most additional revenue resulted through a mechanism in the funding formula 

known as Tier 3, otherwise referred to as unequalized enrichment. Wealthy districts that 

could reach this level of funding received no additional state aid, but had no caps placed 

on what they could raise from taxes or spend on their students (Ascher, 1993). 

The current struggle for financial equity in Texas began in 1968 when Demetrio 

Rodriguez, a parent of a child in San Antonio Independent School District, filed a 

federal class action lawsuit challenging the equity and constitutionality of the state's 

funding system. The U.S District Court ruled in favor of Rodriguez in 1971 finding the 

finance system to be unconstitutional (Rodriguez v. San Antonio 1SD, 1971). The U.S. 

Supreme court overturned the decision in 1973 declaring that education is a state issue, 

not a guaranteed constitutional right, and should therefore be resolved through the 

legislative process in Texas (San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez, 

1973). 

For the next ten years lawmakers continued to experiment with funding formulas 

in order to provide additional assistance to "poorer" districts. In 1984, the Texas legis-

lature passed what became known as the most sweeping reforms to public education 

that Texas had ever experienced. House Bill 72 provided for teacher pay raises, 

revamped the existing finance system to funnel more money to property-poor districts, 

and took additional measures aimed at improving the academic achievement of 

students. These reforms did not satisfy the "poorer" school districts. Consequently, the 

Edgewood School District in San Antonio filed a new suit in a Texas District Court 
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alleging that any improvements made in funding were not sufficient to bring about 

equity and demanded that changes be made in the funding formula. 

Several studies have been conducted on school district spending patterns in Texas 

since the implementation of House Bill 72 in 1984. The focus of most of these studies 

was to determine if changes made in funding formulas by HB 72 had produced the 

equalizing effect intended. Strain (1985) concentrated her research on Texas districts 

after the first year of implementation of House Bill 72. She found that significant 

improvements were made in decreasing the disparity in per pupil expenditures during 

that initial year. Results of her study also indicated that: (a) the relationship between 

wealth and revenue remained just as strong in 1984-85 as it was in 1983-84, (b) debt 

service revenue made little difference in equity measures, (c) poorer districts received 

the greatest increases in revenue, and (d) smaller, rural districts tended to experience 

greater increases in both state aid and total revenue. 

Chavez (1989) conducted a study in Texas to determine the effects of House Bill 

72 on the expenditures of districts of varying size, wealth, and regional location. He 

found that: (a) the discrepancies in spending between high and low wealth districts that 

existed prior to House Bill 72 were still prevalent in 1987-1988, (b) substantial 

increases in function expenditures had resulted, (c) inflation was a significant factor on 

the impact of expenditure increases in light of the additional resources provided through 

local and state efforts, and (d) extensive revision to the state system of funding educa-

tion would be necessary in order to bring about greater equity to school district 
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expenditure levels. In his analysis, House Bill 72 did not bring about the degree of 

equalization intended and needed. 

In a separate study, Clark (1990) examined whether House Bill 72 had made a 

greater impact on equalizing the finances of Texas public schools than previous state 

law initiatives. She also focused an area of her research on comparing differences in the 

degrees of equalization among the largest districts with lowest wealth against districts 

with the highest wealth. Clark found that, since House Bill 72, the state had made 

steady progress in providing additional revenue to districts in a more equitable manner. 

Both poor and large districts had made substantial gains in total revenue closing the gap 

on the state average per pupil expenditure. She also recognized that, due to the unstable 

economy in Texas during the 1980s, local school districts were being required to fund a 

disproportionate share of educational costs. 

Miller (1992) tried to determine to what degree had House Bill 72 affected the 

spending patterns of Texas school districts. After grouping districts into three categories 

according to wealth, he conducted a longitudinal comparison of the average expendi-

tures on six different object areas. Miller consistently found that the wealthy districts 

spent more in each object area than the two other wealth categories. Expenditures of the 

middle wealth districts were closer in total dollars to the low wealth districts, but greater 

allocations for middle wealth districts were still evident in every object area except 

capital outlay. He noted increased spending in each object was consistent throughout 

the years surveyed for all three wealth categories. In spite of the increased spending by 

all three comparison groups, a direct correlation continued to exist between the wealth 
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of a district and the amount of per pupil resources allocated. His data supports the fact 

that wealthy districts only tend to get wealthier, and in turn spend more per pupil in 

every object measured. 

The Texas Education Agency (1989) stated that the most significant cause for 

increased spending in Texas public schools prior to 1989 was implementation of House 

Bill 72, enacted by the 68th Texas Legislature. Total outlay for all school districts in 

Texas was reported to have increased from $8.89 billion in 1983-1984 to $13.54 billion 

in 1988-1989, after adjustments for inflation. The data revealed that increases in 

spending had occurred across all functions. 

In 1987, State District Judge Harley Clark ruled that the existing school finance 

system in Texas was unconstitutional on two grounds. First, it denied children in poor 

districts equal protection and equality of the laws and immunities guaranteed by the 

Texas Constitution. Second, it did not provide an efficient educational system as 

required by the State Constitution. In its rendering regarding inefficiency, the court 

declared that areas of highly unequal property values were created by school district 

boundaries (Ascher, 1993). 

The 3rd Court of Appeals overturned Clark's ruling in 1988 proclaiming that, 

although the system was unfair, it was not unconstitutional. The following year the 

Texas Supreme Court unanimously declared the system in violation of the Texas Con-

stitution, reversing the appellate court's decision. The "equal protection" provision in 

the Constitution was not the focus of the courts ruling. Instead, the court made its 

decision based on the "inefficiency" of the finance system. The court declared "we draw 
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an explicit link between efficiency and equality" (Edgewood v. Kirby, 1989). Ascher 

(1993) explains that in an inefficient system, "property-poor districts end up with fewer 

educational resources despite higher levels of taxation. In an efficient system, districts 

would experience a direct and close connection between their level of taxation and the 

educational resources available to them" (p. 3). The court charged lawmakers to have a 

new plan in place by May 1990. 

Senate Bill 1 was passed in June 1990 in an attempt to meet the court's mandate. 

The law provided an additional $528 million for public school funding. Much of that 

was to go toward providing additional assistance to property-poor school districts. State 

District Judge Scott McCown ruled that the finance system was still unconstitutional 

and set a late 1991 date for appropriate changes. Even though the court acknowledged 

that Senate Bill 1 had made improvements in equity, it had not gone far enough to 

satisfy all the constitutional issues. Walker (1996) reports that Senate Bill 1 did not 

include provisions to: "(1) attain the standard of substantially equal yield in revenue at 

similar tax rates, (2) provide a clear path to equity because of the convoluted manner of 

reformulating funding elements, or (3) make provisions for equal access to funds for 

capital outlay" (p. 135). The state contested, but the Texas Supreme Court upheld Judge 

McCown's ruling in 1991 (Edgewood v. Kirby, 1991). Legislators were provided an 

April 1991 deadline for submitting yet another plan for funding public schools. 

After much debate, lawmakers introduced and approved Senate Bill 351 in April 

1991. This approach to school finance reform was an attempt at raising and redistribut-

ing millions of dollars in local property tax revenues from wealthier to poorer districts. 
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The law created 188 new taxing entities known as County Education Districts, drawn 

primarily along county lines. Wealthier districts were immediately up-in-arms claiming, 

among other things, that Senate Bill 351 (a) created a state property tax, (b) levied a 

school property tax without obtaining local voter approval, and (c) constituted a local or 

special law (Walker, 1996). 

After ensuing lawsuits, the Texas Supreme Court declared in 1992 that Senate 

Bill 351 was in violation of the Texas Constitution and instructed lawmakers to devise a 

new plan by June of 1993 (Carrollton-Farmers Branch ISD v. Edgewood ISD, 1992). 

The debate over funding for public education in Texas reached a climax with the 

passage of Senate Bill 7 during a special legislative session in 1993. After a great 

amount of procrastination, stalling, and even an unsuccessful attempt to address the 

finance issue by amending the state constitution, lawmakers proposed a new finance 

reform package three days before the court imposed deadline and subsequent shutdown 

of school operations. Senate Bill 7 became law on May 31, 1993. Judge McCown ruled 

in December of 1993 that Senate Bill 7 met the courts expectations. The State Supreme 

Court upheld challenges to the law in 1995. 

Senate Bill 7 was an effort made by the state legislature to satisfy the mandate of 

the court and equalize appropriations to districts. The legislation enacted a formula that 

would help equalize the disparity of wealth among Texas districts. Senate Bill 7, also 

known as Edgewood IV, caps local property wealth at $280,000 per student. The basis 

for recapturing wealth and distributing it evenly among school districts is the key to 

Senate Bill 7. Districts with assessed property values exceeding $280,000 per pupil are 
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required to share the excess with poorer districts within the state. The method of 

recapture imposed by Senate Bill 7 is estimated to produce $300 to $400 million dollars 

per year from local taxpayers to be used for equalization efforts (Sparkman & 

Carpenter, 1994). 

Property-wealthy districts were required to select one of the following five 

options for reducing their wealth to the "equalized" level: (a) consolidation with another 

district, (b) detachment of tax base and annexation to another district, (c) purchase of 

attendance credit from the state, (d) contracting for the education of nonresident stu-

dents, or (e) tax base consolidation with another district. Options (a) and (b) only 

require local school board authorization, while options (c), (d), and (e) must be 

approved through a district referendum. 

Capping or limiting property values requires the more affluent districts to share 

excess wealth with the poorer districts. In 1996, property values among districts in 

Texas ranged in wide disparity from approximately $13,000 per pupil to over $5 million 

per pupil (Texas Association of School Boards, 1996). Since funding formulas prior to 

Senate Bill 7 based the amount of monies available to school districts chiefly on 

property taxes, districts with high per pupil property values received disproportionate 

dividends and often at a much lower tax effort. A guiding premise underlying Senate 

Bill 7 is that every school district should have similar tax revenue for similar tax effort. 

As a result of Senate Bill 7, districts that previously enjoyed greater funding 

opportunities have since found themselves scrambling to meet budgetary demands. The 

districts in the state deemed wealthy argue that millions of dollars in local property tax 
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is unfairly taken from them and distributed to poorer districts, thus the designation, 

"Robin Hood," has emerged. Districts previously struggling to finance the educational 

needs of their students suddenly received additional dollars with which to improve their 

programs. In the Supreme Court ruling of 1995, it was reported that the state legislature 

had made significant progress toward providing a more equitable system. State aid to 

public education has increased from 4.9 billion in 1988-89 to 7 billion in 1995 with 

"poorer" districts benefiting greatly. 

School districts in Texas are now functioning under Senate Bill 1 passed in 1995. 

The 75th legislative session focused on rewriting portions of the Education Code and 

reestablishing the Texas Education Agency. Several statutory changes were made to 

state finance laws, but offered little consequence in changing the financial structure 

enacted through Senate Bill 7. Major financial provisions authorized by Senate Bill 1 

include: (a) increasing the basic per pupil allotment from $2,300 to $2,387, (b) intro-

ducing a school facilities grant program with $170 million biennial appropriation, 

(c) providing property wealthy districts incentives to select Option 3 which involves the 

purchase of attendance credits from the state in order to increase the recapture of local 

property taxes, (d) adopting a new minimum salary schedule for teachers, and 

(e) repealing the cap on taxes applying to new debt (Walker & Casey, 1996). 

The intent of financial reform by legislators and the court system is to promote 

education for all children in Texas. Current finance law provides a means for helping to 

equalize expenditures and enhance equity among public school districts in Texas. 

School districts identified as wealthy were required in 1995-1996 to reduce their 
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property wealth to the prescribed equalized level of $280,000 per weighted student. 

"Approximately $372 million in local property tax dollars was redistributed among 

school districts in 1995-1996 as a result of this 'recapture' requirement" (Texas 

Association of School Boards, 1996, p. 1). "Poorer" districts claim that even with the 

new system, a funding gap still exists, and this gap will likely continue to grow. 

On May 7,1998, Texas legislators learned that some of the Edgewood plaintiff 

interveners had once again filed a petition against the state finance system. The petition, 

designated as "Edgewood V," calls for declarative and injunctive relief from provisions 

found in current finance law. The petitioners contend that a steady erosion of the 

fairness of the system has occurred. Among the 15 pages of examples cited in the peti-

tion, it is alleged that the state has either continued or created funding advantages that 

amount to over $500 million for the wealthy districts since 1993. Plaintiffs claim these 

funds should have been made available to the school districts that educate over 85% of 

the students (Kibby, 1998). It is without question that litigation over the issues of equity 

and adequacy will continue as current finance laws are scrutinized and challenged. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Research Design 

The focus of this research centered on how Texas school districts with varying 

wealth have been affected by modifications in state funding through Senate Bill 7. 

District expenditure patterns are subject to change according to availability of funds. A 

study comparing expenditures between a sampling of districts that comprise property-

poor, medium-wealth, and property-wealthy classifications was conducted. The subjects 

for this study were drawn from 1,043 public school districts currently in operation in the 

state of Texas. The total number of school districts has varied over the past ten years. 

Therefore, only school districts listed in the 1996-1997 Texas Association of School 

Boards Bench Marks were considered. 

The Texas State Property Tax Division of the State Comptroller's Office is 

responsible for establishing annual school district per student market value amounts. 

Market value is calculated by taking the appraised property value of a district and 

dividing the amount by the district's current student enrollment (TASB, 1997). For this 

study, school district wealth classification was determined by 1996 per student market 

value. School districts with a per student market value of $210,499 or less were classi-

fied as property-poor. Districts with an established market value between 
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$210,500 and $280,000 were classified as medium-wealth. Property-wealthy districts 

were those with a designated market value of $280,001 or more. The 1997 Texas Asso-

ciation of School Boards Bench Marks was the source for school district per student 

market value and enrollment data for this research. 

The State of Texas has established expenditure categories for budgeting and 

reporting purposes. Expenditure categories are defined by the state in order to provide 

reliable and uniform reporting. Variations in expenditure category amounts and related 

trends were the focus of this study. The expenditure categories incorporated into this 

study were selected in order to provide consistent and valid comparisons between 

districts. Expenditure categories examined include: (a) total per pupil expenditure, 

(b) payroll, (c) instruction, (d) administration, (e) maintenance and operations, (f) 

support services, (g) co-curricular activities, and (h) capital outlay. Budget reporting 

categories that were excluded tend to be either affected more adversely by district size 

and geographic location or account for minor expenditure amounts. For this study, per 

pupil expenditure includes the average total amount of dollars a district has expended 

on each student. Therefore, the amount shown for total per pupil expenditure also 

incorporates funds allotted to the budget categories of transportation, food service, data 

processing, and other minor budgeting functions. 

A school district's total per student expenditure can be calculated by taking the 

total dollars expended and dividing that amount by the current year enrollment. Per 

pupil expenditure can also be calculated for each expenditure category in like manner. 

For the purposes of this study, total per student expenditure formed the basis for which 
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all operational expenditure categories were compared. This procedure provided the 

accurate data needed for trend comparison analysis. 

Total per pupil expenditure did not include the dollar amount districts allotted to 

the non-operating expenditure category of capital outlay. Due to circumstances sur-

rounding a district's capital projects or bonded indebtedness, this category can be 

greatly exaggerated from year to year. Capital outlay creates variances in total per 

student expenditure that generates data unreliable for valid comparative or trend analy-

sis. 

Salaries for all school district employees are reported in the object category of 

payroll. Due to the fact that salaries are also included in the respective expenditure 

function for which they are assigned (e.g., instruction, administration, maintenance and 

operations), the payroll category offers a duplication of expenditures. Hence, if one 

were to add the totals of all expenditure items included in this study, the amount would 

equal approximately 80% more than the actual per pupil dollars expended. In making 

comparisons between districts, examining total payroll cost per student can provide 

insight into district, state and national trends. Personnel costs have historically 

accounted for 80% of a district's total expenditures. This figure is consistent within two 

to three percentage points across the nation. 

The expenditure category of instruction comprises the per pupil costs associated 

with direct instruction of students. This category includes teacher salaries, equipment, 

and necessary supplies required for all aspects of instruction. Administration reflects the 

cost per student of overall administration of the district. The administration category 
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also contains the salaries of the superintendent, campus principals, and district adminis-

trative staff. Administrative costs are delineated on the Actual Financial Data Report in 

the function areas of instructional administration and general administration. Both of 

these function areas were incorporated under the category heading of administration for 

this study. 

Maintenance and operation is the category that encompasses expenses related to 

maintaining and operating the physical plants within a district. This per student cost 

includes upkeep, repair, and utility fees associated with facilities, grounds, and equip-

ment. Personnel costs associated with maintenance and operation are included in this 

per pupil expenditure. 

The support services category designates the per pupil cost for providing ancillary 

support to students and staff. Guidance and counseling, health support, instructional 

resources and media, and social work services are included in this reporting category. 

Beginning with the 1992-1993 school year, instructional resources and media were 

listed on the Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) Actual 

Financial Data Report as a separate expenditure category. 

The final operating expenditure category examined through this study was that of 

co-curricular activities. This category reflects per student cost related to non-instruc-

tional offerings. Programs and activities such as interscholastic competition, intramural 

athletics, student organizations, and special interest events comprise this category. 

Capital outlay was an expenditure category examined, but the amount was not 

calculated as a percentage against the total per student expenditure. Capital outlay 
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reflects the cost per student of a district's fixed assets. These would include such items 

as land, buildings, and furniture that have a useful life of more than two years. 

The Actual Financial Data Report distributed by the Texas Education Agency 

provides expenditure information for General Funds and All Funds. Amounts provided 

differ according to which fund is examined. School districts have access to varying 

sources of revenue above and beyond the School Foundation Program, local taxes, and 

state aid normally reported under General Funds. Since this study also examines the 

issue of equity in spending, it is considered necessary to include all the funds utilized by 

a district. Therefore, expenditure amounts reported through the All Funds column were 

applied. The All Funds category includes General, Special Revenue, Debt Service, 

Capital Projects, and Fiduciary Funds. 

Sample 

The target population for this study was Texas public school districts. Utilizing 

data from PEIMS and TASB Bench Marks, school districts that reported a student 

population of 1,000 or more in the Fall of 1996 were identified. School district size can 

have a substantial impact on allocations. Districts with small enrollments traditionally 

experience greater per pupil expenditures due to required services being spread over 

fewer numbers of students. Parrish (1995) found that school district size had no major 

impact on spending levels, unless enrollment was less than 1,000 students. He con-

cluded that the economics of small scale hold true only for the nation's smallest dis-

tricts. Out of 1,043 school districts in Texas, 565 had 1996-1997 enrollments of less 



62 

than 1,000. In addition, only districts that have remained relatively stable in assessed 

property value over the prescribed length of the study were included. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

Information regarding school district operations was accessible through the Public 

Education Information Management System (PEIMS) provided by the Texas Education 

Agency. Actual financial data were reported annually for all districts. Total per student 

expenditures provided the basis for calculating expenditure category percentages and 

comparing annual differences between district wealth classifications. In order to make 

equitable comparisons and establish spending trends, per pupil expenditures for the 

categories of payroll, instructional services, administration, maintenance and operation, 

support services, co-curricular activities, and capital outlay were collected. 

Selection of districts to be examined for this comparison study had to be 

completed before any actual data could be assimilated. All 1,043 public school districts 

in Texas were examined to determine if they conformed to the pre-established criteria. 

The process of selecting sample districts was accomplished by implementing the 

following procedures: 

1) Identifying all public school districts with an enrollment of 1,000 or more 

students. This eliminated the 565 school districts with less than the acceptable number 

of students. 

2) Placing identified districts into groups according to wealth. The wealth of a 

district was determined by its per student property value. Districts were classified as 

property-poor, medium-wealth, or property-wealthy. Property-poor districts were 
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designated as having per student property values of less than $210,499. Medium-wealth 

districts were those having per student property values ranging from $210,500 to 

$280,000. School districts with per student property values of over $280,000 were clas-

sified as property-wealthy. Senate Bill 7 capped local property wealth at $280,000 per 

student. The basis for recapturing wealth and distributing it evenly among school dis-

tricts is the key to Senate Bill 7. Districts with assessed property values exceeding 

$280,000 per pupil are required to share the excess with poorer districts within the state. 

Property-wealthy districts were required to select one of five options for reducing their 

wealth to an "equalized" level. 

3) Randomly selecting 40 school districts from each of the three wealth catego-

ries. Individually examining selected districts to determine if economic conditions had 

been relatively stable since 1990. 

4) Collecting financial data on each district in the target sample. Denoting cate-

gory amounts in dollars which reflect annual expenditures per student. Reporting data 

for the areas of total per student expenditure, payroll, instructional services, administra-

tion, maintenance and operations, support services, co-curricular activities, and capital 

outlay. 

Instruments 

This research required compiling large amounts of financial data. Over 10,000 

separate financial entries were utilized in obtaining the necessary information. Data 

collecting forms (Appendix B) were developed to record annual expenditure 
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information on the districts within each wealth group. Financial data was accumulated 

for the school years 1989-1990 through 1996-1997. 

Each wealth group had separate data collecting forms for each year of the study. 

The data collecting form listed expenditure information on all 40 districts for a pre-

scribed year. Each expenditure column was totaled and averaged. A total of eight data 

collecting forms per wealth group was required to obtain the necessary expenditure 

category information. 

Expenditure category averages, provided by the data collecting forms, were trans-

ferred to a cumulative data form (Appendix B). One cumulative data form was needed 

for each wealth group. Expenditure category averages for each year of the study were 

reported on the form. In addition, the percent of total per student expenditure was calcu-

lated for the expenditure categories of payroll, instruction, administration, maintenance 

and operations, support services, and co-curricular activities. All expenditure categories 

were examined for dollar differences and the percentage of annual increase or decrease 

from the previous reporting year. 

Procedures for Analysis of Data 

The study was comparative in nature, based entirely on data collected from the 

targeted sample. Senate Bill 7 was enacted in 1993; therefore, the 1989 through 1997 

school years were determined relevant for purposes of this study. Utilization of data 

gathering forms to calculate annual expenditure averages and provide information for 

wealth group cumulative reports was required. Actual per pupil expenditures for each 

budget category were documented from the sample districts. 
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The researcher examined annual differences in dollar amounts and percentages of 

the total per pupil expenditure. Research focused on the increase or decrease of per 

pupil expenditures within budget categories. Data was compiled in order to make 

comparisons within and between property-poor, medium-wealth, and property-wealthy 

district classifications. This data provided the information necessary to answer the 

research questions and determine the overall effects of Senate Bill 7. A narrative 

description of the critical data gathered is presented. 

Research Question One 

What are the effects of Senate Bill 7 on expenditure patterns among property-

poor, medium-wealth, and wealthy districts? 

This question was formulated to ascertain whether the tenets provided through 

Senate Bill 7 have resulted in changes in expenditure patterns of school districts. 

Studies by Adams (1983), Hartman and Rivenburg (1985), and Rothstein and Hawley-

Miles (1995) indicated that the expenditure areas of maintenance and operations, 

administration, co-curricular activities, and capital outlay were often the areas most 

affected by decreases and increases in funding. This question explored how changes in 

state funding brought about by Senate Bill 7 affected the expenditure patterns of one 

wealth group over another. 

Using data reported on the Wealth Group Cumulative Data Forms, the researcher 

was able to compare trends in expenditures over the period of time established by this 

study. Average per student expenditures for each expenditure category were calculated 

and compared on a continuum from 1989-1990 through 1996-1997. This was performed 
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separately for each wealth group. Substantial increases or decreases in expenditures 

were observable through changes in the calculated percentages. Expenditure categories 

from each wealth group were compared to determine if Senate Bill 7 has had a more 

pronounced effect on any group. 

Research Question Two 

What are the differences in the actual percentages of funds allocated for budgeted 

categories of payroll, instructional services, administration, maintenance and operation, 

support services, co-curricular activities, and capital outlay between district wealth 

groups before and after Senate Bill 7? 

The intent of this question was to determine if changes in state allocations enacted 

through Senate Bill 7 had altered the amount of money being expended in budgeted 

areas. This research concentrated on changes found in the expenditure categories within 

each wealth group. The study examined percentage of change over the period of years 

established by the study. Significant changes were examined with respect to the year 

Senate Bill 7 was implemented. From these comparisons, the researcher determined if 

Senate Bill 7 may have been a contributing factor. 

Using data reported on the Wealth Group Cumulative Data Forms, percentages of 

the total per student expenditure were calculated for each of the expenditure categories. 

A year-to-year comparison of percentages within each expenditure category was con-

ducted. Information obtained from this process enabled the researcher to determine if 

the percentage of funds allocated to individual categories had changed. This procedure 

was repeated for each of the wealth groups. 
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Research Question Three 

What changes have occurred in the expenditure gaps of specified budget catego-

ries between property-wealthy, medium-wealth, and property-poor districts since imple-

mentation of Senate Bill 7? 

This question was designed to provide the researcher with evidence to substanti-

ate to what extent gaps in spending between wealth groups has changed. Senate Bill 7 is 

a direct result of the court decision of Edgewood v. Kirby that declared too much 

disparity exists between the spending of poor districts and wealthy districts. Factual 

data gathered through this comparison study allowed the question to be thoroughly 

explored. 

Information provided from the Cumulative Data Form for each wealth group was 

utilized for determining to what degree gaps in expenditures between wealth groups 

have been narrowed. Comparisons between the expenditure categories of each wealth 

group were conducted for the years designated in the study. Total dollar amounts 

expended per student were the primary indicators of measurement. 

Research Question Four 

To what degree have efforts to bring about equalization in funding through Senate 

Bill 7 been realized through spending patterns? 

The purpose of this study centers around determining the degree that Senate Bill 7 

has affected the expenditures between school districts of varying wealth. It was 

assumed that districts with greater wealth expend more dollars in budgeted categories 

than districts with lower wealth. Varying property values allow for great disparity in 
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available funds for districts within the state. Senate Bill 7 was enacted in order to help 

narrow the gap of spending between school districts. Capping per student property 

values, placing a ceiling on local tax rates, and taking excess funds provided through 

recapture and redistributing to poorer districts have been the methods employed to 

narrow the spending gaps between districts. Comparing cumulative data from the 

sample districts in this study was used to answer Research Question 4 and indicate to 

what extent Senate Bill 7 has addressed the issue of equalization. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The purposes of this study were to: (a) determine the effects of Senate Bill 7 on 

expenditures in Texas school districts; (b) compare similarities and differences in 

expenditures among property-poor, medium-wealth, and property-wealthy districts; 

(c) analyze spending patterns in light of equalization efforts; and (d) provide useful data 

to researchers in the area of equalization and adequacy. 

A comparative study was conducted on school district expenditures in the state of 

Texas. To qualify as a candidate for this study, a school district had to meet criteria for 

minimum enrollment of 1,000 students in average daily attendance and show evidence 

of economic stability. Qualifying school districts were placed into three comparison 

groups, based on 1996 assessed per student property values. Wealth groups were classi-

fied as property-poor, medium-wealth, and property-wealthy. Forty districts from each 

corresponding wealth classification were randomly selected for comparison and study. 

Expenditure trends within wealth classifications and comparisons of total expenditures 

between wealth groups were examined. The results of this study are presented in this 

chapter. 

The intent of this section is to present data considered relevant to each research 

question. Presentation of material will be mostly narrative with accompanying tables 

M 
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and illustrations collaborating data where appropriate. Additional information obtained 

through this study will also be addressed. 

The process of classifying school districts into groups according to wealth was 

one of the initial tasks performed. District per student property values were the basis for 

classification. Districts with assessed property values of less than $210,500 per student 

were classified as property-poor. Medium-wealth districts were those with per pupil 

property values ranging between $210,501 to $280,000. Districts that had per pupil 

property values greater than $280,000 were classified as property-wealthy. 

Interesting demographic data was discovered through the process of selecting 

sample districts for this study. The requirement of the mandatory minimum student 

enrollment of 1,000 significantly impacted the total number of qualifying districts. 

Bench Marks (TASB, 1997) reported 1,043 public school districts in Texas, but only 

478 districts had an enrollment of more than 1,000 students. The property-wealthy 

group consisted of 48 districts from which to randomly select the predetermined number 

of 40 districts needed for the study. The medium-wealth category provided only 47 

districts from which to randomly select. There were 383 districts with a student enroll-

ment of 1,000 or more that qualified as property-poor. Table 5 provides enrollment data 

for the districts selected for this study. 

Prior research by Parrish (1995) found that small districts often experience higher 

expenditure rates due to the uniqueness and special requirements associated with size. 

Expenditures in certain categories will naturally be higher per pupil simply because the 

dollar amount for required services is spread across fewer students. Smaller districts in 
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Texas are often rural covering many square miles. This complication drives the cost of 

services that districts must provide to students, such as transportation, to significantly 

higher levels. 

Table 5 

Fall 1996 Enrollment Data for Wealth Groups 

Number of 
Students Property-Poor Medium-Wealth Property-Weal thy 

Low End 1,119 1,092 1,006 

High End 53,139 209,610 76,101 

Mean 6,569 18,093 8,314 

Chapter 2 of this paper presented literature that identified the problems research-

ers have encountered while trying to conduct studies on expenditure trends among the 

nations school districts. Robinson and Protheroe (1987) found that the fundamental 

reasons for unreliable and inconsistent data center around the lack of established defini-

tions in financial categories and the use of a variety of accounting and reporting sys-

tems. These inconsistencies constitute a continuing problem for school officials desiring 

factual information for assistance in developing annual budgets and planning for the 

future. 

School districts in the state of Texas utilize a standard set of expenditure category 

definitions. An established financial reporting system has also been implemented 

through the Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS). However, 
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changes in recent years on the Financial Data Report resulted in difficulty ascertaining 

consistent data for the expenditure categories of support services and administration. A 

telephone conversation with a TEA representative employed in the financial reporting 

division of PEIMS provided an explanation of the changes made to the Financial Data 

Report between the years of 1991-1992 and 1992-1993. The explanation was later clari-

fied through correspondence (Appendix A). 

Beginning with the 1992-1993 school year, instructional resources/media, guid-

ance and counseling, health services, and social work services were listed on the PEIMS 

Actual Financial Data Report as separate expenditure categories. Prior to 1992-1993, 

expenditures in these function areas were included in the category of staff and student 

support. These changes resulted in the researcher having to combine the expenditure 

amounts in instructional resources and media, guidance and counseling, health services, 

and social work services from 1992-1993 forward. The total was reported on the data 

collection forms (Appendix B) under the expenditure category of support services. 

In addition, the expenditure category of administration was a combination total 

representing campus, instructional, and general administrative functions. The function 

area entitled other administration was excluded from the administration category total 

due to conflicting accounting procedures during the years examined for this research. 

Even though every attempt was made to secure correct data, changes in the reporting 

system may have influenced the results of this study in the specific expenditure catego-

ries mentioned. 
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In order to enhance and support the findings of this study, data tables for each 

district wealth group were prepared. Table 6 provides cumulative data for property-poor 

districts. Data for medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts is presented in Tables 

7 and 8. These tables provide the expenditure data needed to answer the research ques-

tions. 

In order to establish patterns, the per pupil expenditures of the combined districts 

in each wealth group were totaled and averaged for each of the years designated for this 

research. The annual averages for each expenditure category were transferred to a 

cumulative data form. This form provided the data needed to: (a) determine annual 

increases or decreases in total dollars expended for each category, and (b) calculate the 

percentage of the category amount against the total per pupil expenditure. These calcu-

lations allowed examination of the data for trends or patterns that have occurred in 

wealth group expenditures since 1989-1990. 

Senate Bill 7 was implemented beginning with the 1993-1994 school year. It was 

determined that expenditure data for years preceding Senate Bill 7 would be necessary 

in order to establish trends or patterns. The intent of research question one is to establish 

whether noticeable trends have developed in the expenditures of wealth groups since 

Senate Bill 7 became law. Comparison of trends or patterns can then be made between 

wealth groups in order to determine if one group has been affected more than another. 

For the purpose of reporting findings regarding expenditure trends, each budgeted cate-

gory will be individually examined. Specific trends pertaining to each of the wealth 
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groups will be included in the expenditure category findings. Dollar amounts represent 

the annual per student averages for each district group. 

Research Question One 

1) What are the effects of Senate Bill 7 on expenditure patterns among property-

poor, medium-wealth, and wealthy districts? 

Per Pupil Expenditure 

Per pupil expenditure amounts represent the total dollars allocated for annual 

operating costs. Total per pupil expenditure is most often the dollar amount used for 

comparing overall spending between districts. The property-poor group indicated total 

dollar amounts increasing from $3,373 in 1989-1990 to $5,086 in 1996-1997. Total 

dollars for per pupil expenditures increased 50.8% during the eight years examined. The 

largest annual increases occurred in 1991-1992 and 1995-1996. Annual percentages of 

increase ranged from 2.2% in 1994-1995 to 9.6% in 1991-1992. The average annual 

percentage increase for property-poor districts was 6.0%. 

Medium-wealth districts revealed total dollar amounts increasing from $3,488 in 

1989-1990 to $4,920 in 1996-1997. Total dollars expended in this category increased by 

41.1% from 1990 to 1997. Largest increases were found to occur in 1991-1992 and 

1995-1996. Annual increases in per pupil expenditures ranged from a low of 3.0% in 

1994-1995 to a high of 7.8% in 1995-1996. The average annual percentage increase for 

medium-wealth districts was 5.1%. 
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Total per pupil expenditures for property-wealthy districts increased from $4,179 

in 1989-1990 to $5,695 in 1996-1997. The total dollar amounts for per pupil expendi-

tures increased by 36.3% during the years examined. Largest annual per pupil increases 

were noted during 1995-1996 and 1996-1997. Annual increases ranged from a low of -

.4% in 1994-1995 to a high in 1995-1996 of 7.6%. The average annual rate of increase 

for property-wealthy district per pupil expenditures was 4.5%. 

In examining per pupil expenditures for each wealth group, a pattern emerged. 

The property-poor and medium-wealth groups indicated annual increases in total dollars 

expended. The property-wealthy group showed annual increases in all but one year, 

1994-1995. 

Payroll or Personnel 

The expenditure category for personnel costs was designated as total payroll. This 

includes salaries and benefits for all district employees. Property-poor districts showed 

per pupil expenditures for payroll increasing from a low of $2,687 in 1989-1990 to a 

high of $3,997 in 1996-1997. An overall percentage increase in spending of 48.8% was 

evident from 1989-1990 through 1996-1997. The percentage of total per student 

expenditure that was expended for payroll ranged from a low of 78.0% in 1993-1994 to 

a high of 79.7% in 1989-1990 with an eight year average of 78.9%. Annual increases in 

dollar amounts ranged from 3.0% in 1994-1995 to 9.1% in 1991-1992. An average 

annual increase of 5.8% was experienced over the eight year period. 

The districts comprising the medium-wealth group saw overall expenditures for 

payroll increase from $2,791 in 1989-1990 to $3,923 in 1996-1997. Total dollars 
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expended increased 40.6% during the period of years examined. The percentage of total 

per pupil expenditure that was expended for payroll ranged from a low of 78.6% in 

1995-1996 to a high of 80.1% in 1990-1991. Medium-wealth districts showed overall 

payroll costs averaging 79.5% of total per pupil expenditures. Annual percentage 

increases ranged from 3.3% in 1990-1991 to 6.7% in both 1995-1996 and 1996-1997. 

The average annual increase for all eight years was 5.0%. 

Property-wealthy districts were found to have payroll expenditures ranging from 

$3,333 in 1989-1990 to $4,511 in 1996-1997. During the period expenditures were 

examined, property-wealthy districts experienced an overall increase of 35.3% in costs 

associated with payroll. Percentages of total per pupil expenditure that was expended 

for payroll ranged from a low of 77.9% in 1993-1994 to a high of 80.0% in 1991-1992. 

Overall, property-wealthy districts expended an average of 79.3% of their total per pupil 

expenditure on salaries. The smallest annual increase in total dollars allocated occurred 

in 1994-1995 at 0.5%. The largest increase was 9.1% in 1995-1996. Annual increases in 

payroll for property-wealthy districts averaged 4.5%. 

The pattern of expenditures for payroll or personnel closely mirrors that of total 

per pupil expenditures. Expenditures for all three wealth groups indicate increases in 

total dollars for each year of the study. The average annual percentage of per pupil 

expenditure for payroll shows all three wealth groups within 0.6% points of each other. 

Instruction 

Outside of total payroll, instruction is the largest expenditure function or category 

examined in terms of total dollars. Again, it should be noted that salaries of personnel 
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specific to each function are included in the per pupil dollar amounts. Total payroll 

involved the salaries of all personnel combined. The instruction expenditure category 

accounts for all salaries, equipment, and materials associated with direct instruction for 

students. 

The property-poor wealth group experienced an increase in spending on instruc-

tion from $1,928 in 1989-1990 to $2,912 in 1996-1997. An overall increase of 51.0% 

was shown to have occurred from 1989-1990 to 1996-1997. The average annual per 

pupil percentages for property-poor districts ranged from a low in 1992-1993 of 56.8 to 

a high of 58.3 in 1995-1996. Property-poor districts experienced an eight year average 

per pupil expenditure in instruction of 57.4%. The property-poor group produced annual 

increases that spanned from 4.1% in 1996-1997 to 9.9% in 1991-1992. The average 

annual rate of increase was 6.1%. 

The medium-wealth group showed instructional expenditures increasing from a 

low of $1,971 in 1989-1990 to $2,840 in 1996-1997. Total spending increased 44.1% 

during the eight years examined. Average annual per pupil percentages for instruction 

ranged from a low of 56.9% in 1991-1992 to a high of 58.0% in 1995-1996 for the 

medium-wealth group. A 57.3% average annual per pupil expenditure was experienced 

over the eight years studied. Districts of medium-wealth saw annual rates of increase 

ranging from 2.9% in 1994-1995 to 8.8% in 1995-1996. The average annual rate of 

increase for instruction was found to be 5.4%. 

Dollars expended for instruction by property-wealthy districts for 1989-1990 

amounted to $2,336 and increased to $3,202 in 1996-1997. The property-wealthy group 
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indicated an overall increase of 37.1% over the eight years surveyed. The annual aver-

age percentage of per pupil expenditure for instruction ranged from a low of 55.7% in 

1993-1994 to a high of 56.7% in 1994-1995. The overall average annual per pupil 

expenditure was calculated at 56.2% for property-wealthy districts. Annual increases 

were found to range from 1.2% in 1994-1995 to a high of 7.6% in 1996-1997. The 

overall annual rate of increase in expenditures for instruction among property-wealthy 

districts was 4.6%. 

Data for the operating function or category of instruction indicates that increases 

in spending occurred in all three wealth groups for each year of this study. The total 

percentage of per pupil expenditure for instruction was strikingly similar between the 

wealth groups. The range of percentages for per pupil expenditures was also found to be 

very consistent for each of the groups. 

Administration 

The category of administration includes all costs associated with management and 

supervision of the school district. This includes salaries for the superintendent, campus 

principals, and central staff. Property-poor districts showed per pupil expenditures for 

administration increasing from $449 in 1989-1990 to $512 in 1992-1993. An overall 

increase in spending amounting to $63 or 14.0% was evident from 1989-1990 through 

1992-1993. Total expenditures for administration were reported at $541 in 1993-1994 

increasing to $558 in 1996-1997. The total increase in dollars expended increased by 

only $17 or 3.1% since implementation of Senate Bill 7 in 1993-1994. An average 

annual increase in allocation for administration of 4.5% was experienced the first four 
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years examined and 1.5% after implementation of Senate Bill 7. Percentage of total per 

pupil expenditure for administration averaged 12.8% from 1989-1990 through 1992-

1993 and 11.5% for 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 

The districts comprising the medium-wealth group indicated overall expenditures 

for administration increased from $479 in 1989-1990 to $502 in 1992-1993. Total 

dollars expended increased by $23 or 4.8% during the first four years examined. 

Medium-wealth districts allocated $503 for administration in 1993-1994 increasing that 

amount to $544 in 1996-1997. Total per pupil dollars expended increased by $41 or 

8.2% for the four years following implementation of Senate Bill 7. The average annual 

rate of increase for expenditures in administration was 0.9% from 1989-1990 to 1992-

1993 and 2.7% from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997. Medium-wealth districts showed overall 

administrative costs averaging 13.0% of total per pupil expenditures the first four years 

surveyed and 11.5% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 

Property-wealthy districts were found to have administration expenditures ranging 

from $564 in 1989-1990 to $602 in 1992-1993. During the first four year period expen-

ditures in administration were examined, property-wealthy districts experienced an 

overall dollar increase of $38 or percentage increase of 6.7%. Per pupil expenditure for 

administration among property-wealthy districts increased from $657 in 1993-1994 to 

$639 in 1996-1997. Total dollars expended actually decreased by $18 or -2.7% over the 

last four years examined. Annual increases in administration for property-wealthy dis-

tricts averaged 2.2% from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and -0.5% from 1993-1994 

through 1996-1997. Overall, property-wealthy districts expended an average of 13.1% 
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of their total per pupil expenditure for administration the first four years examined and 

11.9% following Senate Bill 7 implementation. 

Data indicates that all three wealth groups show an overall increase in total dollars 

allocated for the category of administration over the four year period prior to Senate Bill 

7. Property-poor and medium-wealth districts continue an overall increase in dollars 

spent for administration from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Property-wealthy districts 

show a decrease in actual dollars expended from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Aver-

age annual percentage of per pupil expenditures for administration show all three wealth 

groups with consistent percentages ranging between 12.8 to 13.1 from 1989-1990 

through 1992-1993. Following implementation of Senate Bill 7, annual percentage of 

per pupil expenditure averages ranged from 11.5% to 11.9% of total allocations for 

administration. Average annual percentage of per pupil expenditures for payroll was 

lower for all three wealth groups after implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Examination of the administrative expenditure data reveals inconsistent allocation 

patterns within and between wealth groups. However, all three wealth groups showed 

annual percentages of per pupil expenditure consistently decreasing both prior to and 

following implementation of Senate Bill 7. This pattern was found to be unique only to 

the category of administration. Despite the pattern of decreasing percentages of total per 

pupil expenditure found during the years surveyed, a general trend of increased annual 

dollars expended for administration continued to occur in all three wealth groups. 
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Maintenance and Operations 

Maintenance and operations includes expenditures for daily upkeep and operation 

of district facilities. Salaries of personnel employed specifically for the tasks associated 

with maintenance and operations are included in this function. Utility costs, furniture 

and equipment, and system repairs can periodically be costly items for districts. This 

category is traditionally one that can be impacted by fluctuations in available revenue. 

The property-poor group indicated total dollar amounts for maintenance and 

operations increasing from $375 in 1989-1990 to $467 in 1992-1993. Total per pupil 

dollars allocated increased by $92 or 24.5% during the four years examined prior to 

Senate Bill 7. Expenditure for maintenance and operations increased from $487 in 

1993-1994 to $551 in 1996-1997 for property-poor districts. Total dollars expended 

increased by $64 or 13.1% over the last four years examined. The average annual 

percentage increase for property-poor districts was 7.6% prior to Senate Bill 7 and 4.2% 

following implementation. Percentage of total per pupil expenditures for maintenance 

and operations remained extremely stable for property-poor districts. An average of 

11.2% was calculated for 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and 11.2% for 1993-1994 

through 1996-1997. 

Medium-wealth districts revealed total dollar amounts increasing from $396 in 

1989-1990 to $441 in 1992-1993 for maintenance and operations. The total expended in 

this category increased by $45 or 11.4% from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. Total 

dollar amount expended for maintenance and operations by medium-wealth districts for 

1993-1994 was $484 expanding to $536 for 1996-1997. The increase in total dollars for 
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the four years from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997 amounted to $52 or 10.7%. The average 

annual percentage increase in spending for medium-wealth districts was 5.0% the first 

four years of the study and 3.5% since implementation of Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth 

districts showed overall maintenance and operation costs averaging 11.4% of total per 

pupil expenditures the first four years surveyed and 11.3% from 1993-1994 through 

1996-1997. 

Dollars expended for maintenance and operations by property-wealthy districts 

for 1989-1990 amounted to $546 and increased to $607 in 1992-1993. The property-

wealthy group indicated an overall increase of $61 or 11.2% over the first four years 

surveyed. Per pupil expenditure for maintenance and operations among property-

wealthy districts increased from $619 in 1993-1994 to $687 in 1996-1997. Total dollars 

expended increased by $68 or 11.0% for the four year period since implementation of 

Senate Bill 7. Annual increases in allocations for maintenance and operations averaged 

3.6% from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and 3.5% from 1993-1994 through 1996-

1997 for property-wealthy districts. Overall, property-wealthy districts expended an 

average of 12.9% of their total per pupil expenditure for maintenance and operations the 

first four years examined and 12.5% following Senate Bill 7 implementation. 

Data for the operating function or category of maintenance and operations indi-

cates that increases in spending occurred in all three wealth groups for the four year 

periods before and after implementation of Senate Bill 7. Property-poor districts showed 

a four year increase in dollars and percentage of spending slightly higher for the first 

four years examined. Medium-wealth and property-wealthy indicated a greater increase 
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in allocations after Senate Bill 7 was implemented. The total percentage of per pupil 

expenditures for maintenance and operations was similar between property-poor and 

medium-wealth groups with the averages ranging from 11.2% to 11.4% from 1989-

1990 through 1992-1993 and 11.2% to 11.3% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 

Property-wealthy districts showed a slightly higher percent of per pupil expenditure 

averaging 12.9% from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 to 12.5% from 1993-1994 

through 1996-1997. The range of average annual increases in total dollars allocated for 

maintenance and operations showed greater discrepancy the four years prior to Senate 

Bill 7 than the four years following implementation. Property-poor districts had a higher 

average annual increase in expenditure from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 than either 

medium or wealthy districts. 

Each wealth group experienced an annual increase in expenditures for mainte-

nance and operations for the period of years examined. The annual percentages of per 

pupil expenditure in maintenance and operations varied little within each group during 

the years studied. Annual increases in per pupil spending for maintenance and opera-

tions was found to be inconsistent. No variation from an established pattern of expen-

ditures was evident prior to or following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Support Services 

The category of support services involves a variety of programs which provide 

physical, emotional, and academic support primarily to students. This category includes 

the costs associated with such programs and includes personnel, supplies and materials. 
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The following data represents the findings of this study related to the expenditures for 

support services. 

Property-poor districts showed per pupil expenditures for support services 

increasing from $177 in 1989-1990 to $235 in 1992-1993. An overall increase in spend-

ing amounting to $58 or 32.8% was evident from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. Total 

expenditures for support services were reported at $190 in 1993-1994 increasing to 

$298 in 1996-1997. Total dollars expended increased by $108 or 56.8% following 

implementation of Senate Bill 7 in 1993-1994. An average annual increase in allocation 

for support services of 10.0% was experienced the first four years examined and 16.9% 

after implementation of Senate Bill 7. Percentage of total per pupil expenditure for 

support services remained relatively stable for property-poor districts. An average of 

5.4% was calculated for 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and 5.5% for 1993-1994 

through 1996-1997. 

The districts comprising the medium-wealth group saw overall expenditures for 

support services increase from $194 in 1989-1990 to $224 in 1992-1993. Total dollars 

expended increased by $30 or 15.5% during the first four years examined. Medium-

wealth districts allocated $167 for total per pupil expenditure in 1993-1994 increasing 

that amount to $294 in 1996-1997. Total per pupil dollars expended increased by $127 

or 76.0% for the four years following implementation of Senate Bill 7. The average 

annual rate of increase for expenditures in support services was 4.9% from 1989-1990 

through 1992-1993, jumping to 22.4% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Medium-

wealth districts showed overall costs for support services averaging 5.6% of total per 
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pupil expenditures the first four years surveyed and 5.5% from 1993-1994 through 

1996-1997. 

Property-wealthy districts were found to have support services expenditures 

ranging from $232 in 1989-1990 to $261 in 1992-1993. During the first four year period 

expenditures in support services were examined, property-wealthy districts experienced 

an overall dollar increase of $29 or 12.5%. Per pupil expenditure for property-wealthy 

districts increased from $215 in 1993-1994 to $341 in 1996-1997. Total dollars 

expended increased by $126 or 58.6% over the last four years examined. Annual 

increases in support services for property-wealthy districts averaged 3.8% from 1989-

1990 through 1992-1993 and 16.8% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Overall, 

property-wealthy districts expended an average of 5.5% of their total per pupil expen-

diture on support services the first four years examined and 5.5% following Senate Bill 

7 implementation. 

Expenditures for all three wealth groups indicate increases in total dollars for the 

four year period before and following implementation of Senate Bill 7. However, unlike 

all other categories examined thus far, dollars allocated to support services decreased 

substantially from 1992-1993 to 1993-1994 for all three wealth groups. All three wealth 

groups showed to have substantial increases in total spending for support services the 

three years following Senate Bill 7 than the four year period prior to implementation. 

Average annual percentage of per pupil expenditure for support services shows all three 

wealth groups with consistent percentages ranging between 5.4 to 5.6 prior to and after 

Senate Bill 7. 
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Co-curricular Activities 

The expenditure category of co-curricular activities accounts for costs associated 

with non-instructional programs for students. Activities involving intramural athletics, 

interscholastic competition, student organizations, and special interest events are 

included in this expenditure category. Some personnel costs can be attributed to this 

account, usually in the form of stipends. Expenditures for this function normally 

account for only a small percentage of a district's total per pupil expenditure. 

The property-poor group indicated total dollar amounts for co-curricular activities 

increasing from $105 in 1989-1990 to $138 in 1992-1993. Total per pupil dollars allo-

cated increased by $33 or 31.4% during the four years examined prior to Senate Bill 7. 

Expenditure for co-curricular activities increased from $143 in 1993-1994 to $167 in 

1996-1997 for property-poor districts. Total dollars expended increased by $24 orl6.8% 

over the last four years examined. The average annual percentage increase for property-

poor districts was 9.5% prior to Senate Bill 7 and 5.3% following implementation. 

Percentage of total per pupil expenditure for co-curricular activities remained stable for 

property-poor districts. An average of 3.2% was calculated for 1989-1990 through 

1992-1993 and 3.3% for 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 

Medium-wealth districts revealed total dollar amounts increasing for co-curricular 

activities from $120 in 1989-1990 to $130 in 1992-1993. The total expended in this 

category increased by $10 or 8.3% from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. Total dollars 

expended for co-curricular activities by medium-wealth districts for 1993-1994 was 

$138 expanding to $158 for 1996-1997. The increase in total dollars for the four years 
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from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997 amounted to $20 or 14.5%. The average annual percent-

age increase in spending for medium-wealth districts was 2.8% the first four years of 

the study and 4.7% since implementation of Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth districts 

showed overall costs for co-curricular activities averaging 3.3% of total per pupil 

expenditures the first four years surveyed and 3.2% from 1993-1994 through 1996-

1997. 

Dollars expended for co-curricular activities by property-wealthy districts for 

1989-1990 amounted to $152 and increased to $158 in 1992-1993. The property-

wealthy group indicated an overall increase of $6 or 4.0% over the first four years 

surveyed. Per pupil expenditure for property-wealthy districts increased from $165 in 

1993-1994 to $194 in 1996-1997. Total dollars expended increased by $29 or 15.6% for 

the four year period since implementation of Senate Bill 7. Annual increases in co-

curricular activities for property-wealthy districts averaged 1.1% from 1989-1990 

through 1992-1993 and 5.6% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Overall, property-

wealthy districts expended an average of 3.5% of their total per pupil expenditure for 

co-curricular activities the first four years examined and 3.4% following Senate Bill 7 

implementation. 

Data for the operating function or category of co-curricular activities indicates 

that increases in spending occurred for all three wealth groups for the four year periods 

before and after implementation of Senate Bill 7. Property-poor districts showed a four 

year increase in dollars and percentage of spending slightly higher for the first four 

years examined. The total percentage of per pupil expenditure for co-curricular activi-
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ties was similar between wealth groups with a range of only 3.2% to 3.5% from 1989-

1990 through 1992-1993 and 3.2% to 3.4% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. The 

range of average annual increases in total dollars allocated for co-curricular activities 

showed greater discrepancy the four years prior to Senate Bill 7 than the four years 

following implementation. Property-poor districts had a higher average annual increase 

in expenditure from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 than either medium or wealthy 

districts. 

Capital Outlay 

The expenditure category of capital outlay is included in this research to 

distinguish possible trends or patterns. Unlike the other expenditure categories 

discussed, capital outlay is not reported as an operational expense function. This 

budgeted category includes costs associated with fixed assets that have a determined life 

use of more than two years. Tangible objects such as land, buildings, furniture, and 

equipment are included in this function. Dollar totals expended for capital outlay are 

reported in per pupil expenditure amounts. 

The property-poor group indicated total dollar amounts for capital outlay increas-

ing from $300 in 1989-1990 to $435 in 1992-1993. Total dollars increased by $135 or 

45.0% during the four years examined prior to Senate Bill 7. Capital outlay expenditure 

for property-poor districts increased from $376 in 1993-1994 to $635 in 1996-1997. 

Total dollars expended increased by $259 or 68.9% over the last four years examined. 

The average annual percentage increase for property-poor districts was 14.1% prior to 

Senate Bill 7 and 22.4 percent following implementation. 
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Medium-wealth districts revealed total dollar amounts for capital outlay increas-

ing from $384 in 1989-1990 to $676 in 1992-1993. The total amount expended in this 

category increased by $292 or 76.0% from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. The total per 

pupil dollars expended by medium-wealth districts for 1993-1994 was $699 expanding 

to $1,043 for 1996-1997. The increase in total dollars for the four years from 1993-1994 

to 1996-1997 amounted to $344 or 49.2%. The average annual percentage increase in 

capital outlay for medium-wealth districts was 24.7% the first four years of the study 

and 14.3% since implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Capital outlay expenditures for property-wealthy districts increased from $455 in 

1989-1990 to $747 in 1992-1993. The total dollar amount allocated increased by $292 

or 64.2% during the first four years examined. Property-wealthy districts allocated $534 

for capital outlay in 1993-1994 increasing that amount to $877 in 1996-1997. Total per 

pupil dollars increased by $343 or 64.2% the four years following implementation of 

Senate Bill 7. The average annual rate of increase for property-wealthy districts for 

capital outlay was 20.9% from 1989-1990 to 1992-1993 and 18.4% from 1993-1994 to 

1996-1997. 

In examining capital outlay expenditures for each wealth group, a pattern of sub-

stantially increasing expenditures emerged for each of the wealth groups before and 

after implementation of Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth districts had greater total dollar 

and annual percentage increases for both four year periods examined. Annual average 

percentage increases in spending were both inconsistent and drastic for all three wealth 

groups. 
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Cumulative data for capital outlay indicates considerable variation among annual 

spending within and among wealth groups. Other than the data revealing that increases 

in spending for capital outlay were generally increased each year, no discernible trends 

or patterns can be readily observed. The reporting year of 1993-1994 represented the 

second year in a row that spending had decreased for property-wealthy districts. 

Decreases in annual spending were found to occur only once among property-poor and 

medium-wealth districts. 

Research Question Two 

2) What are the differences in the actual percentages of funds allocated for 

budgeted categories of payroll, instructional services, administration, maintenance and 

operation, support services, co-curricular activities, and capital outlay between district 

wealth groups before and after Senate Bill 7? 

Aggregated data for each of the designated budget categories will be presented for 

the years pertaining to this study. Tables will allow for annual comparison of the differ-

ences in both actual dollars expended and percentages of the total per pupil expenditure 

(PPE) between wealth groups prior to and following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Total per pupil expenditure represents the average annual allocation for a student 

belonging to a specific wealth group. Since the total per pupil expenditure is different 

for each of the wealth groups, average per pupil dollar amounts are also included in the 

tables. In the opinion of the writer, only listing percentages would indicate little differ-

ence in spending between wealth groups. Dollar amounts help keep the overall data in 

perspective. 
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The intent of this research question, however, is to examine the differences of 

actual expenditure percentages between wealth groups for each budget category, not 

total dollar amounts. Differences in total dollars will be examined through Research 

Question 3. The tables that follow present actual percentage data calculated for each of 

the budget categories. The year Senate Bill 7 was implemented is indicated by bold 

print. 

Payroll or Personnel 

The percentage of dollars allocated for payroll by property-poor districts averaged 

79.2% for the four years prior to Senate Bill 7 and 78.6% following implementation. 

Payroll accounted for 79.7% of the total operating budget in 1989-1990, 78.0% in 1993-

1994, and 78.6% in 1996-1997. Annual per pupil percentages ranged from a low in 

1993-1994 of 78.0% to a high in 1989-1990 of 79.7% for property-poor districts. 

Medium-wealth districts produced a four-year average in expenditures for payroll 

that amounted to 79.9% of total per pupil expenditures from 1989-1990 through 1992-

1993. An average annual per pupil expenditure equating to 79.2% was indicated from 

1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Allocations amounted to 80.0% in 1989-1990, 79.0% in 

1993-1994, and 79.7% in 1996-1997. The range of annual per pupil percentages in 

payroll for medium-wealth districts showed a low of 78.6% in 1995-1996 to a high of 

80.1% in 1990-1991. 

Districts comprising the property-wealthy group reported an average annual per 

pupil allocation for payroll of 79.7% for the four years prior to Senate Bill 7 and 78.8% 

following implementation. The property-wealthy group saw percentage of per pupil 
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expenditure accounting for 79.7% of total operating dollars in 1989-1990, 77.9% in 

1993-1994, and 79.2% in 1996-1997. Property-wealthy districts produced annual per 

pupil percentages in payroll ranging from a low in 1993-1994 of 77.9% to a high of 

80.0% in 1991-1992. 

Table 9 

Percentage of Expenditures for Total Payroll/Personnel 

Property-poor 
Districts 

Medium-wealth 
Districts 

Property-wealthy 
Districts 

$ Total % of PPE $ Total % ofPPE $ Total % ofPPE 

1989- 1990 $2,687 79.7 2,791 80.0 $3,333 79.7 
1990- 1991 $2,832 79.6 $2,883 80.1 $3,480 79.6 
1991 - 1992 $3,091 79.3 $3,052 79.9 $3,614 80.0 
1992 - 1993 $3,240 78.2 $3,164 79.5 $3,776 79.6 

4 Year Average 79.2 79.9 79.7 

1993-1994 $3,405 78.0 $3,332 79.0 $3,856 77.9 
1994- 1995 $3,506 78.6 $3,447 79.4 $3,877 78.6 
1995 - 1996 $3,791 79.0 $3,678 78.6 $4,229 79.6 
1996- 1997 $3,997 78.6 $3,923 79.7 $4,511 79.2 

4 Year Average 78.6 79.2 78.8 

Percentages of per pupil allocation for payroll were consistent between wealth 

groups. A variance of only 0.5% occurred between the annual percentage averages 

during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7. The variance between wealth groups 

showed only 0.6% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. The four years following 

implementation of Senate Bill 7 indicated slightly lower overall percentages than those 

from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. 
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Instruction 

Property-poor districts produced an eight-year annual average in expenditures for 

instruction of 57.4%. Allocations amounted to 57.2% in 1989-1990, 57.0% in 1993-

1994, and 57.3% in 1996-1997. The range of annual per pupil percentages for 

instruction for property-poor districts showed a low of 56.8% in 1992-1993 to a high of 

58.3% in 1995-1996. 

Medium-wealth districts produced an eight-year annual average in expenditures 

for payroll of 79.5%. Allocations amounted to 80.0% in 1989-1990, 79.0% in 1993-

1994, and 79.7% in 1996-1997. The range of annual per pupil percentages in payroll for 

medium-wealth districts showed a low of 78.6% in 1995-1996 to a high of 80.1% in 

1990-1991. 

Districts comprising the property-wealthy group reported an average annual per 

pupil allocation for payroll of 79.3%. The property-wealthy group's percentage of per 

pupil expenditure accounted for 79.7% of total operating dollars in 1989-1990, 77.9% 

in 1993-1994, and 79.2% in 1996-1997. Property-wealthy districts produced annual per 

pupil percentages in payroll ranging from a low in 1994-1995 of 78.6% to a high of 

80.0% in 1991-1992. 

All three wealth groups produced similar expenditure patterns for payroll. 

Percentages of per pupil allocation were very consistent. A variance of only 1.5% 

occurred between the annual percentage averages. 

Percentages of per pupil allocation were consistent for instruction among all three 

wealth groups. A variance of only 0.9% occurred between the annual percentage aver-



100 

ages during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7. The variance between wealth groups 

showed 1.5% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Per pupil expenditure for instruction 

showed a slight increase after implementation of Senate Bill 7 for each wealth category. 

Table 10 

Percentage of Expenditures for Instruction 

Property-poor 
Districts 

Medium-wealth 
Districts 

Property-wealthy 
Districts 

$ Total % of PPE $ Total % ofPPE $ Total % ofPPE 

1989- 1990 $1,928 57.2 $1,971 56.5 $2,336 55.9 
1990- 1991 $2,030 57.0 $2,053 57.0 $2,443 55.9 
1991 - 1992 $2232 57.2 $2,175 56.9 $2,551 56.5 
1992- 1993 $2,352 56.8 $2,272 57.1 $2,678 56.4 

4 Year Average 57.1 56.9 56.2 

1993- 1994 $2,489 57.0 $2,435 57.5 $2,760 55.7 
1994- 1995 $2,591 58.1 $2,496 57.5 $2,793 56.7 
1995 - 1996 $2,798 58.3 $2,716 58.0 $2,978 56.1 
1996- 1997 $2,912 57.3 $2,840 57.7 $3,202 56.2 

4 Year Average 57.7 57.7 56.2 

Administration 

Districts comprising the property-poor group reported an average annual per pupil 

allocation for administration of 12.8% from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. The four 

years following implementation of Senate Bill 7 showed property-poor districts 

allocating an average of 11.5% of total dollars for administration. The property-poor 

group saw percentage of per pupil expenditure accounting for 13.3% of total operating 

dollars in 1989-1990, 12.4% in 1993-1994, and 11.0% in 1996-1997. Property-poor 
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districts produced annual per pupil percentages for administration ranging from a low in 

1996-1997 of 11.0% to a high of 13.3% in 1989-1990. 

The percentage of dollars allocated for administration by medium-wealth districts 

averaged 13.0% for the first four years examined in this study. The average of annual 

expenditures for administration from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997 amounted to 

11.5%. Administration accounted for 13.7% of the total operating budget in 1989-1990, 

11.9% in 1993-1994, and 11.1% in 1996-1997. Annual per pupil percentages ranged 

from a low in 1996-97 of 11.1% to a high in 1989-1990 of 13.7% for medium-wealth 

districts. 

Property-wealthy districts produced an average of annual expenditures for admin-

istration of 13.1% from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. An average annual per pupil 

expenditure equating to 11.9% was indicated from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 

Allocations amounted to 13.5% in 1989-1990, 13.3% in 1993-1994, and 11.2% in 1996-

1997. The range of annual per pupil percentages in administration for property-wealthy 

districts showed a low of 11.2% in 1996-1997. The range of annual per pupil percent-

ages in administration for property-wealthy districts showed a low of 11.2% in 1996-

1997 to a high of 13.5% in 1989-1990. 

The category of administration is the only expenditure function examined that 

shows a steady decline in percentages of annual per pupil spending prior to and 

following implementation of Senate Bill 7. This trend or pattern was evident for all 

three wealth groups. Percentages of expenditure for administration among wealth 

groups were strikingly similar. A variance of only 0.2% occurred between the annual 
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percentage averages of wealth groups during the first four years studied. The variance in 

annual percentages increased to only 0.4 from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. The 

largest annual percentage of expenditure in administration for all three groups was 

reported in 1989-1990. The smallest annual percentage of expenditure occurred for all 

three wealth groups in 1996-1997, the final year examined. 

Table 11 

Percentage of Expenditures for Administration 

Property-poor Medium-wealth Property-wealthy 

Districts Districts Districts 

$ Total % of PPE $ Total % ofPPE $ Total % ofPPE 

1989- 1990 $449 13.3 $479 13.7 $564 13.5 

1990- 1991 $459 12.9 $465 12.9 $579 13.2 

1991 - 1992 $485 12.4 $485 12.7 $580 12.8 

1992- 1993 $512 12.4 $502 12.6 $602 12.7 

4 Year Average 12.8 13.0 13.1 

1993 - 1994 $541 12.4 $503 11.9 $657 13.3 
1994 - 1995 $498 11.2 $503 11.6 $575 11.7 

1995 - 1996 $551 11.5 $533 11.4 $610 11.5 

1996- 1997 $558 11.0 $544 11.1 $639 11.2 

4 Year Average 11.5 1.5 11.9 

Maintenance and Operations 

Property-poor districts produced an average in annual expenditures for 

maintenance and operations from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 of 11.2%. The average 

annual expenditures for instruction from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997 amounted to 

11.2%. Maintenance and operations accounted for 11.1% of the total operating budget 

in 1989-1990, 11.2% in 1993-1994, and 10.8% in 1996-1997. Annual per pupil 
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percentages ranged from a low in 1996-97 of 10.8% to a high in 1994-1995 of 11.4% 

for property-poor districts. 

Districts comprising the medium-wealth group reported an average annual per 

pupil allocation for maintenance and operations of 11.4% from 1989-1990 through 

1992-1993. The four years following implementation of Senate Bill 7 showed medium-

wealth districts allocating an average of 11.3% of total dollars for maintenance and 

operations. The medium-wealth group saw percentage of per pupil expenditure 

accounting for 11.4% of total operating dollars in 1989-1990, 11.5% in 1993-1994, and 

10.9% in 1996-1997. Medium-wealth districts produced annual per pupil percentages in 

payroll ranging from a low in 1996-1997 of 10.9% to a high of 11.5% in three of the 

reporting years. 

The percentage of dollars allocated for maintenance and operations by property-

wealthy districts averaged 12.9% during the first four years examined and 12.5% for the 

four following implementation of Senate Bill 7. Allocations amounted to 13.1% in 

1989-1990, 12.5% in 1993-1994, and 12.1% in 1996-1997. The range of annual per 

pupil percentages in maintenance and operations for property-wealthy districts showed 

a low of 12.1%percent in 1996-1997 to a high of 13.1% in 1989-1990. 

Percentages of per pupil allocations for maintenance and operations indicate no 

discernible trends in decline or increase over the years surveyed. Overall percentages 

between wealth groups are very consistent. A variance of 1.7% occurred between the 

annual percentage averages of wealth groups during the first four years studied. The 

variance in annual percentages decreased to 1.3% from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 
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Property-wealthy districts did indicate slightly higher annual percentages than districts 

in both poor and medium groups. All three wealth groups showed 1996-1997 to be the 

year of lowest annual percentages in maintenance and operations. 

Table 12 

Percentage of Expenditures for Maintenance and Operations 

Property-poor 
Districts 

Medium-wealth 
Districts 

Property-wealthy 
Districts 

$ Total % of PPE $ Total % o f P P E $ Total % o fPPE 

1989- 1990 $375 11.1 $396 11.4 $546 13.1 

1990- 1991 $396 11.1 $411 11.4 $562 12.9 

1991 - 1992 $438 11.2 $439 11.5 $575 12.7 

1992- 1993 $467 11.3 $441 11.1 $607 12.8 

4 Year Average 11.2 11.4 12.9 

1993 -1994 $487 11.2 $484 11.5 $619 12.5 

1994- 1995 $509 11.4 $491 11.3 $631 12.8 

1995 - 1996 $538 11.2 $536 11.5 $666 12.6 

1996- 1997 $551 10.8 $536 10.9 $687 12.1 

4 Year Average 11.2 11.3 12.5 

Support Services 

The percentage of dollars allocated for support services by property-poor districts 

averaged 5.4% for the four years prior to Senate Bill 7 and 5.5% following implementa-

tion. The property-poor group saw percentage of per pupil expenditure accounting for 

5.2% of total operating dollars in 1989-1990, 4.4% in 1993-1994, and 5.9% in 1996-

1997. Property-poor districts produced annual per pupil percentages in support services 

ranging from a low in 1993-1994 of 4.4 to a high of 5.9% in 1996-1997. 
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Medium-wealth districts produced a four year average in expenditures for support 

services that amounted to 5.6% of total per pupil expenditures from 1989-1990 through 

1992-1993. An average annual per pupil expenditure equating to 5.5% was indicated 

from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Allocations amounted to 5.6% in 1989-1990,4.0% 

in 1993-1994, and 6.0% in 1996-1997. The range of annual per pupil percentages in 

support services for medium-wealth districts showed a low of 4.0% in 1993-1994 to a 

high of 6.0% in 1996-1997. 

Districts comprising the property-wealthy group reported an average annual per 

pupil allocation for support services of 5.5% for the four years prior to Senate Bill 7 and 

5.5% following implementation. Support services accounted for 5.6% of the total 

operating budget in 1989-1990, 4.3% in 1993-1994, and 6.0% in 1996-1997. Annual 

per pupil percentages ranged from a low in 1993-1994 of 4.3% to a high in 1996-1997 

of 6.0% for property-wealthy districts. 

Percentages of per pupil allocations for support services were consistent in all 

three wealth groups. A variance of only 0.2% occurred between the annual percentage 

averages for the first four years examined. Annual average percentages for the four 

years following Senate Bill 7 implementation were exactly the same at 5.5% for all 

three groups. All three wealth groups reported their lowest percentage of per pupil 

expenditure in 1993-1994 and their highest expenditure being in 1996-1997. Other than 

the overall decrease in percentages shown by all three wealth groups in 1993-1994, a 

gradual increase in percentage of expenditure was evident for the years surveyed. 
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Table 13 

Percentage of Expenditures for Support Services 

Property-poor Medium-wealth Property-wealthy 
Districts Districts Districts 

$ Total % ofPPE $ Total % ofPPE $ Total % ofPPE 

1989- 1990 $177 5.2 $194 5.6 $232 5.6 
1990- 1991 $191 5.4 $204 5.7 $243 5.6 
1991 - 1992 $206 5.3 $211 5.5 $245 5.4 
1992 - 1993 $235 5.7 $224 5.6 $261 5.5 

4 Year Average 5.4 5.6 5.5 

1993- 1994 $190 4.4 $167 4.0 $215 4.3 

1994- 1995 $257 5.8 $254 5.9 $274 5.6 
1995 - 1996 $274 5.7 $274 5.9 $313 5.9 
1996- 1997 $298 5.9 $294 6.0 $341 6.0 

4 Year Average 5.5 5.5 5.5 

Co-curricular Activities 

Property-poor districts produced an average in annual expenditures for co-

curricular activities from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 of 3.2%. The average of annual 

expenditures from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997 amounted to 3.3%. Allocations 

amounted to 3.1% in 1989-1990, 3.3% in 1993-1994, and 3.3% in 1996-1997. The 

range of annual per pupil percentages in co-curricular activities for property-poor 

districts showed a low of 3.1 % in 1989-1990 to a high of 3.3% for the last five years 

examined. 

The percentage of dollars allocated for co-curricular activities by medium-wealth 

districts averaged 3.3% for the first four years examined in this study. The four years 

following implementation of Senate Bill 7 showed medium-wealth districts allocating 

an average of 3.2% of total dollars. Co-curricular activities accounted for 3.4% of the 
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total operating budget in 1989-1990, 3.3% in 1993-1994, and 3.2% in 1996-1997. 

Annual per pupil percentages ranged from a low in 1995-1996 of 3.1% to a high in 

1989-1990 of 3.4% for medium-wealth districts. 

The percentage of dollars allocated for co-curricular activities by property-

wealthy districts averaged 3.5% during the first four years examined and 3.4% for the 

four following implementation of Senate Bill 7. The property-wealthy group saw 

percentage of per pupil expenditure accounting for 3.6% of total operating dollars in 

1989-1990, 3.3% in 1993-1994, and 3.4% in 1996-1997. Property-wealthy districts 

produced annual per pupil percentages in co-curricular activities ranging from a low in 

1992-1993 and 1993-1994 of 3.3% to a high of 3.6% in 1989-1990. 

Table 14 

Percentage of Expenditures for Co-curricular Activities 

Property-poor Medium-wealth Property-wealthy 
Districts Districts Districts 

$ Total % ofPPE $ Total % ofPPE $ Total % ofPPE 

1989-1990 $105 3.1 $120 3.4 $152 3.6 
1990- 1991 $114 3.2 $116 3.2 $154 3.5 
1991 - 1992 $125 3.2 $124 3.2 $155 3.4 
1992- 1993 $138 3.3 $130 3.3 $158 3.3 

4 Year Average 3.2 3.3 3.5 

1993 -1994 $143 3.3 $138 3.3 $165 3.3 
1994- 1995 $149 3.3 $140 3.2 $170 3.4 
1995 - 1996 $157 3.3 $144 3.1 $182 3.4 
1996- 1997 $167 3.3 $158 3.2 $194 3.4 

4 Year Average 3.3 3.2 3.4 
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The patterns of similarity found in other expenditure categories is also evident in 

co-curricular activities. Percentage of per pupil allocations were very consistent in all 

three wealth groups. A variance of only 0.3% occurred between the annual percentage 

averages from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. Wealth groups showed a variance in 

annual percentage averages for co-curricular activities of only 0.2% from 1993-1994 

through 1996-1997. Percentage of allocations for co-curricular activities remained 

stable for all wealth groups prior to and following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Research Question Three 

3) What changes have occurred in the expenditure gaps of specified budget 

categories between property-wealthy, medium-wealth, and poor districts since imple-

mentation of Senate Bill 7? 

Senate Bill 7 was implemented in order to help narrow the gap in spending 

between property-poor and property-wealthy districts. The findings calculated through 

cumulative data reveal that monetary gaps within expenditure categories have changed 

incrementally during the years examined for this study. Examination of data includes 

the budget categories of total per pupil expenditure, payroll or personnel, instruction, 

administration, maintenance and operations, support services, co-curricular activities, 

and capital outlay. Data produced through this study has revealed that the differences in 

actual dollars expended have indeed been narrowed between property-poor and wealthy 

districts. The primary objective of this research question is to ascertain if identified 

expenditure gaps that existed during the initial year of this study changed more before 

or after implementation of Senate Bill 7. Calculating overall percentages of 
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expenditures in budget categories is appropriate for analyzing trends and patterns. 

However, percentages can easily present an inaccurate interpretation of the degree of 

disparity in spending that exists. This is evident in this research as percentages of total 

per pupil allocation for each budget category were found to be very similar between 

wealth groups. In order to determine whether gaps have narrowed and to what degree, 

expenditure in dollars must be analyzed. 

Illustrations representing each expenditure category are presented to visually 

assist in describing the findings. Data for each wealth group is reported in intervals for 

the years 1989-1990, 1993-1994, and 1996-1997. Average per pupil dollar amounts 

specific to each of the reporting years and for each wealth group will be utilized for 

both visual presentation and interpretation of changes in total allocation prior to and 

following implementation of Senate Bill 7 in 1993. In addition, a narrative description 

accompanies each illustration to provide supporting data and verify specific dollar 

amounts. Trends or patterns relating to changes in expenditure gaps between wealth 

groups will be described briefly for each expenditure category. 

Total Per Pupil Expenditure 

Total per pupil expenditure in 1989-1990 for property-poor districts was $3,373, 

medium-wealth districts $3,488, and $4,179 for property-wealthy districts. Expenditures 

for 1993-1994 had increased to $4,363 for poor districts, $4,216 for medium-wealth 

districts, and $4,951 for property-wealthy districts. Property-poor districts expended a 

total of $5086 per pupil in 1996-1997, while the medium-wealth group spent $4,920 

and property-wealthy districts $5,695. 
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Per pupil expenditures for property-poor districts increased $769 over the first 

four years examined and $723 between 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. A total dollar 

increase of $493 occurred from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993, and $704 from 1993-

1994 through 1996-1997 for medium-wealth districts. Allocations for per pupil 

expenditures increased a total of $567 the first four years of this study for property-

wealthy districts and $744 the four years following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 
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Figure 1. Comparison of total per pupil expenditure. 

A difference in spending of $806 was found between property-poor and wealthy 

districts in 1989-1990, narrowing to $588 in 1993-1994, and increasing slightly to $609 

by 1996-1997. Property-poor districts expended $115 less than medium-wealth districts 

in 1989-1990, but by 1993-1994 had surpassed the medium-wealth districts in total 
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expenditures by $147, and by 1996-1997 had increased the margin to $166. The dollar 

difference in expenditures between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts 

amounted to $691 in 1989-1990, $735 in 1993-1994, and increased to $775 by 1996-

1997. 

The pattern established in total per pupil expenditures by the three wealth groups 

from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997 can be 

seen for all expenditure categories except capital outlay. Property-poor districts made 

greater gains in narrowing the gap in expenditures with property-wealthy districts than 

medium-wealth districts. Medium-wealth districts had the smallest increase in dollars 

and actually lost ground to both the wealthy and poor district groups during the first 

four years examined. Actual increases in dollars expended by the medium-wealth group 

were very similar to property-poor districts for the years following Senate Bill 7. 

However, the difference in dollars gained by property-poor districts over medium-

wealth districts during the first four years examined prevented the gap from narrowing. 

The largest gap in spending in 1989-1990 was between property-poor and wealthy 

districts at $806. In 1993-1994, the widest gap in spending occurred between medium-

wealth and property-wealthy districts amounting to $735, and by 1996-1997 that gap 

had increased to $775. The four years following implementation of Senate Bill 7 

indicated property-poor districts had stabilized the gap with property-wealthy districts. 

Medium-wealth districts continued to experience the largest monetary gap with prop-

erty-wealthy districts. 
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Payroll or Personnel 

Per pupil allocations fori 989-1990 payroll amounted to $2,687 for property-poor 

districts, $2,791 for medium-wealth districts, and $3,333 for property-wealthy districts. 

Expenditures for 1993-1994 had increased to $3,405 for poor districts, $3,332 for 

medium-wealth districts, and $3,856 for property-wealthy districts in this category. 

Total per pupil dollars expended for payroll in 1996-1997 amounted to $3,997 for the 

property-poor group, $3,923 for medium-wealth districts, and $4,511 for the property-

wealthy group. 

Per pupil expenditures in payroll increased by $553 for property-poor districts 

between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993 and $592 from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 

Medium-wealth districts found increases for payroll over the first four year period 

totaling $373 and $591 the four years following implementation of Senate Bill 7. A 

total increase in per pupil expenditure for payroll of $443 was experienced by the 

property-wealthy group of districts from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and $655 from 

1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 

Expenditures for payroll found property-poor districts spending $646 less than 

wealthy districts in 1989-1990, $451 in 1993-1994, and $514 less in 1996-1997. Prop-

erty-poor districts spent $104 less than medium-wealth districts in 1989-1990. How-

ever, by 1993-1994 property-poor districts had spent $73 more than the medium-wealth 

districts for payroll and $74 more in 1996-1997. The total difference in spending 

between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts amounted to $542 in 1989-

1990, $524 in 1993-1994, and increasing to $588 by 1996-1997. 
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Figure 2. Comparison of payroll or personnel expenditures. 

Property-poor districts made the greatest progress in narrowing the gap with 

property-wealthy districts during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth 

districts lost ground to both the wealthy and poor district groups from 1989-1990 

through 1992-1993. Property-wealthy districts had the greatest dollar increase for 

payroll between 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. Medium-wealth and property-poor districts 

increased dollar amounts in similar amounts after implementation of Senate Bill 7. The 

largest gap in spending in 1989-1990 was between property-poor and wealthy districts 

at $646. By 1993-1994, the widest gap in spending occurred between medium-wealth 

and property-wealthy districts amounting to $524. The largest spending discrepancy 

between districts in 1996-1997 continued to be between medium-wealth and property-
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wealthy districts at $588. Data indicates that medium-wealth districts did not keep pace 

with property-wealthy districts prior to or following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Instruction 

Total per pupil expenditure for instruction in 1989-1990 for property-poor 

districts was $1,928, medium-wealth districts $1,971, and $2,236 for property-wealthy 

districts. Expenditures for 1993-1994 had increased to $2,489 for poor districts, $2,425 

for medium-wealth districts, and $2,760 for property-wealthy districts. Property-poor 

districts expended a total of $2,912 per pupil for instruction in 1996-1997, while the 

medium-wealth group spent $2,840 and property-wealthy districts $3,202. 

Instructional expenditures for property-poor districts increased $424 over the first 

four years examined and $423 between 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. A total dollar 

increase of $301 occurred from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and $415 from 1993-

1994 through 1996-1997 for medium-wealth districts. Allocations for per pupil expend-

itures in instruction increased a total of $342 the first four years of this study for prop-

erty-wealthy districts and $442 the four years following implementation of Senate Bill 

7. 

A difference in spending of $408 was found between property-poor and wealthy 

districts in 1989-1990, $271 in 1993-1994, and increasing slightly to $290 by 1996-

1997. Property-poor districts expended $43 less than medium-wealth districts in 1989-

1990, but by 1993-1994 had surpassed the medium-wealth group in total expenditures 

for instruction by $65. Property-poor districts increased the spending margin over 

medium-wealth districts by $72 in 1996-1997. The dollar difference in expenditures 
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between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts for instruction amounted to 

$365 in 1989-1990. The gap in spending between medium-wealth and property-wealthy 

districts decreased to $335 in 1993-1994 and increased slightly to $362 by 1996-1997. 
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Figure 3. Comparison of expenditures for instruction. 

Property-poor districts made the greatest gains among all three wealth groups in 

actual dollars allocated to instruction between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993. Medium-

wealth districts had the smallest increase in allocations and actually lost ground to both 

property-poor and property-wealthy districts. All three wealth groups showed increases 

in dollars expended for instruction to be similar following implementation of Senate 

Bill 7. The largest gap in spending in 1989-1990 was between property-poor and 

wealthy districts at $408. In 1993-1994, the greatest margin of difference in 
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expenditures for instruction was between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts 

at $335. By 1996-1997, the widest gap in per pupil spending for instruction continued to 

exist between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts amounting to $362. 

Administration 

Per pupil allocations for administration amounted to $449 for property-poor 

districts, $479 for medium-wealth districts, and $564 for property-wealthy districts in 

1989-1990. Expenditures for 1993-1994 had increased to $541 for poor districts, $503 

for medium-wealth districts, and $657 for property-wealthy districts in this category. 

Total per pupil dollars expended for administration in 1996-1997 amounted to $558 for 

the property-poor group, $544 for medium-wealth districts, and $639 for the property-

wealthy group. 

Per pupil expenditures in administration increased by $63 for property-poor 

districts between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993 and $17 from 1993-1994 through 1996-

1997. Medium-wealth districts found increases for administration over the first four 

year period totaling $23 and $41 the four years following implementation of Senate Bill 

7. A total increase for administration of $38 was experienced by the property-wealthy 

group of districts from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. However, property-wealthy 

districts indicate an actual decrease of minus $18 from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 

Expenditures for administration found property-poor districts spending $115 less than 

wealthy districts in 1989-1990, $116 in 1993-1994, and $81 less in 1996-1997. 

Property-poor districts spent $30 less than medium-wealth districts in 1989-1990. 

However, by 1993-1994 property-poor districts had spent $38 more than the medium-



117 

wealth districts for administration and $14 more in 1996-1997. The total difference in 

spending between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts amounted to $85 in 

1989-1990, increasing to $154 in 1993-1994, and decreasing to $95 by 1996-1997. 
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Figure 4. Comparison of expenditures for administration. 

All three wealth groups showed increases in total dollars expended for admini-

stration. Property-poor districts saw the greatest increase in total dollars allocated for 

administration during the first four years prior to Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth districts 

experienced the greatest increase in total dollars spent for administration from 1993-

1994 through 1996-1997. The largest gap in per pupil spending for administration in 

1989-1990 was between property-poor and wealthy districts at $115. In 1993-1994, the 

widest margin in spending of $154 occurred between medium-wealth and property-
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wealthy districts. By 1996-1997, the widest gap in per pupil spending occurred between 

medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts amounting to $95. Data indicates that 

medium-wealth districts did not keep pace with either property-poor or property-

wealthy districts. 

Maintenance and Operations 

Total per pupil expenditure for maintenance and operations in 1989-1990 for 

property-poor districts was $375, medium-wealth districts $396, and $546 for property-

wealthy districts. Expenditures in 1993-1994 had increased to $487 for poor districts, 

$484 for medium-wealth districts, and $619 for property-wealthy districts. Property-

poor districts expended a total of $551 per pupil for maintenance and operations in 

1996-1997, while the medium-wealth group spent $536 and property-wealthy districts 

$687. 

Expenditures for maintenance and operations among property-poor districts 

increased $92 over the first four years examined and $64 between 1993-1994 and 1996-

1997. A total dollar increase of $45 occurred from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and 

$52 from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997 for medium-wealth districts. Allocations for 

per pupil expenditures in maintenance and operations increased a total of $61 the first 

four years of this study for property-wealthy districts and $68 the four years following 

implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

A difference in spending for maintenance and operations of $171 was found 

between property-poor and wealthy districts in 1989-1990, $132 in 1993-1994, and had 

increased slightly to $136 by 1996-1997. Property-poor districts expended $21 less than 
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medium-wealth districts in 1989-1990, but by 1993-1994 had surpassed the medium-

wealth group in total expenditures for maintenance and operations by $3. Property-poor 

districts increased the spending margin over medium-wealth districts by $15 in 1996-

1997. The dollar difference in expenditures between medium-wealth and property-

wealthy districts for maintenance and operations amounted to $150 in 1989-1990. The 

gap in spending between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts decreased to 

$135 in 1993-1994 and then increased to $151 by 1996-1997. 
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Figure 5. Comparison of maintenance and operation expenditures. 

Property-poor districts made the greatest gains among all three wealth groups in 

actual dollars allocated to maintenance and operations between 1989-1990 and 1992-

1993. Medium-wealth districts had the smallest increase in allocations and actually lost 
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ground to both property-poor and property-wealthy districts prior to Senate Bill 7. All 

three wealth groups showed increases in dollars expended for maintenance and opera-

tions to be similar following implementation of Senate Bill 7. The largest gap in 

spending in 1989-1990 was between property-poor and wealthy districts at $171. In 

1993-1994, the greatest margin of difference in expenditures for maintenance and 

operations was between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts at $135. By 

1996-1997, the widest gap in per pupil spending for maintenance and operations 

continued to exist between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts amounting to 

$151. 

Support Services 

Per pupil allocations for support services amounted to $177 for property-poor 

districts, $194 for medium-wealth districts, and $232 for property-wealthy districts in 

1989-1990. Expenditures for 1993-1994 had increased to $190 for poor districts, $167 

for medium-wealth districts, and $215 for property-wealthy districts in this category. 

Total per pupil dollars expended for support services in 1996-1997 amounted to $298 

for the property-poor group, $294 for medium-wealth districts, and $341 for the 

property-weal thy group. 

Per pupil expenditures in support services increased by $58 for property-poor 

districts between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993 and $108 from 1993-1994 through 1996-

1997. Medium-wealth districts found increases for support services over the first four 

year period totaling $30 and $127 the four years following implementation of Senate 

Bill 7. A total increase for support services of $29 was experienced by the property-



121 

wealthy group of districts from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. Property-wealthy 

districts indicate an increase of $126 in total dollars from 1993-1994 through 1996-

1997. 
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Figure 6. Comparison of expenditures for support services 

Expenditures for support services found property-poor districts spending $55 less 

than wealthy districts in 1989-1990, $25 in 1993-1994, and $43 less in 1996-1997. 

Property-poor districts spent $17 less than medium-wealth districts in 1989-1990. 

However, by 1993-1994 property-poor districts had spent $23 more than the medium-

wealth districts for support services and $4 more in 1996-1997. The total difference in 

spending between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts amounted to $38 in 
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1989-1990, increasing to $48 in 1993-1994, and decreasing slightly to $47 by 1996-

1997. 

All three wealth groups showed increases in total dollars expended for support 

services. Property-poor districts saw the greatest increase in total dollars allocated 

during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth districts experienced the 

greatest increase in total dollars spent for support services from 1993-1994 through 

1996-1997. The largest gap in per pupil spending for support services in 1989-1990 was 

between property-poor and wealthy districts at $55. In 1993-1994, the widest margin in 

spending of $48 occurred between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts. By 

1996-1997, the widest gap in per pupil spending continued to exist between medium-

wealth and property-wealthy districts amounting to $47. 

Co-curricular Activities 

Total per pupil expenditure for co-curricular activities in 1989-1990 for property-

poor districts was $105, medium-wealth districts $120, and $152 for property-wealthy 

districts. Expenditures for 1993-1994 had increased to $143 for poor districts, $138 for 

medium-wealth districts, and $165 for property-wealthy districts. Property-poor districts 

expended a total of $167 per pupil for co-curricular activities in 1996-1997, while the 

medium-wealth group spent $158 and property-wealthy districts $194. 

Co-curricular activity expenditures for property-poor districts increased $33 over 

the first four years examined and $24 between 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. A total dollar 

increase of $10 occurred from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 and $20 from 1993-1994 

through 1996-1997 for medium-wealth districts. Allocations for co-curricular activities 



123 

increased a total of $6 the first four years of this study for property-weal thy districts and 

$29 the four years following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

A difference in spending of $47 was found between property-poor and wealthy 

districts in 1989-1990, $22 in 1993-1994, and increased slightly to $27 by 1996-1997. 

Property-poor districts expended $15 less than medium-wealth districts in 1989-1990, 

but in 1993-1994 surpassed the medium-wealth districts in total expenditures by $5, and 

by 1996-1997 had increased the margin to $9. The dollar difference in expenditures 

between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts amounted to $32 in 1989-1990, 

$27 in 1993-1994, and had increased to $36 by 1996-1997. 
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Figure 7. Comparison of expenditures for co-curricular activities 
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Property-poor districts made the greatest gains among all three wealth groups in 

actual dollars allocated to co-curricular activities during the period of years from 1989-

1990 through 1992-1993. Property-wealthy districts had the smallest increase in dollars 

expended prior to Senate Bill 7. All three wealth groups had similar dollar increases 

between 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. The largest gap in spending for co-curricular 

activities in 1989-1990 was between property-poor and wealthy districts at $47. The 

greatest margin of difference in spending for 1993-1994 was $27 and occurred between 

medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts. In 1996-1997, the widest gap in per 

pupil spending for co-curricular activities occurred between medium-wealth and 

property-wealthy districts amounting to $36. 

Capital Outlay 

Per pupil allocations for capital outlay amounted to $300 for property-poor 

districts, $384 for medium-wealth districts, and $455 for property-wealthy districts in 

1989-1990. Expenditures for 1993-1994 had increased to $376 for poor districts, $699 

for medium-wealth districts, and $534 for property-wealthy districts in this category. 

Total per pupil dollars expended for capital outlay in 1996-1997 amounted to $635 for 

the property-poor group, $1,043 for medium-wealth districts, and $877 for the property-

wealthy group. 

Per pupil expenditures for capital outlay increased by $135 for property-poor 

districts between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993 and $259 from 1993-1994 through 1996-

1997. Medium-wealth districts found increases for capital outlay over the first four year 

period totaling $292 and $344 the four years following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 
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A total increase for capital outlay of $292 was experienced by the property-wealthy 

group of districts from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993. Property-wealthy districts indi-

cate an increase of $343 expended for capital outlay from 1993-1994 through 1996-

1997. 

Cocurricular 
Activities 

Expenditures 
(in dollars) 

1989 -1990 1993 -1994 1996 -1997 

Property Poor 

Medium Wealth 

Property Wealthy 

Figure 8. Comparison of expenditures for capital outlay. 

Expenditures for capital outlay found property-poor districts spending $155 less 

than wealthy districts in 1989-1990, $158 in 1993-1994, and $242 less in 1996-1997. 

Property-poor districts spent $84 less than medium-wealth districts in 1989-1990, $323 

in 1993-1994. and $478 less for capital outlay in 1996-1997. The total difference in 

spending tor capital outlay between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts 

amounted to $71 in 1989-1990. However, by 1993-1994 medium-wealth districts spent 
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$165 more than property-wealthy districts with the difference increasing slightly to 

$166 by 1996-1997. 

All three wealth groups showed increases in total dollars expended for capital 

outlay. Medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts saw the greatest increase in total 

dollars allocated for capital outlay during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7. Medium-

wealth and property-wealthy districts also indicated the greatest increase in total dollars 

spent for capital outlay from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. The smallest increase in 

total dollars allocated for capital outlay was experienced by property-poor districts both 

prior to and following implementation of Senate Bill 7. The largest gap in per pupil 

spending for capital outlay in 1989-1990 was between property-poor and wealthy 

districts at $155. By 1993-1994, the greatest margin of difference in spending for 

capital outlay occurred between property-poor and medium-wealth districts amounting 

to $323. In 1996-1997, the widest gap in per pupil spending continued to exist between 

property-poor and medium-wealth districts at $408. 

Research Question Four 

4) To what degree have efforts to bring about equalization in funding through 

Senate Bill 7 been realized through spending patterns? 

Investigation of cumulative data for the overall spending patterns of wealth 

groups was necessary to determine the effects of Senate Bill 7 on equalization of 

expenditures. Calculating the dollar difference of average expenditures between wealth 

groups was performed for each of the budget categories included in this research. 
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Findings for these calculations are presented in Table 15. Research focuses on total 

dollar difference between all three wealth groups. 

Per Pupil Expenditure 

The initial year of this study, 1989-1990, indicated total per pupil expenditures of 

$3,373 by property-poor districts, $3,488 by medium-wealth districts, and $4,179 by 

property-wealthy districts. The greatest difference in spending for that year occurred 

between the property-poor and property-wealthy groups. The medium-wealth group 

spent $ 115 per pupil more than the property-poor group. Property-poor districts were 

found to have total per pupil expenditures of $806 less than the wealthy districts. 

Property-wealthy districts expended a total dollar difference of $691 more per pupil 

than the medium-wealth group. 

Senate Bill 7 was implemented prior to the 1993-1994 school year. Property-poor 

districts indicated total per pupil expenditures amounting to $4,363, medium-wealth 

districts $4,216, and property-wealthy districts $4,951. The greatest margin of differ-

ence in spending for 1993-1994 occurred between medium-wealth and property-

wealthy districts. Property-poor districts allocated $147 more than medium-wealth 

districts. Property-wealthy districts expended $588 more in total per pupil expenditure 

than the property-poor districts and $735 more than medium-wealth districts. 

In 1996-1997, the property-poor group gave evidence of total per pupil expendi-

tures of $5,086, medium-wealth districts $4,920, and the property-wealthy group 

$5,695. The greatest discrepancy in spending for 1996-1997 was found to occur 

between the medium-wealth group and the property-wealthy districts. Property-poor 
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districts expended $166 per pupil more than medium-wealth districts in 1996-1997. The 

difference in total per pupil expenditure between property-poor and property-wealthy 

districts amounted to the wealthy group spending $609 more per student. Property-

wealthy districts reported spending $775 more per pupil than medium-wealth districts. 

Per pupil expenditures for each wealth group show continual increases in spend-

ing between 1989-1990 and 1993-1994, and 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. The dollar 

difference in spending between property-poor and property-wealthy districts decreased 

by $218 or 27.0% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994, but increased by $21 or 3.6% from 

1993-1994 to 1996-1997. Data indicates that the gap in overall spending narrowed for 

property-poor districts primarily during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7. 

The percentage difference in spending between medium-wealth and property-

wealthy districts increased by $44 or 6.4% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994 and again by 

$40 or 5.4% from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997. Medium-wealth districts indicate that the 

discrepancy gap in expenditures not only increased with property-wealthy districts, but 

one also developed with property-poor districts during the period of years between 

1989-1990 and 1992-1993. Medium-wealth districts did not see a narrowing of the gap 

in expenditures for total per pupil expenditures with property-wealthy districts prior to 

or following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Payroll or Personnel 

The property-poor wealth group revealed average expenditures for payroll of 

$2,687 in 1989-1990, medium-wealth districts reported $2,791, and the property-

wealthy group $3,333. The low spending group in 1989-1990 consisted of property-
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poor districts while the high spending group was again made up of property-wealthy 

districts. Medium-wealth districts expended $104 more per pupil than property-poor 

districts. Property-poor districts report spending $646 per pupil less than districts 

comprising the property-wealthy group. Data reported for 1989-1990 shows property-

wealthy districts allocating $542 more per pupil than the medium-wealth group. 

Property-poor districts indicated expenditures for payroll amounting to $3,405, 

medium-wealth districts $3,332, and property-wealthy districts $3,856. The greatest 

margin of difference in spending for 1993-1994 occurred between medium-wealth and 

property-wealthy districts. Property-poor districts allocated $73 more than medium-

wealth districts. Property-wealthy districts expended $451 more in total per pupil 

expenditure than the property-poor districts and $524 more than medium-wealth 

districts. 

Property-poor districts allocated $3997 for payroll in 1996-1997, while medium-

wealth districts spent $3,923 and property-wealthy districts $4,511. The scenario 

changed between 1989-1990 and 1996-1997 finding medium-wealth districts spending 

the fewest amount of dollars for payroll. Property-poor districts are found to have spent 

$74 more per pupil than the medium-wealth districts. However, the property-poor group 

continued to spend $514 less than the property-wealthy districts. The amount of differ-

ence in per pupil expenditure for payroll increased between medium-wealth and prop-

erty-wealthy districts. Property-wealthy districts allocated $588 more per pupil than the 

medium-wealth group of districts. 
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Payroll expenditures for each wealth group show continual increases in spending 

between 1989-1990 and 1993-1994, and 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. The dollar differ-

ence in spending between property-poor and property-wealthy districts decreased by 

$195 or 30.2% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994. The gap widened from 1993-1994 to 

1996-1997 by $63 or 14.0%. Data indicates that the gap in overall spending for payroll 

narrowed for property-poor districts primarily during the four years prior to Senate Bill 

7. 

The percentage difference in spending for payroll between medium-wealth and 

property-wealthy districts decreased by $18 or 3.4% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994, but 

increased by $64 or 12.2% from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997. Medium-wealth districts 

indicate that a discrepancy gap in expenditures developed with property-poor districts 

during the period of years between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993, and continued during the 

four year period following Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth districts experienced a slight 

narrowing of the gap in expenditures for payroll with property-wealthy districts 

between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993, but showed the gap to widen following implemen-

tation of Senate Bill 7. 

Instruction 

Per pupil costs designated for instruction amounted to $1,928 for property-poor 

districts, $1971 for the medium-wealth group, and $2,336 for property-wealthy districts 

in 1989-1990. The wealthy group showed the greatest per pupil spending in 1989-1990 

and poor districts indicated the least. Data indicates that medium-wealth districts spent 

$43 per pupil more than the property-poor districts. The property-wealthy districts had 
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per pupil allocations amounting to $408 more than the property-poor districts during 

1989-1990. Per pupil expenditure for instruction by property-wealthy districts was $365 

more than that of medium-wealth districts. 

Property-poor districts indicated expenditures for instruction amounting to 

$2,489, medium-wealth districts $2,425, and property-wealthy districts $2,760. The 

greatest margin of difference in spending for 1993-1994 occurred between medium-

wealth and property-wealthy districts. Property-poor districts allocated $64 more than 

medium-wealth districts. Property-wealthy districts expended $271 more for instruction 

than the property-poor districts and $335 more than medium-wealth districts. 

In 1996-1997, property-poor districts reported an average per pupil cost for 

instruction of $2,912. Medium-wealth districts expended $2,840 per pupil and property-

wealthy districts $3,202 for the same year. Medium-wealth districts reported spending 

the least amount for instruction in 1996-1997. Property-wealthy districts once again 

allocated the most dollars for the final year examined. Property-poor districts continued 

their trend of reporting higher per pupil expenditures during 1996-1997 than the 

medium-wealth districts. The difference in per pupil dollar amounts between property-

poor and medium-wealth districts amounted to $72. The difference in expenditures for 

instruction between property-poor and property-wealthy districts found the property-

wealthy group spending $290 more per pupil. Medium-wealth districts continued 

spending less than property-wealthy districts in 1996-1997 by a per student amount of 

$362. 
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Instructional expenditures for each wealth group show continual increases in 

spending between 1989-1990 and 1993-1994, and 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. The 

dollar difference in spending between property-poor and property-wealthy districts 

decreased by $137 or 33.6% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994. The gap widened from 

1993-1994 to 1996-1997 by $19 or 7.0%. Data indicates that the gap in overall spending 

for instruction narrowed for property-poor districts primarily during the four years prior 

to Senate Bill 7. 

The percentage difference in spending for instruction between medium-wealth 

and property-wealthy districts decreased by $30 or 8.2% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994, 

but increased by $27 or 8.1% from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997. Medium-wealth districts 

indicate that a discrepancy gap in expenditures developed with property-poor districts 

during the period of years between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993, and continued during the 

four year period following Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth districts experienced a slight 

narrowing of the gap in expenditures for instruction with property-wealthy districts 

between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993, but showed the gap to widen following implemen-

tation of Senate Bill 7. As with total per pupil expenditure and payroll, medium-wealth 

districts showed the least gain in per pupil expenditures for instruction among the three 

wealth groups. 

Administration 

Districts comprising the property-poor wealth group reported average per pupil 

costs associated with administration in 1989-1990 at $449, while medium-wealth 

districts had expenditures of $479 and property-wealthy districts $564. Greatest 
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disparity in spending was noted between the property-poor group and the property-

wealthy districts. Medium-wealth districts reported higher per pupil expenditures during 

1989-1990 than the property-poor districts. The difference in per pupil dollar amounts 

between medium-wealth and property-poor districts amounted to $30. The difference in 

expenditures for administration between property-poor and property-wealthy districts 

found the property-wealthy group spending $115 more per pupil. Medium-wealth 

districts expended less than property-wealthy districts in 1989-1990 by a per student 

amount of $85. 

Senate Bill 7 was implemented prior to the 1993-1994 school year. Property-poor 

districts indicated total expenditures for administration amounting to $541, medium-

wealth districts $503, and property-wealthy districts $657. The greatest margin of 

difference in spending for 1993-1994 occurred between medium-wealth and property-

wealthy districts. Property-poor districts allocated $38 more than medium-wealth 

districts. Property-wealthy districts expended $116 more in administration than the 

property-poor districts and $154 more than medium-wealth districts. 

Property-poor districts indicated per pupil expenditures in 1996-1997 of $558, 

whereas the medium-wealth group allocated $544 and property-wealthy districts 

expended $639. Medium-wealth districts allocated the least amount for administration 

while property-wealthy districts allocated the most. Property-poor districts expended 

$14 more per pupil than medium-wealth districts. Property-poor districts report spend-

ing $81 per pupil less than districts comprising the property-wealthy group. Data 
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reported for 1996-1997 shows property-wealthy districts allocating $95 more per pupil 

than the medium-wealth group for administration. 

Administrative expenditures for each wealth group show continual increases in 

spending between 1989-1990 and 1993-1994. The dollar increase in per pupil expendi-

ture for administration was more substantial for property-poor and wealthy districts 

between 1989-1990 and 1993-1994 than it was for the four year period from 1993-1994 

through 1996-1997. The dollar difference in spending between property-poor and 

property-wealthy districts increased by $1 from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994, but decreased 

by $35 or 30.2% from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997. Data indicates that the gap in overall 

spending for administration narrowed for property-poor districts. However, unlike the 

previous categories examined, the narrowing occurred during the four years following 

implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

The trend of increasing disparity between medium-wealth and property-wealthy 

districts continues in the category of administration. The percentage difference in 

spending between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts increased by $69 or 

81.2% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994. However, medium-wealth districts show a 

decrease of $59 or 38.3% in the spending gap between 1993-1994 and 1996-1997. 

Overall, medium-wealth districts indicate that the discrepancy gap in expenditures not 

only increased with property-wealthy districts, but one also developed with property-

poor districts during the period of years between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993. Medium-

wealth districts did not see a narrowing of the gap in expenditures for administration 

with property-wealthy districts prior to or following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 
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Maintenance and Operations 

The initial year of this study, 1989-1990, indicated that property-poor districts 

expended $375, medium-wealth districts $396, and property-wealthy districts $546 for 

maintenance and operations. The greatest difference in spending for that year occurred 

between the property-poor and property-wealthy groups. The medium-wealth group 

spent $21 per pupil more than the property-poor group. A difference totaling $171 

existed between property-poor and property-wealthy groups. A total dollar difference of 

$150 occurred between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts. 

In the 1993-1994 school year, property-poor districts indicated total per pupil 

expenditures for maintenance and operations amounting to $487, medium-wealth 

districts $484, and property-wealthy districts $619. The greatest margin of difference in 

spending for 1993-1994 occurred between medium-wealth and property-wealthy 

districts. Property-poor districts allocated $3 more than medium-wealth districts. Prop-

erty-wealthy districts expended $132 more for maintenance and operations than the 

property-poor districts and $135 more than medium-wealth districts. 

In 1996-1997, the property-poor group gave evidence of average per pupil expen-

ditures in maintenance and operations of $551, the medium-wealth districts $536, and 

the property-wealthy group $687. Medium-wealth districts allocated the least amount of 

funds for maintenance and operations, while property-wealthy districts allocated the 

most. Property-poor districts expended $15 more than medium-wealth districts in 1996-

1997. The difference in per pupil expenditure between property-poor and wealthy 
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districts amounted to $136. Property-wealthy districts reported spending $151 more per 

pupil than medium-wealth districts. 

Maintenance and operations expenditures for each wealth group show continual 

increases in spending between 1989-1990 and 1993-1994, and 1993-1994 and 1996-

1997. The dollar difference in spending between property-poor and property-wealthy 

districts decreased by $39 or 22.8% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994. The gap widened 

from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997 by $4 or 3.0%. Data indicates that the gap in overall 

spending for maintenance and operations narrowed for property-poor districts primarily 

during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7. 

The percentage difference in spending for maintenance and operations between 

medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts decreased by $15 or 10.0% from 1989-

1990 to 1993-1994, but increased by $16 or 11.9% from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997. 

Medium-wealth districts indicate that a discrepancy gap in expenditures developed with 

property-poor districts during the period of years between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993, 

and continued during the four year period following Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth 

districts experienced a slight narrowing of the gap in expenditures for maintenance and 

operations with property-wealthy districts between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993, but 

showed the gap to widen following implementation of Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth 

districts showed the least dollar gain in per pupil expenditures for maintenance and 

operations among the three wealth groups. 
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Support Services 

The property-poor wealth group revealed average per pupil expenditures for 

support services of $177 in 1989-1990, medium-wealth districts $194, and the property-

wealthy group $232. The low spending group in 1989-1990 consisted of property-poor 

districts while the high spending group was again made up of the property-wealthy 

districts. Medium-wealth districts expended $17 more per pupil in support services than 

property-poor districts. Property-poor districts report spending $55 per pupil less than 

districts comprising the property-wealthy group. Data reported for 1989-1990 shows 

property-wealthy districts allocating $38 more per pupil than the medium-wealth group. 

Property-poor districts indicated expenditures for support services amounting to 

$190, medium-wealth districts $167, and property-wealthy districts $215. The greatest 

margin of difference in spending for 1993-1994 occurred between medium-wealth and 

property-wealthy districts. Property-poor districts allocated $23 more than medium-

wealth districts. Property-wealthy districts expended $25 more for support services than 

the property-poor districts and $48 more than medium-wealth districts. 

Property-poor districts allocated $298 for support services in 1996-1997, while 

medium-wealth districts spent $294 and property-wealthy districts $341. As in each 

category examined thus far, this scenario changed in 1996-1997 when the medium-

wealth group expended the fewest dollars for support services. Property-wealthy 

districts continued to lead all wealth groups in highest expenditures. Property-poor 

districts are found to have spent $4 more per pupil than the medium-wealth districts. 

However, the property-poor group continued to spend $43 less than the property-
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wealthy districts. The amount of difference in per pupil expenditure for support services 

increased between medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts. Property-weal thy 

districts allocated $47 more per pupil than the medium-wealth group of districts. 

Expenditures for support services show property-poor and wealthy districts with 

decreases in spending between 1989-1990 and 1993-1994. All three wealth groups 

show increased spending from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. The dollar difference in 

spending between property-poor and property-wealthy districts decreased by $30 or 

54.5% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994, but increased by $18 or 72.0% from 1993-1994 

to 1996-1997. Data indicates that the gap in overall spending for support services 

narrowed for property-poor districts as a result of the decrease the four years prior to 

Senate Bill 7. 

The difference in spending for support services between medium-wealth and 

property-wealthy districts increased by $10 or 26.3% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994. 

The margin of difference decreased slightly by $1 or 2.1% from 1993-1994 to 1996-

1997. Medium-wealth districts indicate that the discrepancy gap in expenditures not 

only increased with property-wealthy districts, but one also developed with property-

poor districts during the period of years between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993. Overall, 

medium-wealth districts did not see a narrowing of the gap in expenditures for support 

services with property-wealthy districts prior to or following implementation of Senate 

Bill 7. 
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Co-curricular Activities 

Per pupil costs designated for co-curricular activities in 1989-1990 amounted to 

$105 for property-poor districts, $120 for the medium-wealth group, and $152 for 

property-wealthy districts. The wealthy group showed the greatest spending while the 

poor districts indicated the least. Data indicates that medium-wealth districts spent $15 

per pupil more then the poor district group. The property-wealthy districts had per pupil 

allocations amounting to $47 more than the property-poor districts during 1989-1990. 

Per pupil expenditure for co-curricular activities by property-wealthy districts was $32 

more than that of medium-wealth districts. 

For the 1993-1994 school year, property-poor districts indicated expenditures for 

co-curricular activities amounting to $143, medium-wealth districts $138, and property-

wealthy districts $165. The greatest margin of difference in spending occurred between 

medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts. Property-poor districts allocated $5 

more than medium-wealth districts. Property-wealthy districts expended $22 more in 

total per pupil expenditure than the property-poor districts and $27 more than medium-

wealth districts. 

In 1996-1997, property-poor districts reported an average per pupil cost for co-

curricular activities of $167, the medium-wealth group $158, and property-wealthy 

districts a per pupil average of $194. Property-wealthy districts once again allocated the 

most dollars for co-curricular activities during the final year examined. Property-poor 

districts continued their trend of reporting higher per pupil expenditures during 1996-

1997 than the medium-wealth districts. The difference in per pupil dollar amounts 
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between property-poor and medium-wealth districts amounted to $9. The difference in 

expenditures for co-curricular activities between property-poor and property-wealthy 

districts found the property-wealthy group spending $27 more per pupil. Medium-

wealth districts continued spending less than property-wealthy districts in 1996-1997 by 

a per student amount of $36. 

Co-curricular activity expenditures for each wealth group show continual 

increases in spending between 1989-1990 and 1993-1994, and 1993-1994 and 1996-

1997. The dollar difference in spending between property-poor and property-wealthy 

districts decreased by $25 or 53.2% from 1989-1990 to 1993-1994. The gap widened 

from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997 by $5 or 22.7%. Data indicates that the gap in overall 

spending for co-curricular activities narrowed for property-poor districts primarily 

during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7. 

The percentage difference in spending for co-curricular activities between 

medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts decreased by $5 or 15.6% from 1989-

1990 to 1993-1994, but increased by $9 or 33.3% from 1993-1994 to 1996-1997. 

Medium-wealth districts indicate that a discrepancy gap in expenditures developed with 

property-poor districts during the period of years between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993, 

and continued during the four year period following Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth 

districts experienced a slight narrowing of the gap in expenditures for co-curricular 

activities with property-wealthy districts between 1989-1990 and 1992-1993, but 

showed the gap to widen following implementation of Senate Bill 7. Medium-wealth 
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districts showed the least gain in per pupil expenditures for co-curricular activities 

among the three wealth groups. 

Capital Outlay 

Districts comprising the property-poor wealth group reported average per pupil 

costs associated with capital outlay of $300 in 1989-1990 while medium-wealth 

districts had expenditures of $384 and property-wealthy districts $455. Greatest 

disparity in spending was noted between the property-poor group and the property-

wealthy group. Medium-wealth districts reported higher per pupil expenditures during 

1989-1990 than the property-poor districts. The difference in per pupil dollar amounts 

between medium-wealth and property-poor districts amounted to $84. The difference in 

expenditures for capital outlay between property-poor and property-wealthy districts 

found the property-wealthy group spending $155 more per pupil. Medium-wealth 

districts expended less than property-wealthy districts in 1989-1990 by a per student 

amount of $71. 

Senate Bill 7 was implemented prior to the 1993-1994 school year. Property-poor 

districts indicated total per pupil expenditures amounting to $376, medium-wealth 

districts $699, and property-wealthy districts $534. Unlike all previous categories, the 

greatest margin of difference in spending for 1993-1994 occurred between property-

poor and medium-wealth districts. Medium-wealth districts allocated $323 more than 

property-poor districts. Medium-wealth districts also expended $165 more in capital 

outlay than the property-wealthy districts. Property-wealthy districts had expenditures 

for capital outlay totaling $158 more than property-poor districts. 
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Medium-wealth districts indicated the highest capital outlay expenditures in 1996-

1997 at $1,043, whereas the property-poor group allocated the lowest at $635. Property-

wealthy districts spent an average of $877. Medium-wealth districts expended $408 

more per pupil than property-poor districts. Property-poor districts report spending $242 

per pupil less than districts comprising the property-wealthy group. Data reported for 

1996-1997 shows medium-wealth districts allocating $408 more per pupil than the 

property-wealthy group for capital outlay. 

The dollar increase between 1989-1990, 1993-1994, and 1996-1997 in per pupil 

expenditure for capital outlay was substantial for all wealth groups. The trend of 

decreasing disparity between property-poor and property-wealthy districts was reversed 

for capital outlay as the gap in per pupil expenditures increased by $3 or 1.9% from 

1989-1990 through 1993-1994 and by $84 or 53.2% from 1993-1994 through 1996-

1997. Property-poor districts did not see a narrowing of the gap in expenditures for 

capital outlay prior to or following implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Capital outlay is the only category where medium-wealth districts reported 

spending more per pupil than property-poor districts prior to and following Senate Bill 

7. The difference in spending between medium-wealth districts and the property-

wealthy group also changed from previous categories. Percent of difference showed 

medium-wealth districts increasing per pupil spending by $236 or 332.4% more than 

property-wealthy districts from 1989-1990 through 1993-1994. The medium-wealth 

group continued this trend by increasing per pupil expenditures for capital outlay by $1 

or 0.06% more than property-wealthy districts from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. 



144 

Expenditure for capital outlay by medium-wealth districts did not appear to be affected 

by implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

The trend of decreasing disparity between property-poor and property-wealthy 

groups did not hold true with this category. Property-poor districts show the gap in 

expenditures for capital outlay to increase both before and after Senate Bill 7. This is 

the only expenditure category that found medium-wealth districts allocating more 

dollars in 1996-1997 than either of the other two wealth groups. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS 

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Summary 

The primary purposes of this study were to: (a) determine the effects of Senate 

Bill 7 on expenditures in Texas school districts; (b) compare similarities and differ-

ences in expenditures among property-poor, medium-wealth, and wealthy districts; 

(c) analyze spending patterns in light of equalization efforts; and, (d) provide useful 

data to researchers in the area of equalization and adequacy. Literature abounds 

offering data relating to the trends or patterns emerging from research in educational 

finance. These studies tend to focus on annual changes in expenditures between differ-

ent budget functions or the rising costs associated with public education. A scarcity of 

research exists, however, that examines how changes in funding allocations or reduc-

tions in total revenue affect school district expenditures. 

Studies specific to expenditure patterns in Texas pertain mostly to the years 

immediately following implementation of House Bill 72. Although these studies found 

that House Bill 72 brought additional revenue to needy districts, little change occurred 

in expenditure gaps between poor and wealthy districts. The old adage "the poor get 

poorer and the rich get richer" has often been used to describe the financial position of 
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school districts in Texas. In 1993-1994, Senate Bill 7 was implemented bringing new 

measures of financial reform. This legislative endeavor is often referred to as "Robin 

Hood". The concept of taking money from wealthier districts and giving it to the poor 

has not only created political controversy, but has produced financial ramifications for 

all Texas school districts. 

This study was significant in that recent legislative and judicial action taken in 

Texas has come about in an attempt to address the disparity in funding that exists 

between property poor, medium wealth and wealthy school districts. Examination of 

expenditures among districts of varying property wealth should help determine if 

progress in equalization efforts has been accomplished. This study, through a compara-

tive analysis of expenditure data, has attempted to substantiate the patterns and trends in 

financial spending among public school districts in Texas since implementation of 

Senate Bill 7. 

Research Questions 

In order to investigate the issues surrounding the problem and achieve the 

purposes of this study, the following questions were examined: 

1. What are the effects of Senate Bill 7 on expenditure patterns among property-

poor, medium-wealth, and wealthy districts? 

2. What are the differences in the actual percentages of funds allocated for the 

budgeted categories of payroll, instruction, administration, maintenance and operations, 

support services, co-curricular activities, and capital outlay between district wealth 

groups before and after Senate Bill 7? 
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3. What changes have occurred in the expenditure gaps of specified budget 

categories between property-wealthy, medium-wealth, and poor districts since 

implementation of Senate Bill 7? 

4. To what degree have efforts to bring about equalization in funding through 

Senate Bill 7 been realized through spending patterns? 

Population 

The 1996-1997 publication of the Texas Association of School Boards Bench 

Marks reported information on 1,043 independent school districts in the state. The total 

number of school districts has varied over the past ten years. Therefore, only school 

districts listed in the 1996-1997 TASB Bench Marks were considered. This study 

concentrated on comparisons of expenditures among a sampling of districts comprising 

property-poor, medium-wealth, and property-wealthy classifications. In order to have 

valid comparisons, only districts with student populations of more than 1,000 Average 

Daily Attendance (ADA) were examined. 

Sample 

The targeted population for this study focused on Texas public school districts. 

Utilizing data from PEIMS and TASB Bench Marks, school districts that maintained a 

student population of 1,000 or more Average Daily Attendance (ADA) between the 

years of 1989 and 1997 were identified. In order to facilitate legitimate comparisons and 

obtain valid conclusions, only districts that had remained relatively stable in assessed 

property value over the prescribed length of this study were considered. Forty districts 



148 

from each of three prescribed property wealth categories were randomly selected for 

comparison. 

Design of the Study 

The focus of this research centered on how school districts of varying wealth in 

Texas were affected by modifications in state funding instigated by Senate Bill 7. A 

study comparing expenditures between a sampling of districts comprising property-

poor, medium-wealth, and property-wealthy categories was conducted. Identified 

districts were placed into wealth categories based on appraised per pupil market value 

established by state taxing authorities. 

The process of selecting sample districts to be examined for this study was 

accomplished by implementing the following procedures: 

1) Identify all public school districts with an enrollment of 1,000 or more 

students. 

2) Place identified districts into groups according to per student property value of 

the district. (Property-poor districts were designated as having an assessed per pupil 

property value up to $210,499, medium-wealth districts were those with per pupil 

property values of $210,500 to $280,000, and property-wealthy districts had per pupil 

property values of $280,001 and above.) 

3) Randomly select 40 school districts from each of the three wealth categories, 

and 

4) Collect financial data on each district in the target sample. 
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Actual expenditure data collected from the annual Financial Data Reports 

provided by the Texas Education Agency were collected for each district selected for 

the sample. Cumulative data for each wealth group generated annual average per pupil 

expenditures. Comparison of cumulative data was used to answer the research 

questions. 

Procedures for Data Collection 

Budget information was collected using available data from PEIMS and Bench 

Marks. In order to make equitable comparisons, expenditures in the categories of 

payroll, instruction, administration, maintenance and operation, support services, co-

curricular activities, and capital outlay were listed as percentages of the total annual per 

pupil expenditure of each district. 

Data collecting forms were developed to record annual expenditure information 

for the districts within each wealth group and to calculate annual averages. A separate 

data collection form was used for each year of the study. Financial data was accumu-

lated for the school years 1989-1990 through 1996-1997. A total of eight data collection 

forms per wealth group was required to obtain the necessary expenditure category infor-

mation. Cumulative data forms were developed and utilized for collecting the annual 

expenditure averages. A single cumulative data form was needed for each wealth group. 

Information prescribed on the cumulative data sheets was used to analyze trends or 

patterns and make comparisons between wealth groups. 
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Instruments 

The primary instrument used for conducting this research was the cumulative data 

sheet. Annual expenditure averages for the districts in each individual wealth group 

were calculated. The averages were listed on the cumulative data sheet for each year of 

the study. The accumulation of information specific to each wealth group allowed the 

researcher to analyze trends or patterns in expenditures and make comparisons between 

groups. 

Procedures for Analysis of Data 

The study was comparative in nature, based entirely on data collected from the 

targeted sample. The 1989 through 1997 school years were determined relevant for 

purposes of this study. Utilization of data gathering forms to calculate annual expend-

iture averages and provide information for wealth group cumulative reports was 

required. 

Annual differences in the actual per pupil expenditures for each budget category 

were calculated for the sample districts. Differences were stated both in actual dollar 

amounts and percentage of change from 1989. Research focused on the increase or 

decrease of per pupil expenditures within budget categories. Data was compiled in order 

to make comparisons within and between property-poor, medium-wealth, and property-

wealthy district classifications. This data provided the information necessary to answer 

the research questions and determine the overall effects of Senate Bill 7. A narrative 

describing the analysis of critical data gathered was presented. 
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Findings 

Research Question One 

1) What are the effects of Senate Bill 7 on expenditure patterns among property-

poor, medium-wealth, and wealthy districts? 

The intent of this question was to determine if the changes in state appropriation 

formulas enacted through Senate Bill 7 impacted the expenditure patterns of wealth 

groups. The researcher presumed that additional revenue provided to poorer and 

medium wealth districts would result in a pattern of increasing annual per pupil expend-

itures in budget categories. Conversely, limitations placed on revenue for property-

wealthy districts would result in a pattern of decreasing expenditures. In addition, it was 

speculated that some of the budget categories would be impacted more than others. The 

data did not reveal evidence to support these assumptions. 

According to findings of this research, patterns in spending for the budget 

categories examined did not change significantly after implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

An annual decrease in annual dollars expended for administration was evident among 

wealth groups following Senate Bill 7. Support services indicated a substantial decrease 

in allocations by all wealth groups for the year 1993-1994. The budget category of 

administration was the only function that reported a consistent trend of decreasing 

percentages of per pupil expenditure over the eight years examined. This pattern was 

realized by all three wealth groups. 

Research for the questions produced little evidence to substantiate Senate Bill 7 

had any noteworthy effect on existing expenditure patterns. Nor was there any 
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indication that Senate Bill 7 precipitated new trends in annual expenditures. Patterns of 

spending between wealth groups were very similar for each budget category. Annual 

percentages of per pupil expenditure remained consistent between wealth groups for the 

length of the study. 

Research Question Two 

2) What are the differences in the actual percentages of funds allocated for 

budgeted categories of payroll, instruction, administration, maintenance and operations, 

support services, co-curricular activities, and capital outlay between district wealth 

groups before and after Senate Bill 7? 

The purpose of this question was to determine if the realization of additional 

funding for property-poor districts or the restrictions placed on wealthier districts in 

spending and generating revenue have altered the percentage of total per pupil dollars 

allocated to budget categories. When analyzing the findings for changes in percentage 

of per pupil expenditure for the budget categories investigated, it became apparent that 

the pattern presented for each wealth group was one of consistency prior to and 

following implementation of Senate Bill 7. Percentages of per pupil expenditures for 

each budget category varied little throughout the eight years examined. Property poor 

districts showed overall greater annual expenditures increases prior to Senate Bill 7. 

Medium-wealth and property-wealthy districts gave evidence of greater percentage 

increases in spending for most categories after implementation of Senate Bill 7. 

Increases in total dollars allocated for all expenditure functions were clearly 

evident for all wealth groups. There were substantial differences in total dollar amounts 
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reported between wealth groups. However, the percentages of per pupil spending for 

each budget category were very similar between wealth groups and consistent over the 

period of years investigated. 

Research Question Three 

3) What changes have occurred in the expenditure gaps of specified budget 

categories between property-wealthy, medium-wealth, and poor districts since 

implementation of Senate Bill 7? 

One of the primary purposes of this study was to determine if the gaps in 

spending between identified wealth groups have changed. A closer examination 

attempted to determine if changes occurred more from 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 

or from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. Review of annual per pupil expenditure data 

clearly indicated that total dollars expended for education increased for all three wealth 

groups prior to and following Senate Bill 7. It was also found that average annual 

increases have been the greatest for property-poor districts and lowest for medium-

wealth groups. Examination of the data did not produce evidence that implementation 

of Senate Bill 7 in 1993-1994 had a significant impact on established trends. 

Data provided evidence that progress has been made toward narrowing 

expenditure gaps in actual dollars between property-poor and property-wealthy groups. 

The pattern, which indicates that expenditure gaps between property-wealthy districts 

and districts deemed property-poor have narrowed, occurred primarily during the years 

prior to Senate Bill 7. In fact, property-poor districts showed the gap in spending with 

property-wealthy districts to increase slightly for some categories from 1993-1994 
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through 1996-1997. The margin of difference in spending between property-poor and 

property-wealthy districts mostly stabilized after Senate Bill 7. Even though evidence 

substantiates that the gap in expenditures has narrowed between property-poor and 

wealthy districts, a significant difference in per pupil dollars expended still exists. 

The first four years of this study show the medium wealth group exchanging 

places with property-poor districts for having the lowest expenditures. In 1992-1993, 

the medium-wealth group indicated lowest per pupil expenditures in all budget 

categories. Even though this pattern continued through 1996-1997 in every expenditure 

category except for capital outlay, the increases became much less pronounced 

following Senate Bill 7. 

Differences in per pupil dollar amounts actually increased between medium 

wealth and property wealthy districts prior to and following implementation of Senate 

Bill 7. However, as a result of the annual increases in total dollars allocated to each 

category, a decrease in the percentage ratio was realized for most of the years surveyed. 

The gap in total dollars allocated to every category examined increased between 

medium wealth and property wealthy districts except capital outlay. Senate Bill 7 did 

not have an effect on narrowing the gap between medium-wealth and property-wealthy 

districts. 

Research Question Four 

4) To what degree have efforts to bring about equalization in funding through 

Senate Bill 7 been realized through spending patterns? 
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The issue addressed in Question Four lies at the center of this investigation. Has 

Senate Bill 7 made a difference in equalizing overall expenditures among the school 

districts in Texas? Data accumulated through this research has indicated that Senate Bill 

7 did more to stabilize spending differences between wealth groups than improve 

equalization. 

When examining the evidence of accumulated data, it was found that spending 

patterns have changed little since 1989-1990. Even though some decreases in annual 

expenditures were noted by all wealth groups among the operating functions of 

administration and support services, patterns of spending increases were very consistent 

prior to and following implementation of Senate Bill 7. Increases in total spending for 

all expenditure functions is clearly evident for all wealth groups. 

Overall per pupil allocations indicate that Senate Bill 7 has not substantially 

affected the difference in spending levels between property-poor and property-wealthy 

districts established prior to 1993-1994. A 23.9% difference in expenditures between 

the poor and wealthy districts was found in 1989-1990, decreasing to 15.2% in 1993-

1994. That percentage difference was narrowed to 10.7% in 1996-1997. The dollar 

difference between property poor and property wealthy districts decreased from $806 in 

1989-1990 to $588 in 1993-1994, and increased slightly to $609 in 1996-1997. 

Cumulative data on overall per pupil expenditure for medium-wealth districts 

indicate little change in spending discrepancies has occurred. The percentage difference 

between the medium-wealth group and the property-wealthy group narrowed from 

19.8% in 1989-1990 to 14.8% in 1993-1994. The percentage of difference in spending 
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was shown to be 15.7% in 1996-1997. More important, the difference in dollars 

expended between medium wealth and property wealthy districts increased from $691 

in 1989-1990 to $735 in 1993-1994, and to $775 in 1996-1997. 

Beginning with the reporting year of 1991-1992, property-poor districts actually 

show greater overall per pupil spending than medium-wealth districts through the last 

year examined. The amount of difference in total per pupil spending between property-

poor and medium-wealth districts showed medium-wealth districts spending $ 115 more 

in 1989-1990. By 1996-1997, property-poor districts were spending $166 more per 

pupil than medium-wealth districts. 

Conclusion 

This research has shown that established patterns in percentages of per pupil 

expenditures for the different functions were maintained by each wealth group in a very 

consistent manner throughout the course of years examined. No new trends in expend-

itures occurred as a result of the implementation of Senate Bill 7. Similar patterns in 

percentage of per pupil allocation for budgeted categories were evident for each wealth 

group prior to and following implementation of Senate Bill 7. Patterns of spending for 

wealth groups were generally established by 1991-1992. Even though percentages 

between wealth groups were found to be very similar in all function areas, comparisons 

in total dollars indicate distinct disparities between wealth groups continue to exist. 

Implementation of Senate Bill 7 did not produce noticeable changes in percentage 

patterns for any expenditure category other than support services. Support services 

showed gradual increases in percentage of per pupil expenditure each year with the 
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exception of 1993-1994. Percentage of expenditure was substantially lower that year 

than the years prior to or following 1993-1994. 

Patterns discovered for maintenance and operations could suggest that Senate Bill 

7 may have had a negative impact on property wealthy districts. It is recognized that 

total spending for this category increased substantially more for property-poor and 

medium-wealth groups than for property-wealthy districts after 1993-1994. The expend-

iture category of administration was the only area examined that indicated annual 

decreases in percentage of per pupil expenditure for each wealth group prior to and 

following Senate Bill 7 implementation. Even though per pupil percentages declined, 

dollar amounts continued to increase in administration for each wealth group over the 

eight years surveyed. 

This study found spending differences between property-poor and property-

wealthy districts narrowing in 6 of the 8 budget categories from 1989-1990 to 1993-

1994. Increased spending occurred between property-poor and property-wealthy dis-

tricts in 7 out of 8 budget categories from 1993-1994 through 1996-1997. However, the 

decrease in spending gaps experienced during the first four years was much greater than 

the increases that occurred following Senate Bill 7. These findings alone provide the 

researcher with the necessary evidence to affirm that funding changes initiated by 

Senate Bill 7 have at least maintained equalizing efforts between property-poor and 

property-wealthy districts. 

Conversely, medium-wealth districts appear to have been impacted little by 

Senate Bill 7. The expenditure gap that existed between medium-wealth and property-
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wealthy districts in 1989-1990 through 1992-1993 continued to exist in 1993-1994 

through 1996-1997 in every category except capital outlay. In addition, data supports a 

discrepancy gap now exists between medium-wealth and property-poor districts. In 

1996-1997, per pupil expenditures by medium-wealth districts were found to be lower 

than property-poor districts in every category but capital outlay. 

The fact that property-poor districts realized the greatest gains in total dollars 

expended during the four years prior to Senate Bill 7 implies that finance reform 

initiated through earlier legislation may have done more to narrow spending 

discrepancies for property-poor districts than Senate Bill 7. These same reform 

initiatives did not produce equal results for medium-wealth districts. Property-poor 

districts virtually exchanged positions with the medium-wealth group for having the 

lowest per pupil expenditures after 1991-1992. This finding may be the most significant 

discovery of this study. Property-poor districts have benefited most through the reform 

efforts initiated in school finance. Consequently, medium-wealth districts have not been 

helped through finance reform. 

Recommendations 

Data accumulated through this study has indicated that the gap in expenditures 

that existed between the poorer districts and those considered wealthy has narrowed 

some over the years examined. This same pattern was not realized by medium wealth 

districts. In fact, the study revealed that medium wealth districts actually lost ground to 

both property wealthy and property poor districts in funding. It is recommended that 

this discovery be examined more closely to determine what has caused this to occur. A 
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closer examination could reveal that districts of medium wealth are not being funded in 

an equitable manner through the current finance system. It should be determined if the 

current State Foundation Program has contributed to or brought about this discrepancy. 

If deficiencies are uncovered, steps should be taken to adjust the funding system to 

assist districts of medium wealth. 

It is also recommended that the state perform a thorough study regarding the 

effects of "Robin Hood" on districts classified as wealthy. It should be (determined if the 

additional funds generated through the recapture provision of Senate Bill 7 contribute 

significantly to the equalization efforts of the state. Have wealthy districts been 

restricted from providing programs and services to their students as a result of 

inadequate funding? Is there another program for funding education or method of 

generating state revenue that is more equitable to tax payers? These issues must be 

addressed in order to provide adequate and equitable support for public education. 

Suggestions For Further Research 

It is important that studies be conducted in educational finance in order to 

research trends and establish reliable data. Through research, current information can be 

compiled concerning the issues surrounding public school funding and expenditures. 

This data can be used to assist government officials, legislators, school board members, 

and local school district administrators in planning for immediate and long range finan-

cial stability. Establishing a base of financial research can also provide factual informa-

tion to dispel unreliable reporting and counteract a political climate that is often 

nonsupportive of public education. 
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The review of literature found ample research that reported general allocation 

trends and the rising costs associated with public education. However, a scarcity of 

current literature seems to exist regarding allocation and expenditure of funds across 

budget categories. Even less research has been undertaken to study how implementation 

of finance reform has affected expenditures in districts of varying wealth. Additional 

research that examines how changes in funding influence expenditure patterns is 

needed. 

The pattern of expenditures surrounding the budget category of administration 

discovered through this research also deserves closer study. Administration was the 

only expenditure category that experienced an incremental decrease in overall 

percentage of allocation for each year of the study. This pattern was evident for all three 

wealth groups. A study to determine why this pattern of reversal occurred only in 

administration is warranted. 

As a result of this research, the question is raised whether the progress toward 

equalization in Texas has been the result of additional funding to property poor districts 

or the cap on spending that affects wealthier districts. Research could reveal that one 

factor has had a greater impact on equalization. Data revealed through a study of this 

nature could provide lawmakers with important information for future funding 

initiatives. 

The final area of related research involves the funding aspects of Senate Bill 7. A 

study to determine how tax rates have been affected since the implementation of Senate 
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Bill 7 could provide valuable information to local and state officials. Research should 

examine taxing trends between districts of varying wealth. 



APPENDIX A 

LETTER TO NINA TAYLOR - TEA 

LETTER TO TRISH SMITH - TEA 

ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT 

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION FROM TRISH SMITH-TEA 



163 

Letter to Nina Taylor - TEA 

Nina Taylor 
1701 N. Congress Avenue 
Suite 4 - 1 5 7 
Austin, Texas 78701 

December 18, 1997 

Dear Ms. Taylor, 

I hope you recall our conversation of three or four weeks ago. I spoke 
to you briefly about obtaining information regarding actual expenditures of 
school districts in Texas. I am currently working on my dissertation which will 
complete the requirements for a Doctorate in Educational Administration from 
the University of North Texas. My study centers on the effects that Senate Bill 
7 has had on spending patterns in school districts across Texas. I hope my 
research will demonstrate not only how actual expenditures have changed, but 
clearly identify the budget categories most effected. As a result of the findings, 
I also hope to be able to determine to what degree Senate Bill 7 has enhanced 
equity among school districts in Texas. 

In order to add validity to this study, I have randomly selected forty 
school districts from three separate groups. All districts were placed into one 
of three categories based on per pupil property evaluations. I have limited my 
research to districts with a total enrollment of 1000 or more students. 

You informed me that the information I needed to conduct this study is 
available through your department. I would be eternally grateful if you would 
provide me with the actual expenditures of the districts I have listed on the 
attached page. Expenditure data from budget years 1987/88 through 
1996/97 would be extremely helpful. I would like to be able to compare 
expenditure data in the budget categories of administration, instructional 
services, instructional-related services, pupil services, co-curricular activities, 
maintenance and operation, personnel, and capital outlay. Whether data is 
provided on disk or hard copy does not really matter. What ever method that 
is easiest for you would be most acceptable by me. 

During our conversation you communicated to me that as a public school 
administrator, currently employed by a school district in Texas, access to this 
information is available upon request. However, I would be more than willing 
to incur the cost for reproducing or providing this data in addition to any 
applicable shipping charges. Please let me know if there is something else I 
need to do in order to obtain the information required to complete my study. 
Otherwise, I will anxiously await receipt of the data. 
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Letter to Nina Taylor - TEA (cont.) 

Again, thank you so much for your courteous response to my questions 
and willingness to supply me with my needs. If I can ever be of assistance to 
you, please feel free to give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

Neal Odle 
Principal - O.C. Taylor Elementary 

Please send information/data to: 
Neal Odle 
3904 Kelsry Court 
Grapevine, Texas 76051 
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Letter To Trish Smith - TEA 

Trish Smith 
1701 North Congress Ave. 
PEIMS Division 
Austin, Texas 78701 

June 23, 1998 

Dear Ms. Smith, 

Thank you for your assistance in trying to help me obtain the 
information necessary to complete my dissertation. As I mentioned in our 
phone conversation, I am making a comparison of selected districts to try and 
determine if the changes in funding due to Senate Bill 7 have effected 
expenditure patterns. In reviewing the Actual Financial Data reports received 
from TEA, I found that between the reporting years of 1991-1992 and 1992-
1993 additional categories were added under Total Operating Expenditures. In 
order for my study to be valid, I must determine what operating expenditure 
category included the new listings prior to the 1992-1993 report. 

In the reporting of the annual PEIMS Financial Report on actual 
expenditures for every district, additional categories were included beginning 
in the year 1992-1993. These categories included: 

Instructional Resources/Media 22 
Curriculum/Staff Development 25 
Guidance / Counseling Services 31 
Social Work Services 32 
Health Services 33 

Previously the printout for each district did not contain these categories, 
but did have a category for Staff & Student Support. My question would 
be...were the additional categories added in 1992-1993 all included in the 
single category of Staff & Student Support? If not, then where? 

My second question would pertain to the All Funds category. What 
funds are included here that are not included under General Funds? 

I have attached examples of both reporting years with the expenditure 
areas marked. I really do appreciate any help you can give me on finding 
answers to these questions. 

Sincerely, 

Neal Odle 
Grapevine Colleyville ISD 
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Annual Financial Report Communique from Trish Smith - TEA 

Texas Education Agency 

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 

TO: Neal Odle 

FROM: Trish Smith 

DATE: June 24, 1998 

S U BJ ECT: Annual Financial Report 

As per our telephone conversation of June 23,1998,1 have broken down the information 
regarding the 1991-1992 Actual Financial Report as follows: 

Staff and Student Support includes functions: 
• Function 22—Instructional Resources/Media 
• Function 31—Guidance/Counseling Sen/ices 
• Function 32—Social Work Services 
• Function 33—Health Services 

Other General Administration includes functions: 
• Function 25—Curriculum/Instructional Staff Development 
• Function 26—Communication and Dissemination 
• Function 75—Data Processing Services 

All Funds includes funds: 
• Fund 10—General Fund 
• Funds 20/30/40—Special Revenue Fund 

These funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that 
are legally restricted to expenditures for specified purposes such as state and 
federal programs. 

• Fund 50—Debt Sen/ice Fund 
• Fund 60—Capital Projects Fund 
• Fund 80—Fiduciary Fund Types 

These funds are used to account for assets held by a local education agency in a 
trustee capacity, or as an agent for individuals, private organizations, other 
governmental units and/or other funds. This fund type consists of all Trust and 
Agency funds. 

If I can be of further assistance, please let me know. 
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Property Poor Districts Data Form 

PROPERTY POOR DISTRICTS 
(Reporting Year) 

District Name Per Pupil Exp Payroll Instruction Administration Maint. & Oper. Cap. Outlay support Services Co-curricular 

Aransas Pass 

Bay City 

Bellviile 

Bonham 

Breckenridge 

Brooks 

Burkburnett 

Caldwell 

Cameron 

Carrizo- Springs 

Columbia-Brzport 

Corrigan-Camden 

Cypress-Fairbanks 

Galena Park 

Galveston 

Graham 

Grand Prairie 

Hidalgo 

Iowa Park . 
Jasper 

Katy 

Kenedy 

La Joya 

Lamesa 

Lancaster 

Liberty-Eylau 

Los Fresnos 

Mercedes 

Mineola 

Nacogdoches 

Needville 

North Forest 

Pflugerville 

Smith ville 

Snyder 

Socorro 

Splendora 

Sweetwater 

Warren 

Wylie 

Average 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Medium Wealth Districts Data Form 

MEDIUM WEALTH DISTRICTS 
(Reporting Year) 

District Name Per Pupil Exp Payroll Instruction Administration Maint & Oper. Cap. Outlay support Service; Co-curricular 

Aransas County 

Arlington 

Beaumont 

Boerne 

CLear Creek 

Coldspring-Oak. 

College Station 

Comal 

Dallas 

Del Viile 

Dumas 

Eagle Mtn. Sag. 

Fredericksburg 

Frisco 

Goliad 

Goose Creek 

Hallettsville 

Houston 

Hurst Euless Bed 

Irving 

La Grange 

La Marque 

Leander 

Lewisville 

Longview 

Mafakoff 

McKinney 

Midlothian 

Midway 

Monahans-Wcktt 

Mount Vernon 

North East 

Pine Tree 

Queen City 

Rockdale 

Rockwall 

Vernon 

White Oak 

Wimberley 

Zapata County 

Average 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



170 

Property Wealthy Districts Data Form 

PROPERTY WEALTHY DISTRICTS 
(Reporting Year) 

District Name Per Pupit Exp Payroll Instruction Administration Maint & Oper. Cap. Outlay Support Services Co-curricular 

Andrews 

Austin 

Bishop Cons. 

Brazosport 

Calhoun County 

Carroll 

Carrolton Farmers 

Coppell 

Crane 

Crockett County 

Daingerfield 

Deer Park 

Denver City 

Eanes 

Fairfield 

Fort Stockton 

Glen Rose 

Grapevine Col. 

Groesbeck 

Hallsville 

Highland Park 

Ingleside 

Llano 

Montgomery 

Palacios 

Piano 

Point Isabel 

Port: Neches 

Reagon County 

Richardson 

Seminole 

Sheldon 

Sonora 

Spring Branch 

Stafford 

Sweeny 

Teague 

Tomball 

Tuloso-Midway 

West Orange 

Average 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Wealth Group Cumulative Data Form 

WEALTH GROUP 
Cumulative Data Averages 

Per Pupil 
Expenditure >/< 

Total Payroll Instructional 
Services 

Administration 

School Year Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % 

1989-1990 
1990-1991 
1991-1992 
1992-1993 
1993-1994 
1994-1995 
1995-1996 
1996-1997 

Averages 

Maintenance & 
Operations 

Support Services Co-curricular Capital Outlay 

School Year Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % 

1989-1990 
1990-1991 
1991-1992 
1992-1993 
1993-1994 
1994-1995 
1995-1996 
1996-1997 

Averages 
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