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This study was conducted to analyze the effect of 

implementation of Texas House Bill 72 on budgets of selected 

Texas public school districts and to ascertain educational 

benefits to students derived from implementation of the bill 

as perceived by superintendents. 

Questionnaires were sent to superintendents of the 

Region 10 Education Service Center to determine perceived 

educational benefits to students. A demographic data sheet 

provided information for classifying respondents by 

educational experience, superintendent experience, and 

district enrollment classifications. Sixty-two districts 

responded. Official public school budget data for each 

district were analyzed for fiscal years 1983 through 1986 as 

were data from the questionnaire. 

Overall statistical information was gleaned through 

CONDESCRIPTIVE. Mean total expenditures, mean total tax 

rate, and state fiscal aid data were compiled, tabulated, 

and reported for each enrollment classification and entire 

sample. In addition, a t-test between the difference of two 

independent means at a probability level of .05 was applied. 



The two independent means were the averages of data for the 

two years prior to and after implementation of the law for 

expenditures, tax rates, and state fiscal contributions. 

Data comparing local and state expenditures were compiled, 

tabulated, and reported for each group to compare local and 

state fiscal effort prior to and after implementation. 

One-way analysis of variance was used to compare demographic 

variables with perceived educational benefits. Item and 

factor analyses were applied to establish reliability. 

Results indicated statistically significant differences 

in expenditures and tax rates for the entire sample after 

implementation but no statistically significant differences 

for state fiscal aid. It was determined that local 

districts had shouldered the financial burden for 

educational reform to a much greater extent than the state. 

Only when classified by enrollment groups were respondents 

found to have significant differences in perceptions of 

educational benefits to students. Findings reveal a mildly 

favorable perception of educational benefits to students. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Introduction 

State aid to education is not a new concept in Texas. 

Walker and Kirby described five stages of school finance in 

Texas history; they included: (1) the period of local 

and/or private financial responsibility with little or no 

assistance from the state, (2) the period of emerging state 

responsibility through grants and other nonequalizing 

allocations to school districts, (3) the emergence of the 

foundation program concept, (4) the period of foundation 

program refinement, and (5) the current, emerging period of 

equalization theories and practice (Walker and Kirby 1988). 

In declaring their independence from Mexico, one of the 

concerns expressed by Texas revolutionaries in 1836 was the 

charge that the Mexican government had not established any 

public system of education; although, the state of Coahuila 

y Texas had made provisions for education through land 

grants and municipal funds in both 1827 and 1833 (Walker 

and Kirby 1988, 1). 

The Constitution of 1836 of the Republic of Texas 

included an article that stated, "It shall be the duty of 

Congress, as soon as circumstances will permit, to provide 



by law, a general system of education" (Walker and Kirby 

1988, 3). Provisions were made by the Congress of the 

Republic of Texas to provide some measure of aid to public 

education during the term of Mirabeau B. Lamar. In 1838, 

during a speech to the Congress of the Republic of Texas, 

Lamar advocated setting aside public lands for the purpose 

of financing public schools. The Congress, in 1839, 

designated three leagues of land for each Texas county to 

support public education along with fifty leagues for a 

state university. In 1840, an educational league was 

allocated for public education (Kingston 1985, 560-561). 

The 1845 Constitution of the State of Texas declared 

that "a general diffusion of knowledge is essential to the 

preservation of the rights and liberties of the people," and 

it directed the legislature to designate at least 10 percent 

of the state's tax revenue for public education (Evans 

1955). The establishment of a state system of public 

education did not occur until January 31, 1854, when Gover-

nor Elisha M. Pease signed the bill which established the 

Texas public school system. This system was financed by a 

part of the funds of the Compromise of 1850 in which the 

State of Texas received ten million dollars to relinquish 

those lands north and west of the current boundaries, which 

were disputed between Texas and the United States; some two 

million dollars were provided for public education (Kingston 

1985, 560-561) . 



The State Constitution of 1876 required "the Legisla-

ture of the State to establish and make suitable provision 

for the support and maintenance of an efficient system of 

free public schools" (The Constitution of the State of Texas 

1980, 83). In section 2 of the constitution, some fifty-two 

million acres of public domain were set aside to establish a 

"perpetual public school fund" (Kingston 1985, 560-561); in 

addition, section three allowed one-fourth of the monies 

secured by the state occupation tax and one dollar poll tax 

to be designated for the support of the public schools. 

Provisions for local taxation for revenue to support the 

schools were also included in the Constitution of 1876 (The 

Constitution of the State of Texas 1980, 83). 

The provisions of the Constitution of 1876, and its 

subsequent amendments, provided the basis for school finance 

in Texas until 1949. The 1947 Gilmer-Aiken Study Committee 

proposed fundamental changes in the structure of education 

which provided the data for the development of the Gilmer-

Aiken Act of 1949, which provided the basis for the current 

state education system and established the Minimum Founda-

tion Program concept (Glossbrenner 1984, 5-7). The Gilmer-

Aiken Act was the financial cornerstone of public education 

in Texas for the next twenty-six years. 

In 1975, the State Legislature of Texas passed House 

Bill 1126 which supplanted the Gilmer-Aiken Act as a basis 

for the funding of public education in Texas. House Bill 



1126 and subsequent educational finance bills, Senate Bill 1 

in 1977 and Senate Bill 350 in 1979, attempted to provide 

greater equalization of funding in the state. Disequaliza-

tion of funding of public education in the United States had 

given rise to several lawsuits in the 1970s including 

California's Serrano v. Priest and Texas' Rodriguez v. San 

Antonio (Grubb et al. 1985, 1) . 

The special session of the Sixty-Seventh State Legisla-

ture of Texas created a "Select Committee on Public 

Education," which made a number of recommendations con-

cerning public education in the state. In 1983, the State 

Legislature reestablished the Select Committee. Governor 

Mark White named Texas businessman H. Ross Perot to chair 

the committee. In March 1984, the committee issued pre-

liminary recommendations for education reform. The 

estimated cost of the initial recommendations totaled $2.4 

billion for the first year alone. In April 1984, the 

"Select Committee on Public Education" issued final recom-

mendations for educational reform which included a phased 

implementation of the recommendations based upon their 

relative importance as perceived by the committee 

(Glossbrenner 1984, 5-7). 

The Select Committee on Public Education made a number 

of recommendations which provided a basis for the enactment 

of House Bill 72 on July 13, 1984. Among the recommenda-

tions which were incorporated into the law were: (1) an 



appointed State Board of Education, (2) a more equalized 

school finance structure based on a weighted pupil method of 

distribution rather than adjusted personnel units, 

(3) increased teacher salaries, (4) a "career ladder" salary 

supplement based on teacher performance, experience, and 

advanced education, (5) maximum class size limits in lower 

grades, (6) restrictions on extracurricular programs, and 

(7) a number of new programs, including prekindergarten for 

four-year-old students who met specific criteria (Walker 

1985, 504-516). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to ascertain the effect 

of the implementation of House Bill 72 on the budgets of 

selected school districts and on the state financial contri-

butions to them and to ascertain the educational benefits to 

students attributable to its implementation as perceived by 

the superintendent of schools of these districts. 

Purpose of the Study 

One purpose of this study was to determine what it has 

cost the State of Texas in additional state aid dollars to 

the selected school districts for implementation of House 

Bill 72. The study also generated data to determine what 

expenditures were made from local funds. The third purpose 

was to measure the educational benefits to students derived 



from the implementation of House Bill 72, as perceived by 

the superintendents of those school districts. 

These data can provide significant information for 

school districts, state legislators, educators, and pro-

fessional organizations concerning the costs of educational 

reforms in Texas and the perceived benefits derived from 

them and can provide specific information to school dis-

tricts, Boards of Trustees, and the State Legislature as to 

the perceptions of school superintendents of the benefits 

derived from the implementation of House Bill 72. This 

information could aid other states considering educational 

reform and could provide information to future legislative 

sessions in Texas addressing the funding of public education 

in the state. 

Research Questions 

1. How much money was expended for public education 

during the period from 1982-83 through the 1985-86 school 

years? 

2. How were expenditures of school districts affected 

by the implementation of House Bill 72? 

3. How did the local property tax rates for public 

school districts vary during the period from 1982-83 through 

the 1985-86 school years? 

4. How were tax rates of school districts affected by 

the implementation of House Bill 72? 



5. What was the effect on state fiscal contributions 

to public education during the period from 1982-83 through 

the 1985-86 school years? 

6. How were state fiscal contributions to school 

districts affected by the implementation of House Bill 72? 

7. What were the educational benefits to students 

derived from the implementation of House Bill 72 as per-

ceived by the superintendents of schools of these school 

districts? 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Education has been a concern of Americans since colo-

nial times. French described the regional philosophical 

approaches to education in Colonial America by noting that, 

as early as 1647, every town of fifty or more households was 

required to provide a school in which reading and writing 

were taught. The Ordinance of 1785, passed by the Continen-

tal Congress, provided for the survey of the land of the 

Northwest Territory and that the sixteenth section of each 

township would be reserved for the maintenance of schools 

(French 1964, 11-15). The Northwest Ordinance of 1787, also 

passed by the Congress, contained the statement which 

clearly expressed the importance of an educated populace as 

viewed by the legislative body of the government, 

"Religion, morality, and knowledge being necessary to good 

government and the happiness of mankind, schools and the 
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means of education shall forever be encouraged" (Burrup and 

Brimley 1974, 131). 

Knezevich noted that approaches to financing public 

education have changed over the history of the United States 

to reflect the changing educational needs of society and the 

ability of systems of educational finance to provide the 

resources needed to meet those needs. He reported that, 

while supplies of goods and services provided by local 

citizens and land endowments, lotteries, rents, and gifts 

all provided early means of supporting public education, it 

was soon apparent that these would not be enough to meet the 

needs of funding public education (Knezevich 1984, 448). 

Burrup and Brimley noted that by 1890, one-fourth of the 

states had public educational systems that received more 

than one-half of their revenue from their state legislatures 

(Burrup and Brimley 1974, 132-133). 

Educational needs have changed in the United States 

during its history for a variety of reasons. Washburn 

described a cyclic approach to curriculum emphasis, a 

"spiral curriculum," during which the emphasis shifts from 

the learner to what is to be learned in twenty-year cycles 

(Washburn 1963, 145-150). Burrup and Brimley stated that 

while changes in educational programs of finance have been 

difficult to effect in the various states, changes in the 

way public schools are financed have been observed during 

the 1970s and 1980s (Burrup and Brimley 1974, 221-222). 



Often, these changes have been the results of litigation 

such as Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 584, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601, 

487 p.2d 1241 (1971), or San Antonio Independent School 

District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1, 93 S.Ct. 1278, 36 

L.Ed.2d. 16 (1973). In addition, there have been a variety 

of other factors which have had an impact on public 

education including the launching of Sputnik in 1957, 

Proposition 13 in California in 1978, and rising public and 

media criticism of education in the 1980s, which has spurred 

educational reform movements in various states. As Burrup 

and Brimley noted, "Changes almost always require additional 

funds." Those states who have desired to implement reform 

have financed these changes, to some extent, through 

legislative action (Burrup and Brimley 1974, 207). 

Pipho traced the reform movement of the 1980s from the 

A Nation at Risk report of the National Commission on 

Excellence in Education in 1983; although, he contended that 

there is a strong probability that the reforms that were 

enacted in 1983 (and before) had anticipated the findings of 

the commission and were not caused by its findings. The 

chronology of this movement includes House Bill 4 in 

Mississippi in 1982, Senate Bill 13 in California and Senate 

Bill 6B in Florida in the summer of 1983, a thirty-eight day 

special session of the Arkansas Legislature which ended in 

November 1983, saw a series of reform laws passed, and 1984 

legislation in Tennessee (Senate Bill 1)} House Bill 72 in 
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Texas, and South Carolina's Education Improvement Act of 

1984 which was passed in June. Georgia's Quality Basic 

Education Act became law in March 1985; Massachusetts passed 

a reform act in September, Missouri in the spring, Oklahoma 

in the summer of 1985, and Illinois, during that same 

summer. The trend continued into 1986 with the passage of a 

comprehensive reform package in New Mexico during the spring 

(Pipho 1986, K1-K8). 

Texas' House Bill 72, coupled with the curriculum 

reform act, House Bill 246, the provisions of which were 

implemented in 1984, drastically changed public education in 

Texas. The changes were felt in numerous areas; state aid 

was based on the number of students in average daily atten-

dance rather than the previous funding basis of personnel 

units. Within the house bill, there were funding adjust-

ments for small districts, various special program 

adjustments and allocations, the inclusion of a "price 

differential index" intended to reflect the variation among 

the various districts in the costs of providing education, 

and an allowance for compensatory education funds for 

economically deprived children. In addition, for the first 

time in history, there was some attempt to equalize funding 

based on property wealth in Texas. The calculation which 

determined the local share of funding was determined by a 

ratio of district property value per pupil to a statewide 

property value per pupil; this tended to give a 
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property-poor district a substantially higher share of state 

aid than a wealthy district. In addition, "enrichment 

equalization" was included to provide additional state aid 

to property-poor school districts who taxed at high rates 

(Grubb et al. 1985, 1-2). 

In addition, there was an "equalization transition" 

included to help wealthier districts adjust to a loss of 

state aid because of the legislation. Other provisions 

included a teacher "career ladder" to provide salary supple-

ments to teachers who qualified as determined by experience, 

professional training, and performance evaluation, a 

requirement for districts to provide prekindergarten pro-

grams if they had at least fifteen eligible children, a 

maximum class size of twenty-two for kindergarten through 

second grade for the 1985-86 school year (expanded to 

include grades three and four in 1988-89), and a "experi-

enced teacher allotment" to provide additional compensation 

to districts who had many experienced teachers whose sal-

aries were higher than districts who had few experienced 

teachers. - Finally, the house bill also provided for a 

salary increase for teachers in Texas. Minimum annual 

salaries for teachers increased from $11,500 to $15,200, an 

increase of some 37 percent over the previous figure. In 

general, other school personnel also received some salary 

increase after passage of the bill, although these 
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adjustments were not directly addressed in the legislation 

(Grubb et al. 1985, 8-10). 

Definition of Terms 

In this study, a number of terms were of special 

importance. They are defined below. 

ADA.—An abbreviation for Average Daily Attendance 

which is the mean number of students in attendance of a 

school or school district during an attendance accounting 

period. 

Benefit.—An improvement that enhanced the quality of 

educational programs for students. 

Budget functions.—General budgetary categories found 

in Texas Education Agency Bulletin 679. In this study, 

Function 11 (Instruction), Function 23 (Campus Administra-

tion) , Function 41 (District Administration), and Function 

57 (Plant Maintenance) are examined. 

Debt service.—Includes repayment of principal and 

interest expense on bonds and other loans, except interest 

on bus warrants. 

Expenditures.—Those monies paid out by a school 

district for operations, construction, and debt retirement. 

Foundation school program.—An adequate minimum educa-

tional program for all children. 
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General operations fund.—The amount budgeted for all 

budget functions other than debt services and construction. 

The money used for all operational aspects of a district. 

House Bill 72.—The amended Educational Reform Act that 

was passed by the Texas State Legislature on June 30, 1984, 

and became effective, with certain provisions, on September 

1, 1984. 

Local fund assignment.—A charge-back calculated 

against the total Foundation School Program budget of a 

district as determined by state formulas. The basic equali-

zation feature of any foundation program. 

Revenue.—The income produced by a given source. 

School district.—The local entity having the state 

delegated responsibility of providing public education for 

those eligible individuals who reside in a given geographic 

area. 

State fiscal contribution.—Those monies received from 

the State of Texas by the various school districts for the 

purpose of education as outlined in House Bill 72. They 

include money from both the Foundation School Program and 

the Available School Fund. 

Tax rate-debt service.—The tax rate adopted for debt 

retirement revenue acquisition. 

Tax rate-maintenance.—The tax rate adopted for general 

operations revenue acquisition. 
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Tax rate-total.—The sum of the debt service tax rate 

and general operations of a school district for a given 

school year. 

University Interscholastic League.—The organization 

which regulates and supervises competition between schools 

in the State of Texas. Since the implementation of House 

Bill 72 in 1984, the enrollment ranges for classification 

have changed. Below are listed these ranges for the 

implementation year of this study and the range for the 

current year: 

Classification 1984-85 Enrollment 1988-89 Enrollment 

5A 1,305 or more 1,470 or more 

4A 650-1,304 740-1,469 

3A 275-649 300-739 

2A 135-274 145-299 

1A 134 or less 144 or less 

Limitations 

The study was limited by the accuracy of the profes-

sional opinions of the respondents concerning their 

perceptions of the educational benefits to students derived 

from the implementation of House Bill 72. The study was 

limited to the Region 10 Education Service Center and cannot 

be generalized beyond its boundaries. 
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Population 

The population of the study was composed, of all public 

school districts within the Region 10 Education Service 

Center in Texas. This population includes eighty school 

districts that are in this eight-county area. Region 10 was 

selected for this study because it contained a cross section 

of districts from rural, suburban, and urban areas that 

range in average daily attendance (ADA) from fewer than 100 

students to greater than 115,000 students. The sample for 

the study included all district superintendents in the 

region who returned questionnaires to the researcher. 

Survey instruments were returned to the researcher from 

sixty-two school districts in the region which represented a 

rate of return of 77.5 percent. 

Instrumentation 

A Likert-type questionnaire was designed and submitted 

to a jury of five school superintendents for analysis and 

critique. The jury of five Region 10 superintendents 

represented each University Interscholastic League classifi-

cation. The analysis methodology utilized was a variation 

of the Delphi technique. The panel members averaged 

slightly less than twenty-five years of educational experi-

ence and ten years experience as superintendent. The 

extensive experience and expertise of these individuals was 
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utilized to determine final format and content of the survey 

instrument. 

The questionnaire was revised according to the sugges-

tions made by the jury. After revision, the questionnaire 

was resubmitted to the jury for re-evaluation until a 

consensus was reached. A consensus of at least three of the 

five jury members was required for inclusion of each survey 

item in the final form of the questionnaire. This procedure 

established face validity for the instrument to be used in 

collecting data for analysis in this study. 

A demographic data sheet eliciting responses regarding 

respondents' total years educational experience, total years 

experience as superintendent, and district University 

Interscholastic League classifications for 1984-85 and 

1988-89 was added to provide additional factors for data 

analysis and comparisons. All superintendents of Region 10 

school districts were contacted and requested to sign a 

letter of commitment to participate in this study. In 

addition, a use of human subjects waiver was included with 

the letter. Two weeks later, a follow-up letter was sent to 

those who had not previously committed to participate. All 

superintendents in Region 10 were selected as the population 

with a return rate of 40 percent established as a minimum 

return for the study. Letters of commitment were returned 

by forty-two of the eighty superintendents which represented 

a return rate of 52.5 percent. 
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The revised questionnaire was mailed to each of the 

eighty superintendents in the region. Follow-up procedures 

were in place to effect a maximum return of the question-

naires. Survey instruments were returned by sixty-two of 

the superintendents in the region which represented a return 

rate of 77.5 percent of the public school districts in the 

region. 

Data Collection 

The following procedures were used for the collection 

of data. Official School District Budgets, provided by the 

Texas Education Agency, were analyzed in detail by the 

writer to gain data concerning district expenditures, 

revenue, and tax data for fiscal years 1983, 1984, 1985, and 

1986. 

All superintendents of Region 10 school districts were 

contacted and requested to sign a letter of commitment to 

participate in this study. Two weeks later a follow—up 

letter was sent to those who had not previously committed to 

participate. 

A survey of the superintendents provided the additional 

data needed for the study. After the survey instrument had 

been developed, and the jury procedure had established its 

validity, it was sent to each Region 10 superintendent. To 

help insure that a sufficient number of returns were 

received, plans for two separate follow-up mailings were in 
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place. Two weeks after the initial mailing of the survey 

instrument, the first follow-up was planned. Two weeks 

later, four weeks after the initial mailing, the second, 

follow-up was planned. The Region 10 Education Service 

Center produced the mailing labels for all the superinten-

dents in the region. Three sets were acquired. The 

original population size of eighty was chosen to help insure 

an acceptable number of returns. A return of 40 percent of 

the questionnaires was considered adequate for this study, 

but every effort was made to obtain a maximum return of the 

questionnaires. 

Design of the Study 

Demographic categorical information was collected from 

each respondent through the demographic data sheet. The 

independent variables were the years of educational experi-

ence of the superintendent, years of superintendent 

experience, the district 1984-85 University Interscholastic 

League classification, and the district 1988-89 University 

Interscholastic League classification. The educational 

experience of the superintendent and his superintendent 

experience were reported in five-year increments. The 

district University Interscholastic League classifications 

were determined by school average daily attendance for the 

previous school year as defined by the University 
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Interscholastic League. The dependent variable was the total 

score of the respondents on the survey instrument. 

The budget data obtained from the Official School 

District Budgets, which were provided to the writer by the 

Texas Education Agency, were grouped for data analysis 

according to state revenue, total expenditures, and tax 

rates for the four fiscal years of the study. The study 

utilized four types of statistical analysis: t-test, ONE 

WAY, factor analysis, and item analysis by RELIABILITY. 

Procedures for Data Analysis 

All calculations were conducted through Statistics 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Overall statistical 

information was gleaned through CONDESCRIPTIVE. In research 

questions one, three, and five, relevant Official School 

District Budget data were compiled, tabulated, and reported 

for each University Interscholastic League (UIL) classifica-

tion for the 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986 fiscal years. 

Research questions two, four, and six were tested by 

applying a t-test between the difference of two correlated 

means at a probability level of .05. The two correlated 

means were the two chronological ranges of expenditures, tax 

rates, and state fiscal contributions. 

For research question seven, results were tabulated in 

CROSSTABS AND FREQUENCIES. In addition, item analysis and 

factor analysis were applied to establish reliability 
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coefficients and factor structure of the underlying 

attitudinal construct. 

Based on responses in the attitudinal survey, conclu-

sions were made concerning1 the effect of the implementation 

of House Bill 72 on the budgets of selected Texas public 

school districts and the perceived educational benefits to 

students derived from its implementation. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The purpose for the data collected in the review of 

related literature is to provide assistance in analyzing the 

cost and benefits of the implementation of House Bill 72 in 

Texas. 

This portion of this study is divided into four sec-

tions. The sections are titled as follows: (1) Texas 

School Finance Overview, (2) National Reform Movement of the 

1980s, (3) House Bill 72 Overview, and (4) House Bill 

72-Education Reform Research. 

Texas School Finance Overview 

Burrup and Brimley noted that school finance systems 

pass through developmental stages not unlike human growth 

and development. They noted five developmental stages in 

school finance: (1) the period of local and/or private 

financial.responsibility with little or no assistance from 

the state, (2) the period of emerging state responsibility 

through flat grants and other nonequalizing allocations to 

local districts, (3) the period of emergence of the 

foundation program concept, (4) a period of refinement of 

the foundation program concept, and (5) the current, 

emerging period of equalization theories and practices 

21 
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(Burrup and Brimley 1974, 153) . According to Walker and 

Kirby, the history of Texas school finance has paralleled 

the developmental stages of Burrup and Brimley during its 

165-year history (Walker and Kirby 1988, 1). 

Walker and Kirby outlined the history of Texas school 

finance into five chronological periods; they included 

(1) the period of the beginnings of state aid (1824-1869), 

(2) the foundations of school support period (1869-1915), 

(3) the period of expanded state support (1915-1949), 

(4) equalization reform (1949-1981, and (5) school finance 

reforms (1983—1987) (Walker and Kirby 1988, 1-10). 

Beginnings of State Aid (1824-1869) 

Although there was some dialogue concerning public 

education during the pre-1836 period, little was accom-

plished in this area other than providing basis for 

allegations on the part of the Texas revolutionaries con-

cerning the failure of the Mexican government to provide any 

system of public education. Financial support of education 

by the government of the Republic of Texas and State of 

Texas during the period between 1836 and 1850 was primarily 

characterized by the allocation of public lands to countries 

for the purpose of education. Walker and Kirby noted that 

the Constitution of 1836 did not prohibit private or 

parochial schools from receiving public aid, and that while 

there is no record that any county ever used its endowment 
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to establish public schools during the Republic of Texas, 

there were several private academies that did receive 

assistance through these land grants to counties (Walker and 

Kirby 1988, 1-2). 

The Constitution of 1845, adopted by the State of 

Texas, declared that "a general diffusion of knowledge is 

essential to the preservation of the rights and liberties of 

the people." It commanded that the legislature shall 

"establish free schools throughout the State, and . . . 

furnish a means of support by taxation on property" (Evans 

1955, 60-61). While 10 percent of the property tax to 

education was appropriated each year after 1848, no school 

funds were ever disbursed. The Compromise of 1850 provided 

the $2,000,000 that was used as the basis of the Permanent 

School Fund that was established under the School Law of 

1854. The revenue was to be distributed on a per capita 

basis, and as noted by Walker and Kirby, parents could 

choose to send their child to either public or private 

schools, thus establishing an early voucher system in the 

state (Walker and Kirby 1988, 2-3). 

The Constitution of 1866 empowered the legislature to 

levy a property tax for education and included a provision 

that taxes collected from "Africans" could be used solely 

for the education of black students. The Constitution of 
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1866 never came into effect due to martial law and 

Reconstruction (Walker and Kirby 1988, 3). 

Foundations of School Support (1869-1915) 

The period of Reconstruction after the Civil War was 

one that planted many of the seeds of regional animosity 

that have survived into the 1980s; however, it was one that 

also gave birth to the first "genuine" public school system 

that the state had known. Prior to the Civil War, the 

majority of children who attended school in Texas, attended 

private schools and academies. The Constitution of 1869 

revived the Permanent School Fund, which had been damaged by 

the economic upheaval of the Civil War, established an 

appointed state superintendent, and allowed the legislature 

to make school attendance compulsory, increased the state 

taxes for education, and established the first statewide 

system of local taxation of property within defined school 

districts. It was noted by Walker and Kirby that most 

Texans refused to pay the local property tax of 1 dollar 

per 100 dollars valuation and created an animosity toward 

public education that lasted for half a century (Walker and 

Kirby 1988, 4). 

The Constitution of 1876 provided the basic framework 

for educational funding in Texas that lasted, in modified 

form, until the passage of the Gilmer-Aiken law in 1949 

(Walker and Kirby 1988, 4-5). In the Constitution, Article 
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7 Section 1, stated that "it shall be the duty of the 

Legislature of the State to establish and make suitable 

provision for the support and maintenance of an efficient 

system of free public schools" (The Constitution of the 

of Texas 1980, 83). Section 2 set aside some 

52,000,000 acres of public domain to establish a "perpetual 

school fund" to help finance education (Kingston 1985, 

560-561). Once again, the funding method to be used was a 

flat per capita apportionment from an Available School Fund 

which was funded from several different funding sources 

including the Permanent School Fund. The Constitution of 

1876 did not provide for local ad valorem taxation and this, 

and a lack of formal school organization outside of the 

large cities retarded the development of non-urban schools 

in Texas for the remainder of the century. In 1883, Texas 

voters did pass a constitutional amendment that established 

a state property tax and allowed both urban and rural 

districts to establish property taxes on a local district 

basis so long as two-thirds of the property owners in the 

district-approved (Walker and Kirby 1988, 4 5). 

At the beginning of the twentieth century, there was a 

sharp difference between urban and rural schools in Texas. 

Rural schools suffered from a lack of funds that severely 

limited their ability to operate effectively. In 1900, 

rural schools spent, on the average, just under half of what 

urban schools spent on a per capita basis. A large part of 
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the problem was a constitutional tax limit which allowed 

municipal schools to tax at a maximum rate of 50 cents per 

100 dollars property valuation, while rural schools had a 20 
v~\ 

cent limit for the same valuation. In addition, town 

schools could vote bonded indebtedness, but rural schools 

could not. Also, there were no high schools in rural areas. 

During 1901, the legislature allowed the Permanent School 

Fund to be invested in building bonds of independent school 

districts, which caused many common school districts to seek 

independent status. During the period between 1904 and 

1914, a number of legislative acts were passed which 

accelerated the development of rural schools and made 

additional funding available to them from a variety of 

sources. In 1911, legislation establishing county boards of 

education, which were authorized to form rural high school 

districts to be funded at local expense, was passed. In 

1914, James E. Ferguson was elected governor on the basis of 

a campaign platform promising rural high school aid for 

education. Because of this, in 1915, the rural high school 

law was strengthened with the inclusion of state aid for 

these schools. According to Walker and Kirby, this was the 

first significant departure from the per capita funding 

method established in 1854 and reconfirmed in 1876 (Walker 

and Kirby 1988, 5-6). 
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Expanded State Support (1915-1949) 

In 1915, the Thirty-Fourth State Legislature 

appropriated $1,000,000 for rural school aid to common 

school districts who taxed at the maximum legal rate of 50 

cents per 100 dollars property valuation. According to 

Walker and Kirby, this was a bonus for local tax effort and 

a "forerunner of modern equalization aid." Since the 

constitution did not authorize such expenditures, a 

constitutional amendment was passed in 1918 to allow these 

expenditures. When local constitutional tax limits were 

abolished in 1920, the problem of unequal educational 

opportunities for students because of the differences 

between local property wealth and tax effort increased. 

From the 1920s until 1949, most state aid to education 

continued to take the form of per capita grants; although, 

there were some special exceptions to the rule, such as the 

rural school equalization aid and the 1925 categorical aid 

grants that furnished textbooks and transportation for 

students. For the most part, the funding structure of state 

appropriations to education changed little prior to the 

passage of Gilmer-Aiken, although some of the previous laws 

were fine tuned, and the tax base was expanded to include 

revenue from oil and gasoline taxes during this period. As 

World War II drew to a close, there was increased concern 

that funding for public education was inadequate to the 

task, and the social changes of postwar Texas, plus the 
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increasing controversy of rural school aid, made it 

increasingly apparent that a major reform of educational 

finance was needed in Texas. In the words of Walker and 

Kirby, "More than 5,000 school districts existed, the 

majority of which operated as tax havens. With this 

problem, plus the problems of proposed teacher salary 

increases and equalization of school funding, the 

Gilmer-Aiken Committee was formed in 1947 to design a new 

system of public school finance for the state. In 1949, the 

committee published To Have What We Must, which proposed a 

Minimum Foundation Program (MFP) that was formula driven 

that would allocate state funds for personnel and school 

maintenance and operations. Theoretically, the state would 

provide 80 percent of the funding of the MFP and the local 

district would provide 20 percent of the educational funding 

for the district; although, the local districts were able to 

enrich beyond the minimum program based upon their local 

resources and local tax effort (Walker and Kirby 1988, 7-8). 

Equalization Reform (1949-1981) 

In 1949, the Gilmer-Aiken Act became law, and for the 

first time in Texas history, the Minimum Foundation Program 

that was recommended by the Gilmer-Aiken Committee for 

public education came into effect with little revision. The 

provisions of Gilmer—Aiken provided the basis for public 
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school funding in Texas for the next twenty-six years 

(Glossbrenner 1984, 5-7). 

As time passed, it became increasingly apparent that a 

lack of equity in educational opportunities for students 

would eventually be the undoing of Gilmer-Aiken. Governor 

John Connally created the Governor's Committee on Public 

School Education in 1965, which was "the first official body 

of the state to address equalization problems in school 

finance." The committee examined every phase of public 

education and published a report that was, according to 

Walker and Kirby, "radical in scope and ambitious in 

design." The report, entitled The Challenge and the Chance, 

recommended equalization through massive amounts of state 

aid into an expanded Minimum Foundation Program and 

widespread consolidation of school districts in the state. 

Many of the recommendations were ignored, and the problem of 

inequity of resources in the state continued (Walker and 

Kirby 1988, 8). 

Since equalization of educational funding in Texas had 

not been accomplished by legislation, advocates took the 

issue to the court system. According to Grubb et al., the 

aid programs of many states were changed in the 1970s due to 

Serrano v. Priest, Cal.3d 584, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601, 487 p.2d 

1241 (1971) and other litigation, but even with this, there 

was little effect on improving equalization when this was 

done (Grubb et al. 1985, 1). 
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In a benchmark school finance case, San Antonio 

Independent School District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1, 98 

S.Ct. 1278, 36 L.Ed.2d. 16 (1973), the Texas system of 

financing public education was described in the dicta of the 

United States Supreme Court as being "chaotic and unjust" 

and called for a "reform in tax systems which may well have 

relied too long and too heavily on the local property tax." 

The court, however, ruled the Texas system constitutional 

but noted that the "need is apparent for reform," but that 

the "ultimate solutions" for the inequity in funding must 

come from "lawmakers and democratic pressures from those who 

elect them" (Reutter and Hamilton 1976, 223). 

Subsequent legislation after the Rodriguez decision 

addressed some of the funding inequities alluded to by the 

Supreme Court of the United States. House Bill 1126, passed 

in 1975, increased state funding, provided equalization aid 

to certain property-poor school districts, and utilized 

actual market value of property as a basis for determining 

local fund assignment for school districts. In 1977, Senate 

Bill 1 increased state aid, lowered local fund assignments, 

increased equalization funding, and included special funding 

for special and vocational education (Walker 1982, 41). 

The Sixty-Sixth Legislature passed Senate Bill 350 in 

1979 which increased state aid, adjusted local fund 

assignment rates, revamped transportation funding, added a 

fast growth adjustment and minimum aid adjustment, provided 
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aid for small districts for accreditation purposes, and 

adjusted equalization aid. In 1981, the Sixty-Seventh 

Legislature added some $1.5 billion to state aid to public 

education with the greatest increases falling in the areas 

of teacher salaries, maintenance and operations allotments, 

and state equalization aid. In addition, the local fund 

assignment rate was lowered, transportation aid increased, 

the minimum aid feature of the Foundation School Program was 

retained, and the support of bilingual education was 

increased. The rapid growth adjustment portion of the bill 

was vetoed by the governor (Walker 1982, 41). 

As Glossbrenner stated prior to the June 1984 special 

session of the Sixty-Eighth Legislature, 

The Gilmer-Aiken Act has been repeatedly studied 
and tinkered with, but the basic concept has remained, 
despite continuing dissatisfaction with the State of 
Texas schools (Glossbrenner 1984, 5). 

As Texas entered the eighth decade of the twentieth century, 

it was obvious that a major reform in educational financing 

in Texas was needed. This final period of Texas school 

finance as outlined by Walker and Kirby, School Finance 

Reforms, 1981-1987, is expanded in the section House Bill 

72; An Overview that appears later in this chapter. 

National Reform Movement in the 1980s 

The desire to improve education has been an integral 

part of this nation's history since the initial compulsory 

education laws were passed in colonial Massachusetts. 
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Shugart described school reform as following Schlesinger's 

thirty-year cycles, from The Cycles of American History, 

which swung from period of private interest to periods of 

public interest. She described the 1920s, 1950s, and 1980s 

as periods in education in which education efficiency was 

the focus and the 1930s and 1960s in which educational 

equity was the focus (Shugart 1989). 

Washburn identified spirals of instructional focus that 

roughly follow a twenty-year pattern. During these periods, 

the emphasis shifts from one of cognitive focus to one of 

affective focus. He noted that from 1900 to 1920, there was 

a focus on what was to be learned. From 1920 to 1940, the 

emphasis shifted from what was to be learned to the learner, 

and from 1940-1960, the focus went back to a curricular 

emphasis (Washburn 1963, 145). One might extrapolate from 

Washburn's theory that the period from 1960 to 1980 would be 

one of emphasis on the learner while the period from 

1980 to 2000 would be one of emphasis on what is to be 

learned. The reform movement of the 1980s in this country 

seem to be.ar this out. 

Cuban traced the reforms of the twentieth century and 

noted the federal involvement in education beginning with 

the National Defense Education Act of 1958 and ending with 

the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. 

Cuban asserted that while this federal intervention did not 

"substantially modify the curriculum or classroom 
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instruction" that "federal policy makers tried to guarantee 

equal access to schooling (Cuban 1988, 342). 

As the country entered the 1980s, the focus had shifted 

from that of educational equity to one of educational 

quality and the level of federal involvement in public 

education declined. 

Guthrie noted that 

the quest for equality of educational opportunity, 
which dominated education policy agendas in the U.S. 
from 1955 to 1980, has now receded in the face of 
rising national concern for greater school 
productivity (Guthrie 1986, 305). 

Cuban outlined the change in federal emphasis toward 

education in the 1980s and asserted that 

The changes that resulted from federal interventions 
have been replaced in the 1980s by activist state 
governments that have moved to fill the vacuum created 
by the Reagan Administration's attempts to reduce the 
federal role in school affairs (Cuban 1988, 342). 

Pipho noted that a tendency toward a more centralized 

state control of education could be traced back to the 

accountability movement of the 1970s, followed by still 

greater centralization due to school finance court cases 

filed in the early 1970s (Pipho 1986, K2) . 

Among the factors that fueled the national education 

reform movement of the 1980s was the publishing of a number 

of education reform reports, the most famous of which was A 

Nation at Risk, which was published in 1983. This report 

charged that "our society and educational institutions seem 

to have lost sight of the basic purposes of schooling" and 
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described a mediocre educational performance that exists 

today (National Commission on Excellence in Education 1983, 

5) . 

Cross noted that it is "important to remind ourselves 

that the current reform movement came about largely 

through assessment." She noted that A Nation at Risk, and 

other reform reports, was based largely upon empirical data 

that highlighted a need to improve the quality of education 

(Cross 1987, 498) 

In response to these reports and other factors that 

affected reform, a plethora of state level legislation came 

about in the early to mid-1970s. Orlich cited the report of 

William Chance that described some 275 education task forces 

organized in the United States in the early and mid-1980s. 

The same report described some eighteen books or book-length 

reports that were published concerning school reform, 

increased graduation requirements for high school students 

in forty-three states, seventeen states in which college 

admission requirements had been increased, statewide 

assessment programs for students in thirty-seven states, 

teacher competency tests in twenty-nine states, and changes 

in teacher certification requirements in twenty-eight states 

(Orlich 1989, 513). 

Pipho traced the statewide reforms in the early to 

mid-1980s on a state-by-state basis. He noted reform 

legislation in 1982 in Mississippi, in 1983 in California, 
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Florida, and Arkansas, in Tennessee, Texas and South 

Carolina in 1984, in Georgia, Missouri, Massachusetts, 

Oklahoma, and Illinois in 1985, and in New Mexico in 1986. 

He outlined unifying themes in the educational reform which 

included increased graduation requirements and specific 

academic discipline requirements changes, changes in 

compulsory attendance laws by increasing the age span 

covered in them, restructuring of teacher certification, and 

teacher career ladder systems (Pipho 1986, K1-K6). 

Pipho traced other reform legislation or initiatives in 

seven other states, Washington, Indiana, Iowa, New Jersey, 

New York, Maryland, and New Mexico, by March 1987 (Pipho 

1987, 494-495). 

Pipho surmised that, by late 1986, the reform movement 

was changing. He noted a decrease in the amount of reform 

legislation in 1986, when compared to 1983 and 1984, and 

reasoned that many of those things that could have 

been changed by legislation had probably been done already. 

He asserted that most state education agencies will be 

looking for a "proper mix of state and local controls" to 

implement reforms because the reforms will not be effective 

unless implemented at the campus and classroom level (Pipho 

1986, K7). 

The reform movement in the latter half of the 1980s 

indicates a shift from a state-level focus to one of a 

greater focus on local district reform. Timar and Kirp 
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identified three dimensions of school reform: authorized, 

regional or localist, or conversation. The authorized 

dimension of school reform was defined from a viewpoint of 

state efforts to manage educational excellence; the reform 

movement in Texas was described as a classic example of 

this. The regional or localist dimension was described as 

the "local interpretations and responses to the official 

version of reform." Finally, the dimension labeled by Timar 

and Kirp as conversation dealt with the individual reactions 

by teachers and administrators toward the reforms described 

as the previous two dimensions of school reform (Timar and 

Kirp 1989, 506-508). It is, perhaps, at this level that the 

actual impact of educational reform may best be determined. 

Whether or not the educational reforms will have great 

impact on the quality of education in the country on a 

long-term basis, remains to be seen. The fact that the 

movement has had a great impact on education in the United 

States in the 1980s is obvious. The following section 

provides an overview of the primary legislation in Texas in 

the 1980sV The Education Opportunity Act of 1984, House Bill 

72. 

House Bill 72: An Overview 

The Conference Committee Report on House Bill 72, The 

Education Opportunity Act of 1984, was adopted by both 
^ 1 ' ' 

houses of the Sixty-Eighth Texas Legislature on June 30, 



37 

1984, sixteen days after the house bill was introduced in 

the Texas House of Representatives. The bill, with some 

fifty-three amendments passed in the House of 

Representatives on June 21. On June 22, Conference 

Committee members for both houses of congress were named to 

finalize a bill that would be acceptable to both houses. 

Representatives on the committee were Representatives Haley, 

Peveto, Colbert, Messer, and Evans; Senate Committee members 

included Senators Santiesteban, Farabee, Parker, Jones, and 

Caperton. It took the Committee less than a week to adopt 

the Conference Committee's Report on House Bill 72, which 

was then sent to the Governor of Texas for his signature. 

House Bill 72 was signed into law by Governor William P. 

Clements on July 13, 1984. This law, which affected school 

administration, finance, personnel, students, and programs, 

became effective for Texas public school districts on 

September 1, 1984, with the exception of designated 

provisions (Getting to Know Texas Documents 1985). 

House Bill 72, which Grubb et al. called a 

"comprehensive reform of Texas Education" had a substantial 

effect on state aid to education in Texas public school 

districts (Grubb et al. 1985, 1). Walker described House 

Bill 72 as a "significant reform to the public school 

finance structure of Texas" (Walker 1985, 504). 

As noted in the previous section of this chapter, 

Shugart and Guthrie characterized the evolution of the 
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National Reform Movement of the 1980s as one that had 

evolved from a concern of equity-equality in educational 

opportunities to one of efficiency-productivity in 

educational performance (Guthrie 1986, 305; Shugart 1989). 

House Bill 72 was unusual legislation in the 1980s in that 

the primary objectives in its passage served a dual purpose: 

equity and efficiency. 

Grubb et al. noted that for many people, "the most 

crucial of the finance revisions [in House Bill 72] was the 

effort to equalize resources between rich and poor 

districts." He noted that equalization of resources had 

been a concern of legislators since the case of Rodriquez v. 

San Antonio Independent School District, 377 F. Supp. 280, 

286 (W. D. Tex 1971), rev'd 411 U.S. I 1973, was initially 

filed in 1971 and that each education finance bill that had 

been passed since 1973, when Rodriquez was decided by the 

United States Supreme Court, included a higher level of 

equalization funding than the previous legislation. A 

"second generation" Rodriguez-type case, Edgewood v. Bynum, 

which became Edgewood v. Kirby, was filed in State district 

court by the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational 

Fund (MALDEF) on May 24, 1984, just prior to the beginning 

of the second special session of the state legislature 

(Grubb et al. 1985, 1). 

In August 1987, State District Judge Harley Clark ruled 

that the current education finance system "do [sic] not yet 
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meet the requirements of our constitution," and he set 

aside" the state system of public school finance established 

by House Bill 72 with his Edaewood v. Kirby ruling (Clark 

1987/ 5)• Clark also ordered changes in the Texas public 

school finance system that would allow equal access to 

education resources for all students by September 1, 1989. 

He said that if the changes were not made to meet his 

standards, that he would "step in and revamp the system 

himself" (Stutz 1988, 1A). 

On April 20, 1988, the 3rd Court of Appeals of Texas 

ordered Clark to reconsider his ruling because he had 

"failed to deal with the state's argument that its school 

funding 'scheme' must be constitutional because it is 

authorized by the State Constitution" (Slater 1988, 1A). 

Attorneys from both sides of the case predict that the final 

resolution of the case will be in the Texas Supreme Court 

some time in 1989 or 1990. 

The other emphasis of House Bill 72, like most other 

educational reform legislation in the early-to-mid-1980s, 

dealt with educational efficiency-productivity. This aspect 

of the legislation was the one that generated the most 

publicity and public scrutiny during the regular and special 

legislative sessions; it was also the most controversial 

aspect. The efficiency-productivity movement began to 

"gather steam" at about the same time that A Nation at Risk 

was published. According to Glossbrenner, Texas House 
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Speaker Gib Lewis proposed a comprehensive, in-depth study 

of "all" the needs of public education at the end of the 

1983 regular session of the state legislature. After some 

reluctance on the part of Governor Mark White and Lieutenant 

Governor Bill Hobby, HCR 275 was passed on the last day of 

the session. This resolution reconstituted the Select 

Committee on Public Education (SCOPE) (Glossbrenner 1984, 

7) . 

This twenty-one member committee, which was composed of 

the governor, lieutenant governor, house speaker, state 

comptroller, various state senators and representatives, and 

was chaired by H. Ross Perot, then chief executive officer 

of Electronic Data Systems of Dallas, held wide-ranging 

hearings and named subcommittees to develop recommendations 

to improve the state of public education in Texas. In March 

1984, the SCOPE issued preliminary recommendations which 

would have cost an estimated $2.4 billion, in the first year 

alone, to implement (Glossbrenner 1984, 8). 

The Select Committee on Public Education issued its 

final recommendations on April 19, 1984. The committee 

recommended the following in priority order: (1) a new 

equalization-aid system, (2) a teacher career-ladder program 

and teacher raises, (3) lengthening the school year by five 

days, (4) limiting class size to twenty pupils in the first 

and second grades, (5) annual student testing, (6) voluntary 

prekindergarten for disadvantaged four-year-olds, and 
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(7) various administrative changes. It was estimated that 

the total bills for these reforms would reach $987.3 million 

in fiscal 1985. The committee proposed a number of other 

recommendations to be phased in at a later date; they 

included: a parent-education program, a six-year textbook 

cycle, a loan program to encourage exceptional students to 

become teachers, a two hour per day extension for remedial 

students, full—day kindergarten, a maximum class size of 

twenty pupils in grades three and four, and upgraded 

teacher-education programs. The committee also recommended 

an appointed State Board of Education, a reorganization of 

school management, and revised standards for evaluating the 

performance of students, teachers, and administrators 

(Glossbrenner 1984, 8-9). 

Many of the above recommendations were included, in 

some form, in House Bill 72; although, the extended school 

year and school day for remedial students were not among the 

provisions of the legislation. In addition, the class size 

recommendations were modified to a maximum of twenty—two 

students in grades kindergarten through fourth grade. The 

areas that created the greatest public uproar included 

competency testing for certified educators, the appointed 

State Board of Education, discipline management regulations, 

and rules concerning eligibility for participation in 

extracurricular activities. 
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House Bill 72; Selected Definitions 

Listed below are funding formulas and definitions of 

the finance portions of House Bill 72, or Texas Education 

Code citations of the parts of the house bill that are 

included in this study. 

Foundation Program Formula 

As noted previously, the foundation program approach to 

state aid distribution was adopted in 1949 under Gilmer-

Aiken. The formula as it applies to House Bill 72 is: 

S.i = £ 
ll ~ Hi 

where: 
Si = State aid to the xth district 
p-i = Pupils in average daily attendance (ADA) 

and full time equivalent (FTE) weighted 
for costs in the xth district 

F = Foundation program dollar per ADA and 
~~ weighted FTE 
r = Rate mandated as a local share (percentage 

of district wealth to state wealth x 
statewide local share) 

V-i = Equalized value of property in the th 
~~ district (Walker 1985, 506) . 

Basic Allotment 

According to the Texas Education Code Section 16.101, 

the Basic Allotment provides to each district for every 

student in average daily attendance, excluding the time 

spent in special education or vocational education classes, 

"an allotment of $1,290 for the 1984-85 school year and 

$1,350 for each school year thereafter, or a greater amount 
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provided by appropriation" (Texas school law bulletin 1988, 

115) . 

According to Walker there were significant changes in 

the state's distribution of aid to school districts (Walker 

1985, 506). Some of the areas included in this study 

include changing from personnel units to ADA as the basic 

distribution unit, Compensatory Education funding, the 

addition of the Price Differential Index (PDI), Teacher 

Career Ladder, Enrichment Equalization, and Equalization 

Transition. 

Price Differential Index 

A P r i c e Differential Index (PDI) was provided for the 

first time to provide an adjustment for "geographic 

variation in resource costs due to factors beyond the cost 

of the school district." Three-fourths of the basic 

allotment is adjusted for local cost of education according 

to the formula: 

ABA = (BA x .75) x PDI + (BA x .25) 

where: 

ABA = Adjusted Basic Allotment 
BA = Basic Allotment 

PDI = Price Differential Index 

For 1984-85, the PDI was based upon salaries paid by a 

district's contiguous neighboring districts, plus an added 

factor for educationally disadvantaged students: 

PDI = CATS/CFTS = (.10 X DED) 
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where: 

PDI = Price Differential Index 
CATS = Average teacher salary paid in neighboring 

districts in 1983-84 
CFTS = Average foundation (minimum) teacher salary 

paid in neighboring districts in 1983-84 
DED = Percentage of students in the district who 

are educationally disadvantaged 
free/reduced lunch) 

The PDI for districts in the lowest 5 percent of all 

districts is 1.000, with others adjusted accordingly. The 

highest 5 percent of the districts are assigned the same PDI 

as the lowest district in the upper 5 percent (1.2883 in 

1984-85). For 1985-86 and the years after, the PDI was 

based on an econometric model developed by the state 

comptroller, the State Board of Education, and an advisory 

committee to the State Board (Texas school law bulletin 

1988, 115-116). 

Compensatory Education 

Each district in the state receives an allotment for 

compensatory education that is equal to its adjusted basic 

allotment (ABA) times .20 times the number of students in 

the district who are educationally disadvantaged (based on 

free and reduced meal eligibility). The figure is derived 

by taking the best six-month average of students enrolled 

for free and reduced price meals in the previous year. No 

less than 85 percent of the grant must be spent for 

instructional services and no more than 15 percent may be 
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spent for administrative and supervisory costs (Texas school 

law bulletin 1988, 117-118). 

Texas Teacher Appraisal System 

Texas Education Code Section 13.302 as adopted by the 

Sixty-Eighth State Legislature required that the State Board 

of Education adopt or develop an appraisal system for career 

ladder level assignment purposes. The criteria of the 

system were based on observable, job-related behavior and 

included teachers' implementation of discipline management 

rules. Section 13.302 required that the system be validated 

and that a uniform system of training and certification 

standards for appraisers be used throughout the state (Texas 

school law bulletin 1988, 89). 

The system required that each teacher be observed by no 

fewer than two appraisers, one, the teacher's supervisor and 

the other, an individual approved by the local board of 

trustees. Initially, each teacher was to be observed twice 

by the teacher's supervisor and twice by the other 

appraiser. The Seventieth Legislature amended the 

requirements for the appraisal of career ladder level two or 

three teachers whose most recent appraisal rating was either 

"exceeding expectations" or "clearly outstanding to a 

single appraisal (one observation by each appraiser) during 

the school year (Texas school law bulletin 1988, 89). 
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Teacher Career Ladder 

Texas Education Code Section 13.301 established a 

teacher career ladder that included four levels. It 

required that all teachers be assigned a career ladder level 

based on performance, experience, job-related education, 

advanced academic training, and job assignment. As of the 

1988-89 school year, no teachers have been placed on career 

ladder level four. The career ladder system established 

both placement and maintenance criteria for Texas teachers 

(Texas school law bulletin 1988, 88). 

In Section 16.158, the state allotted, for career 

ladder and education improvement purposes for school 

districts, $100 per ADA for 1984-85, $125 per ADA for 

1985-86, and $140 per ADA for 1986-87 and each year 

thereafter. The districts were allowed to expend 25 percent 

of the career ladder funds for any legal purpose and were 

required to expend 25 percent for payment of salaries for 

personnel other than classroom teachers and 50 percent for 

career ladder salary supplements (Texas school law bulletin 

1988, 121}. 

The supplements for the various career ladder levels 

were established in Section 16.057 of the Texas Education 

Code. For teachers on career ladder level two, the annual 

supplement ranged from $1,500 to $2,000. Level three 

teachers receive from $3,000 to $4,000 annually. If 

teachers are placed on level four, they will receive annual 
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supplements ranging from $4,500 to $6,000 (Texas school law 

bulletin 1988, 115). 

Enrichment Equalization Allotment 

According to Walker, the enrichment equalization allot-

ment replaced the former state program of state equalization 

aid (SEA) that had been existent since 1975. This aid went 

to qualifying districts as aid over the FSP entitlements and 

"constitutes an attempt at a guaranteed tax base yield for 

low-wealth districts." This includes the districts at 110 

percent of statewide taxable wealth per ADA (Walker 1985, 

512) . 

The amount of the allotment is determined by the 

formula: 

EEA= ,-DPV/ADA ) X ADA X MAXENT X DTRT 
(SPV/ADAxl.10) BTRT 

where 

EEA = Enrichment equalization allotment 
DPVADA = District property value per ADA (determined by 

State Property Tax Board, SPTB) 
SPVADA = State property value per ADA (determined by 

SPTB) 
ADA = Average daily attendance 

MAXNET = Maximum entitlement (.35 x district FSP 
entitlements in 1984-85; .30 in 1985-86 and 
thereafter) 

DTRT = District tax rate (either for local 
maintenance or total) 

BTRT = State average effective tax rate (either tor 
local maintenance or total) (Texas school—law 
bulletin 1988, 120-121; Walker 1985, 512) 
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Equalization Transition 

In the previous finance law, no school district's share 

of the FSP could increase more than 20 percent from year to 

year. This provision was repealed by House Bill 72, but 

equalization transition aid was available to districts 

suffering losses of state aid per ADA under the provisions 

of House Bill 72. If a district raised taxes to replace 

lost state aid, the district could qualify for a 

reimbursement of up to 60 percent in 1984-85, 40 percent in 

1985-86, and 20 percent in 1986-87. This section expired on 

September 1, 1987. Also included in the formula was a tax 

rate qualifier. The formula was: 

ETE = N X DL x DETR/SETR 

where: 

ETE = Equalization transition entitlement 
N = A percentage (.60 in 1984-85, .40 in 1985-86, 

.20 in 1986-87) 
DL = District loss in state aid per ADA 

DETR = District effective tax rate 

SETR = State effect tax rate (.5619 in 1984, estimated) 

If a district did not replace the full amount of state aid 

that was lost with local taxes, then the following formula 

was used: 
AETE = [(DTI/(DL-ETE)] X ETE 

where: 

AETE = Adjusted ETE 
DTI = District tax increase per ADA 
DL = District loss in state aid per ADA 

ETE = Equalization transition entitlement 
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This grant also replaced the previous minimum aid provision 

that guaranteed no loss of state aid per ADA to a district 

over a specified base year (Walker 1985, 513-514). 

Teacher Preparation Days 

Section 16.052(b) of the Texas Education Code required 

that teachers would receive two preparation days immediately 

before the beginning of the regular school term and one day 

immediately before the beginning of the regular school term 

and one day at the end of each semester. On these days 

teachers were not compelled to attend teacher meetings or 

other activities outside of the classroom (House Bill 72 and 

subsequent legislation; Comprehensive references and 

explanations 1985, 361). 

Section 16.052(b) was repealed by the Seventieth 

Legislature. This became effective on September 1, 1987. 

Prekindergarten Programs 

One significant new program that was mandated by House 

Bill 72 was for a prekindergarten program for educationally 

disadvantaged four-year-olds. The students were identified 

as being educationally disadvantaged based on either limited 

English proficiency or economic criteria. The half-day 

program was to begin in any district which identified at 

least fifteen of these students beginning with the 1985-86 

school year. The program was funded by both state and local 

funds based on the same percentages used to determine the 
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state and local shares of the FSP of the districts (Texas 

school law bulletin 1988, 198). 

Student-Teacher Ratios; Class Size 

According to Walker, the most costly mandate of the 

house bill was the requirement which set maximum permissible 

enrollments in primary grade classes. Beginning in 1985-86, 

no class in kindergarten through grade two could enroll more 

than twenty-two students. Beginning in 1988-89, no class in 

grades three and four could enroll more than twenty-two 

students (Walker 1985, 515). 

Teacher Testing Program 

House Bill 72 required individuals desiring to enter 

into an approved teacher education program to take and pass 

a "competency examination of basic skills." In addition, it 

required all individuals who completed teacher training 

programs both in state and out of state to take a 

"comprehensive examination" approved by the SBOE as a 

condition for full certification in Section 13.032 of the 

Texas Education Code (Texas school law bulletin 1988, 

75-76). 

Section 13.047 initially required all teachers and 

administrators who had been certified prior to the 13.032 

requirements to take and pass both an examination to test 

"the ability of the examinee to read and write with 

sufficient skill . . . to perform . . . satisfactorily" and 
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to pass subject matter examinations in order to maintain 

certification. Teachers were required to take the Texas 

Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT), 

but the Seventieth Legislature repealed the subject matter 

requirements effective April 25, 1987 (Texas school law 

bulletin 1988, 80). 

Implementation of Chapter 75 
Curriculum Requirements 

While not actually part of the House Bill 72 

legislative package, Chapter 75 of the Texas Administrative 

Code (TAC), which was derived from the passage of House Bill 

246 in 1981, revamped curriculum requirements in Texas. The 

item concerning Chapter 75 requirements was included in this 

study for two reasons: (1) For the most part, 

implementation requirements for TAC Chapter 75 regulations 

became effective for the 1987-85 school year, and 

(2) Chapter 75 was a significant part of educational reform 

in Texas. 

Chapter 75 required each district to offer a 

"well-balanced curriculum" from prekindergarten through 

grade twelve in twelve academic areas, required the 

designation of "essential elements" for all listed courses 

of study, mandated minimum instructional time requirements 

at all grade levels, raised graduation requirements to a 

minimum of twenty-one credits, required four years of 

English, limited physical education credits, permitted 
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alternative school programs for special student populations, 

and required students to "master essential elements" as a 

basis for promotion (House Bill 72 and subsequent 

legislation: Comprehensive references and explanations 

1985, 146-160). 

School District Annual Performance Report 

House Bill 72 required that the Board of Trustees of 

each school district publish, annually, a performance report 

which would be made available to the public and filed with 

the State Board of Education describing the educational 

performance of the district and providing financial 

information related to the costs incurred by the district 

during the year. Included in the report were requirements 

for information concerning test scores and performance 

trends, program cost data, attendance and dropout 

information, discipline reports, employee information, and 

certain student/teacher ratio information. A statement of 

efforts to reduce the amount of paperwork required of 

teachers and administrators was added in 1986 by the 

Sixty-Ninth Legislature (Texas school law bulletin 1988, 

207) . 

Discipline Management 

Section 21.701 of the Texas Education Code required 

that each district in the state adopt and implement a 

discipline management plan. Prior to implementation, the 
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plan had to be submitted to the Texas Education Agency for 

approval and required that the plan had to be implemented no 

later than September 1, 1986. Requirements for plan 

approval included a cooperative development utilizing input 

from teachers, administrators, parents, and students; 

education service center assistance; designation of a person 

in each school with special training in discipline 

management to implement the program; the development of a 

student code of conduct; specific outlines of the 

responsibilities of parents, students, teachers, and 

administrators in the discipline management program; and 

increased parental involvement in the discipline process 

(Texas school law bulletin 1988, 230). 

The original provisions of the house bill limited 

school districts' ability to suspend students from 

educational services but did include provisions for removal 

to alternative education programs or expulsion for specific 

infractions or "incorrigible behavior" (Texas school law 

bulletin 1988, 210). 

The Sixty-Ninth Legislature, in House Bill 13, amended 

the regulations contained in Sections 21.301 of the Texas 

Education Code to include the provision that allowed school 

districts to suspend students up to six days a semester in 

addition to allowing removal to alternative education 

programs. Section 21.3011 of the Texas Education Code 

defined "expulsion" as the suspension of a student from 
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school for more than six days within a semester and included 

provisions for expulsion without removal to an alternative 

education program for specified infractions (Texas school 

law bulletin 1988, 210-211). 

Administrator Training Requirements 

House Bill 72 required inservice training for each 

administrator in general management, instructional 

leadership, and teacher evaluation. Provisions for this 

training were included in the Texas Education Code Section 

13.353. Districts were encouraged to provide their 

administrators with thirty-six hours of instructional 

leadership training during the 1985-86 school year. 

Administrators were required to complete the instructional 

leadership training requirement prior to receiving teacher 

appraisal training. There was an annual administrator 

inservice training requirement of a minimum of twelve hours 

(House Bill 72 and subsequent educational legislation; 

Comprehensive references and explanations 1985, 339-344) . 

Extracurricular Activities 

Section 21.920 of the Texas Education Code addressed 

the extracurricular rules for Texas school districts. Part 

(a) of Section 21.920 limited the "participation in and 

practice for extracurricular activities during the school 

day and school week" in an attempt to "preserve the school 

day for academic activities." Section 97.113 of the Texas 
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Administrative Code limited absences for school sanctioned 

activities to ten days per year. Part (b) of Section 21.920 

instituted the "no-pass, no-play" rule which states that any 

student who receives a grade of less than 70 on a scale of 

100 is suspended from participation for the next six weeks 

grading period. The campus principal can remove this 

suspension if the class was an identified honors or advanced 

class. Part (c) of 21.920 left the determination of 

eligibility of handicapped students to the discretion of the 

admission, review, and dismissal (ARD) committee for each 

student. Part (d) allowed students who had failed a course 

during the final grading period of a school year to be 

eligible to participate during the first six weeks of the 

next school year (Texas school law bulletin 1988, 240). 

Section 21.921 of the Texas Education Code placed the 

University Interscholastic League, which controls 

interschool competition in Texas, under the control of the 

State Board of Education for the first time (Texas school 

law bulletin 1988, 240-241). 

Compulsory Attendance 

House Bill 72 limited the number of unexcused absences 

that a student might have and still be given credit for a 

class. A secondary school student could not receive a 

passing grade in a class where the student had more than 

five unexcused absences. Elementary students who incurred 
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more than five unexcused absences during a semester or ten 

unexcused absences during a school year could not receive 

credit for a class (House Bill 72 and subsequent 

legislation: Comprehensive references and explanations 

1985, 211). 

Compulsory attendance ages for students required 

students seven years old through the school year in which 

the student's sixteenth birthday occurred to attend school 

in Texas (House Bill 72 and subsequent legislation: 

Comprehensive references and explanations 1985, 212). 

House Bill 72—Education Reform Research 

Because of the scope of the change in public education, 

in Texas, brought about by the passage of House Bill 72, 

numerous studies relating to the effects of its passage and 

implementation have been done. As in the case of 

Gilmer-Aiken, unless the final decision of (Edgewood v. 

Kirby requires a major change in Texas public education 

finance, it is probable that House Bill 72 will provide the 

basis for subsequent school finance legislation for many 

years. Because of this, it is likely that even more 

research will be done concerning House Bill 72 and its 

effect on education and education finance. 

Grubb et al. surveyed all 1,068 school districts, of 

which 679 responded, in the early part of 1985. They found 

that the implementation had affected public school finance 
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in several ways. Teacher salaries, especially the salaries 

of beginning teachers, had increased substantially. The 

increased aid to education had shifted the funding of 

schools away from the local property tax toward state taxes. 

An increased equalization factor was noted in a decrease in 

the disparities in expenditures and teacher salary levels 

between poor and wealthy school districts. Despite these 

changes which were viewed in the study as positive, there 

were several areas listed as areas of concerns. The primary 

concern was in the area of mandated programs and a lack of 

state financial support. This concern was especially strong 

in the areas of teacher career ladder, the twenty-two-to-one 

student-teacher ratio requirement for primary grades, and 

teacher and student competency testing. Concerns were 

expressed regarding the funding of special population 

programs such as bilingual education, compensatory 

education, and special education. While there was a general 

appreciation for funding increases in these areas in House 

Bill 72, there was concern that long-term demands for these 

programs w_ould not be met by the state funding levels. 

There was a general concern of educators that the 1984-85 

adjusted basic allotment, which was $1,919 per pupil, was too 

low since the state average expenditure per pupil was 

$2,800. This was complicated by the fact that state 

economic forecasts predicted no additional state educational 

funding in the near future. Finally, there was a strong 
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concern by districts concerning a total lack of state 

assistance in the area of school construction in the state 

and concern over a continuing question of equalization of 

funding in the state (Grubb et al. 1985, 8-11). 

In 1985, Verstegen noted that property-poor school 

districts, districts with less than $96,587 property 

valuation per pupil, recorded the largest estimated 

percentage increases in expenditures (30 percent), stage aid 

(10.5 percent), average teacher salaries (19 percent), and 

beginning teacher salaries (34 percent). She projected an 

average increase of 14 percent in tax levies for the support 

of education (Verstegen 1985, 26). 

Verstegen examined the Foundation School Program (FSP) 

in two ways. She performed a correlational analysis of 

forty-five variables that she considered to be relevant to 

the financing program, and she examined the equity framework 

of educational funding in Texas public school districts 

(Verstegen 1987, 1-2). 

In utilizing the data obtained from the Texas Education 

Agency, Verstegen concluded that the data indicated that 

there was improvement in the long struggle of equalizing 

resources for Texas public schools. She noted: 

the data indicated . . . a robust response by lawmakers 
to the issues raised by Rodriguez. However, vigilance 
must be exercised lest one is lulled into the belief 
that no further action is necessary or into thinking 
the gains evidenced by these measures will be self-
maintaining. The dual problems of a rapidly increasing 
school population and an economic recession brought on 
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by the reduction of oil prices, if they continue, bode 
ill for an optimistic appraisal for the future of Texas 
education finance equity (Verstegen 1987, 32-33). 

Verstegen noted "substantial distortionary effects of 

1 to 5 percent of the upper extreme of total students" when 

ranked by revenue per pupil from an equity measurement 

viewpoint with the greatest distortion in the top .5 percent 

of school districts for 1985-86 (Verstegen 1987, 327-330). 

Arrington studied 1,068 Texas public school districts 

to determine the effect of House Bill 72 on equalization of 

school district finances in the state. For the study, he 

used the Texas Education Agency statistics for the 1984-85 

school year. As a result of the data analysis, Arrington 

concluded: (1) The use of per capita flat grant by the 

Texas public school finance systems contributed to the 

unequalizing of financial resources available to school 

districts, (2) school districts with greater property wealth 

were required to exercise very little effort toward the 

support of their public schools, (3) school districts with 

greater property wealth index values tend to have lower 

effective tax rates and high per pupil expenditures, 

(4) school districts of least wealth exercised much greater 

tax effort to support the educational programs in their 

schools than wealthier districts, (5) school districts with 

low property values are almost entirely dependent upon the 

Foundation School Program (FSP) to provide the educational 

opportunities available within the districts, 
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(6) disparities in local tax effort, per pupil expenditures, 

and revenues are attributable primarily to the school 

district's heavy reliance on local property wealth, and (7) 

a completely perfect system of equalization would be full 

state funding with monies distributed to districts on an 

educational needs basis (Arrington 1986) . 

According to Strain, the prime objective of House Bill 

72 was to achieve greater equity in the school finance 

system. The study investigated both horizontal equity and 

equal opportunity in terms of revenue inputs. The study 

analyzed changes from 1983-84 to 1984-85 in six measures of 

disparity in per pupil revenues across 1,068 school 

districts in the State of Texas for those years. 

Independent variables included wealth per student, district 

size, tax rate, and percentage of Hispanic students. Strain 

also examined the relationship between district wealth per 

student and district revenue per student for 1983-84 and 

1984-85, and she evaluated the contribution of debt service 

revenue toward improving or worsening the equity of the 

finance system. Changes in state aid and in total state and 

local revenue were made for districts grouped by size, type 

(urban, rural, etc.), and wealth deciles. Results of the 

study indicated that great improvement was made in reducing 

the disparity in per pupil revenues in the first year after 

House Bill 72 was passed; however, the relationship between 

wealth and revenue remained approximately as strong in 
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1984-85 as it was in 1983-84. Debt service revenue made 

little or no difference in any equity measure. Fewer urban 

districts saw increases in both state aid and total revenue, 

and property-poor school districts of all sizes and types 

received the greatest increases after the passage (Strain 

1985). 

Verstegen identified high correlations between district 

property wealth and operational revenue per pupil, teacher 

salaries, local enrichment per pupil, local and state 

revenue per pupil, equalization transition aid per pupil, 

and Local Fund Assignment (LFA). There was little or no 

correlation between wealth and district size, Price 

Differential Index (PDI), minority students as a percentage 

of total students, percentage of ninth-grade students 

passing all sections of the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills 

(TABS) test, maintenance and operations tax rate, special 

populations, experienced teacher allocation, and teacher 

experience level. No relationship was found to exist 

between either operations revenue or total revenue and Price 

Differential Index (PDI), size, or test scores. According 

to Verstegen, wealthy districts had more revenue but no 

higher test scores or no more experienced teachers than 

poorer districts. In addition, they had a proportionally 

higher Local Fund Assignment and received less state aid or 

enrichment equalization funding (Verstegen 1987, 11-12). 
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Colwell studied 100 randomly-selected school districts 

in Texas to determine the degree of local supplemental 

funding for the teacher career ladder from both state and 

local revenue for the years 1984-85 and 1985-86. As a 

result of the data generated, Colwell projected the future 

financial impact of the teacher career ladder on school 

districts through 1990-91. Colwell found that 70 percent of 

the sampled districts provided supplemental funding in 

1984-85 and that local expenditures accounted for 52 percent 

of career ladder expenditures in 1984-85 and 47 percent of 

the expenditures the next year. Colwell determined that the 

supplemental local funding was utilized to place additional 

teachers on level two of the career ladder. He predicted 

that this tendency would automatically require districts to 

provide supplemental funding in future years. He projected 

a local district increase for career ladder supplemental 

funding of almost 64 percent between 1984-85 and 1990-91. 

As a result of his research, Colwell recommended the 

elimination of level four of the career ladder and locally 

designed level three selection criteria as a means of 

controlling the financial impact of the career ladder on 

local districts (Colwell 1987). 

Veselka provided initial information and statistics 

concerning the development and administration of the Texas 

Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT) 

test that was administered to some 205,000 teachers and 
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administrators at 850 locations throughout the state on 

March 10, 1986. The test, which was mandated by House Bill 

72, tested the reading and writing ability of Texas 

educators and was developed with input from Texas educators. 

Some $5,000,000 was appropriated by the legislature to 

develop and administer the test to the educators. Veselka 

provided no statistical results of the testing since this 

article was written prior to the receipt of them (Veselka 

1986, 2-6). 

In a study that was undertaken less than a year from 

the passage of House Bill 72, Stenning et al. surveyed some 

400 randomly-selected school districts of various sizes to 

determine the degree of acceptance by school board members, 

superintendents, principals, and teachers in Texas public 

schools of the teacher career ladder, advanced academic 

training requirements, and alternative certification 

approaches that were included in House Bill 72. According 

to the findings of the study, more detailed explanations of 

the career ladder, advanced academic training provisions, 

and alternative certification provisions were needed than 

was initially given by the state. The respondents predicted 

that career ladder and advanced academic would be 

extensively implemented in the state but that alternative 

certification would be utilized by only a minority of the 

state's districts. Support for the career ladder was 

relatively high, but there was a core of school board 
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members, superintendents, principals, and teachers who 

strongly opposed that law. Support for advanced academic 

training was high among all professional groups, but support 

for alternative certification, except for school board 

members and principals, was minimal (Stenning et al. 1985). 

Capps et al. undertook a three-year study of teacher 

attitudes toward the implementation of the teacher career 

ladder and teacher competency testing. The study consisted 

of survey responses of some 700 teachers who responded to 

surveys in the spring of 1984, 1985, and 1986. The study 

found that, in general, the teachers supported competency 

testing of pre-service teachers but resented the testing of 

previously certified teachers because they believed that 

this testing was a "breach of contract since Texas teachers 

held life teaching certificates." The teachers were, in 

general, opposed to the career ladder initially, and their 

opposition of it increased after they had experience with 

the system. Teachers expressed a lack of confidence with 

the appraisal system used for career ladder placement. 

Their initial concern that the career ladder would not have 

a positive academic impact on students also increased with 

experience with the system. The greatest concern expressed 

by teachers was in the area of increased stress and 

decreased teacher morale. 

The view from the classroom of Texas Educational 
Reform is that it has increased stress, decreased 
morale, and has failed to improve student achievement. 
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Furthermore, teachers are saying that the problem goes 
further than the classroom. It is a societal problem 
with lack of community respect in general and parental 
support in particular (Capps et al. 1986, 21-22). 

No-Pass, No-Play has spurred a great deal of research 

because of its emotional impact. A May 1986 study by the 

Texas Association of Secondary School Principals surveyed 

1,444 Texas principals. Seventy-four percent of the 

principals believed that the rules were too harsh, as 

written. Seventy-eight percent favored a three-week 

suspension rather than the mandated six—week period. 

Fifty-one percent of the principals surveyed reported a 

decrease in participation in extracurricular activities 

(Texas Association of Secondary School Principals 1986). 

In a March 1987 study, the Fort Worth Star Telegram 

surveyed 760 Fort Worth area teachers in twenty-two schools 

concerning their attitude about changing the No-Pass, 

No-Play penalty from six weeks to three weeks. Forty-five 

percent of the academic teachers agreed that the period 

should be shortened; 52 percent did not agree. 

Seventy-eight percent of coaches favored the reduction, 

while 21 percent disagreed. Sixty-one percent of 

extracurricular sponsors favored the three-week suspension, 

and 37 percent did not agree (Reaves and Chandler 1987). 

Earnest Chambers, Director of Extracurricular 

Activities of the Texas Education Agency noted that students 

worked hard to pass classes, failure rates were down among 
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extracurricular participants, and that educators and parents 

were cooperating in helping students who were having 

difficulty with their school work. His report noted that 

out of 1,751 varsity football players in the state's top 

fifty teams, only 2.1 percent, or thirty-seven students, 

became ineligible during the first six weeks of the 1987-87 

school year (No-pass, no-play found to lift grades in Texas 

1987) . 

Augustin and Goudge analyzed No—Pass, No—Play 

suspensions during the 1985-86 school year. In the study, 

they surveyed 1,500 Texas coaches. Data analysis determined 

that there were different suspension rates by geographic 

regions in the state. The Panhandle, Far West Texas, and 

West Central Texas had rates less than 18 percent. 

Northeast, East, Southeast, and Central Texas had rates from 

18 to 24 percent. Far South Texas had rates in excess of 24 

percent. They determined that the larger the school 

classification, the higher the suspension rate. Junior high 

boys were suspended the most often, and junior high girls 

were suspended the least often. The rate for high school 

boys and girls was about the same; about 20 percent of high 

school boys were suspended during the 1985-86 school year. 

Tennis players had the lowest rate of suspension, while 

track participants had the highest. Augustin and Goudge 

recommended that junior high boys coaches and coaches in 
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large high schools should spend time tutoring and monitoring 

student progress (Augustin and Goudge 1987). 

A 1987 Texas A&M telephone survey of 1,000 persons 

determined that Texans supported House Bill 72 reform 

legislation. Seventy-three percent of respondents supported 

the No-Pass, No-Play rule in the survey (Public Policy 

Resources Laboratory 1987) . 

Judge Martha Anthony ordered a No-Pass, No-Play study 

to be conducted by Gerald Treece. Treece studied 511 Texas 

school districts during the third six weeks grading period 

during the 1985-86 school year. He found that 15 percent of 

white students, 23 percent of black students, 22 percent of 

Hispanic students, and 29 percent of learning disabled 

students became ineligible during that grading period 

(Bender 1986, 16). 

Judge Anthony ruled that No-Pass, No-Play and 

subsequent rules were constitutional and that the 

legislators had no discriminatory intent in passing the 

legislation. She found the law legal but noted that it had 

an unfair impact on various students. She asked that "law 

makers carefully review the inequities with the present law 

and respond to the needs of all Texas students" (Anthony 

1986, 5). 

Westmoreland conducted a study in the fall 1987 to 

determine the perceptions of selected participants regarding 

educational reform legislation, extracurricular activities, 
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and No-Pass, No-Play in Texas. A stratified random sample 

of Texas school districts produced ninety individuals who 

responded to a questionnaire designed to determine 

differences in opinions regarding educational reform. As a 

result of the study, several major conclusions were reached. 

They included: (1) high school personnel and students 

believed that students are achieving more academically since 

the passage of House Bill 72, (2) study members believed 

that the increase in achievement was due to students working 

and studying harder, (3) study members did not believe that 

high school graduates were better prepared for work or 

college because of No-Pass, No-Play, (4) high school 

personnel and students believed that students were choosing 

lower level courses to stay eligible since the passage of 

No-Pass, No-Play, (5) the respondents believed that if lower 

level courses were being selected by students, then students 

in athletics, band and cheerleading were the groups most 

likely to select them, and (6) respondents believed that 

three weeks suspension from participation would be the 

optimum period for suspension. Additional conclusions 

included the following: (1) high school personnel and 

students wanted to use a 70 percent average in all courses 

to determine eligibility; coaches and sponsors favored a 

combined course average, (2) respondents favored a 

consistent suspension time with no special favors for first 

offenders, (3) respondents believed that while special 
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education student populations in extracurricular activities 

have remained about the same and that more average-ability 

students became ineligible under No-Pass, No-Play, (4) high 

school personnel and students believed that the No-Pass, 

No-Play rules have not caused an increase in high school 

dropouts, and (5) study members believed that teachers have 

not unilaterally altered their grading standards since the 

implementation of No-Pass, No-Play legislation (Westmoreland 

1988). 

In a 1988 study of the impact of No-Pass, No-Play in 

the Austin Independent School District, Ligon found that 

student failure rates in the district had decreased slightly 

since the implementation of No-Pass, No-Play and that the 

decline in failing grades for students enrolled in 

extracurricular activities was greater. He found that the 

dropout rate had not increased since implementation but that 

the dropout rate for students participating in varsity 

sports had increased slightly. There was virtually no 

change in honors course enrollment figures. He noted that a 

growing percentage of students each year has agreed that the 

No-Pass, No-Play rule has encouraged them to make better 

grades. The percentage has increased from 36 percent in the 

spring of 1986, to 43 percent in the fall of 1986, to 52 

percent in the fall of 1987. Ligon concluded that, while 

No-Pass, No-Play began at a time when many other changes 

were being implemented in the state, one cannot conclude 
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that this single rule is responsible for the generally 

positive outcomes of the story; however, at least in the 

case of the Austin school district, most of the negative 

effects of No-Pass, No-Play that many had feared had failed 

to occur (Ligon 1989). 

Cortez examined the activities surrounding the 

development and passage of the school finance provisions 

contained in House Bill 72. In his study, Cortez examined 

(1) education interest group participation in the 

development of the finance provisions, (2) the role played 

by the state's political leadership in the policy 

formulation process, (3) the influence of new external 

forces on the dynamics which surrounded the 1984 legislative 

deliberations, and (4) possible implications of these 

developments for future education reform efforts. Cortez 

concluded that the development of state education policy 

largely continued to be a relatively closed system which was 

limited to a limited cadre of legislative elites working 

with representatives of the state's education interest 

groups. The study found that the state educational policy 

development process continued to be a two-level process. On 

one level, the deliberations concerning educational policy 

development were overt and subjected to public scrutiny, and 

at the second level, key actors were once again engaged in 

low key, behind-the-scenes negotiations on the funding 

provisions that were finally adopted. Cortez found that 
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while the development of House Bill 72's funding features 

were characterized by extensive inter-group politics 

comparable to previous sessions, that major features 

distinguished the debates in 1984 from previous funding 

sessions. Among the factors that Cortez identified included 

the specter of Kda^wood v. Kirby, the involvement of the IAF 

grass-roots organization in the deliberations, the 

involvement of H. Ross Perot through the Select Committee on 

Public Education, the direct role played by the state's 

major political leaders in all phases of the finance reform, 

and the new coalition that consisted of the equity, 

minority, and major urban education factions. Cortez noted 

that the participation of the equity, minority, and urban 

factions had a significant impact on the legislation but 

expressed doubt that this coalition could maintain the 

cohesiveness over the long-term necessary to make a lasting 

impact on public school finance in Texas (Cortez 1988). 

One of the provisions of House Bill 72, as stated in 

Texas Education Code Section 16.203, required the State 

Board of Education to report to the legislature biennially 

on the costs of providing quality education programs in the 

state. The report which was first done in October 1986 is 

commonly called the "Accountable Costs Study." In the 

initial study of 1,063 districts statewide, there were 

specific provisions that dealt with implementation costs of 

House Bill 72. The initial report of the committee 
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estimated the costs for the minimum regular education from 

an average of $1,958 to $2,258 per pupil. The costs for a 

regular education program varied from $2,414 to $2,466 per 

pupil, and the estimated cost of a quality program varied 

from $2,629 to $2,727 per pupil. Special program costs 

included a factor of 1.75 times greater for vocational 

education programs and 3.6 times greater for special 

education costs. Based on the responses of districts to a 

questionnaire regarding the cost of select provisions of 

House Bill 72, it was concluded that even the least 

expensive provisions would cost in the millions to 

implement. In particular, the cost of prekindergarten was 

estimated at some $33,000,000, the cost of maximum class 

size provisions for grades kindergarten through two was 

estimated at $129,000,000, for grades three through four at 

$231,000,000, the cost of implementing a thirty-minute 

duty-free lunch for teachers in the state was estimated at 

$6,000,000, the implementation of a forty-five-minute 

planning and preparation period was estimated to cost 

$19,000,000, and the cost of alternative education 

discipline programs was estimated at $15,000,000 for 1984-85 

and $20,000,000 for 1985-86 (The 1985-86 accountable costs 

study and recommendations of the accountable costs advisory 

committee to the state board of education 1986, 56-57). 

As was previously stated, the curriculum requirements 

of Chapter 75 of the Texas Administrative Code were 
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developed as a result of the passage of House Bill 246 by 

the Sixty-Seventh Legislature in 1981. The provisions of 

the house bill were required to be implemented during the 

1984-85 school year. This, coupled with the provisions of 

House Bill 72, required tremendous changes in course 

offerings and curriculum guides in the state. Hyden studied 

the financial impact of Texas House Bill 246 on selected 

rural public school districts. In the study, the researcher 

surveyed eighteen rural school districts to ascertain the 

perceptions of their superintendents as to the financial 

impact to their districts incurred by the implementation. 

The districts were divided into three equal groups in order 

from wealthiest to poorest. All districts reported 

increases in financial demands brought about by the 

implementation of Chapter 75 requirements. Specific 

responses to questions concerning personnel, facilities, and 

equipment varied, but it was noted that significant 

differences existed in personnel and equipment, but not in 

facilities needed for the implementation. It was noted that 

the greatest similarities of impact were noted among the two 

poorest groups of districts while the greatest differences 

in impact were between the wealthiest and poorest districts 

studied. The results of the study confirmed that the 

financial impact of Chapter 75 was greater upon poor 

districts, which, in the opinion of the researcher, 



74 

confirmed the lack of equality of educational opportunity 

among many of the districts in the state (Hyden 1987). 

In November 1988, the Texas Education Agency 

commissioned a statewide pool of 1,000 individuals to ask 

them what effects education reforms had on the education of 

students in Texas public schools. The poll showed that 84 

percent of Texans believe that the exit-level TEAMS test had 

a very positive or slight positive effect on education. 

They believed that the maximum class size rules in 

elementary schools had a very positive or slight positive 

effect on education (80.1 percent). They noted very 

positive or slight positive effects on education for 

increased teacher salaries and career ladder (78.2 percent), 

teacher appraisal (80.2 percent), No-Pass, No-Play (80.6 

percent), prekindergarten (79.9 percent), and limitation of 

five unexcused absences to receive course credit (65.5 

percent). The study showed that a majority of respondents 

opposed a longer school year and school day (59.1 and 69.9 

percent, respectively). Of those surveyed, 84.3 percent of 

the Texans believed that the addition of science, social 

studies, and writing to the exit-level TEAMS test would have 

a positive educational effect. Some 66.3 percent favored 

mandatory kindergarten for five-year-olds, and 67 percent 

favored performance incentives for school districts. 

Citizens split evenly on whether student performance gains 

should be used as a basis for teacher pay (42.3 percent 
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favored and 41.5 percent opposed). There was a similar 

split concerning whether state funds should be allocated for 

construction (44.9 percent favored state construction 

funding and 47.1 percent opposed it). If funds were 

increased to improve equity, 70.2 percent of Texans surveyed 

believed that all school districts should get additional 

state funds while 25 percent said the additional funds 

should only go to poor districts (Texas Education Agency 

1988). 

As was previously stated, the purpose of House Bill 72 

was of a dual nature, quality and equity. Whether the 

long-term overall educational quality of Texas has been 

significantly improved will take a number of years to 

determine. Prior to this study, little research has been 

done regarding the educational benefits to students or the 

educational quality issue attributable to the implementation 

of this legislation except as it has related to No-Pass, 

No-Play rules. The fact that there has been improvement in 

the equity issue has been documented in the studies reported 

above; however, the question remains to be answered if the 

state, with the passage of House Bill 72 and currently 

proposed legislation, will be able to satisfactorily remedy 

this long-term concern in the state. This study does not 

address the issue of equity because of the extensive amount 

of research that has been done for Edgewood and, also, the 

research of Arrington and Strain addressed this area. 
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Strain noted that, with the passage of House Bill 72, the 

state has 

a long way to go before it reaches an acceptable level 
of either horizontal equity or wealth ne?trality. 
P o l i c y changes in House Bill 72, along with other 
chanaes - • , have improved the equity picture . . 
but common sense tells us a 74% variation in per pup 
revenues across districts in the state is still 
indicative . . . of an "equal shares for equal 
students" philosophy (Strain 1985, 254). 

It is probable that the question of school finance 

equity will be answered by the Texas Supreme Court in the 

Edgewood case, but it is a question that has been asked 

often since the initial attempts at establishing a system of 

public education in the state. It is probable that the 

question of educational quality will never be truly answered 

in the state, but it will be one of continuing concern as 

the cost of providing a public education continues to soar 

in the state. It is hoped that this study provides answers 

for at least some of these questions. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

This study attempted to determine the cost in addi-

tional state financial contributions for selected school 

districts to implement House Bill 72, the effect of the 

implementation on district tax rates, and the effect of the 

implementation on total school district expenditures. The 

study attempted to measure the educational benefits to 

students, as perceived by school superintendents, derived 

from the implementation of House Bill 72 in those districts 

and, also, to examine the relationships between the perceived 

educational benefits and several demographic variables. 

Population 

The population of the study was composed of those 

school districts in the Region 10 Education Service Center 

in Texas. This population included all eighty school 

districts that are within this eight-county area. Region 10 

was selected for this study because it contained a cross-

section of school districts from rural, suburban, and urban 

areas that range in average daily attendance (ADA) from 

fewer than 100 students to greater than 115,000 students. 

The sample for the study included all district superinten-

dents in the region who returned a questionnaire 

77 
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to the researcher. This return represented 77.5 percent of 

the public school districts in the region. 

Instrumentation 

A Likert-type questionnaire containing questions 

concerning various elements of House Bill 72 was 

researcher-constructed and submitted to a jury of five 

school superintendents for analysis and critique. The jury 

was asked to judge the appropriateness and the clarity of 

each item and for the total instrument. In addition they 

were requested to provide recommendations concerning the 

individual items and the instrument as a whole. 

jury consisted of five school superintendents from 

Region 10 school districts, one from each current University 

Interscholastic League classification. The evaluation 

methodology utilized was a variation of the Delphi tech-

nique. The panel members averaged slightly less than 

twenty-five years of educational experience and ten years 

experience as superintendent. The extensive experience and 

expertise of these individuals was utilized to determine the 

final formal and content of the survey instrument. 

The questionnaire was revised according to the sugges-

tions made by the jury. After revision, the questionnaire 

was resubmitted to the jury for reevaluation until a 

consensus was reached by the panel. A consensus of at least 

three of the five jury members was required for inclusion 
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of each survey question in the final form of the question-

naire. This procedure provided established validity for the 

instrument to be used in collecting data for analysis in 

this study. A demographic data sheet eliciting responses 

regarding total years educational experience of the respon-

dents, total years experience as superintendent, and 

district University Interscholastic League classifications 

for 1984-85 and 1988-89 was added to provide additional 

factors for data analysis and comparisons. 

All superintendents of Region 10 school districts were 

contacted and requested to sign a letter of commitment to 

participate in this study in order to establish level of 

interest and determine the appropriate sample size. 

Included with the letter was a use of human subjects form. 

Two weeks later, a follow-up letter was sent to those who 

had not previously committed to participate. Due to 

response patterns, all superintendents in Region 10 were 

selected as the sample, with a 40 percent return rate 

established as necessary criteria. 

A survey of the superintendents in Region 10 provided 

additional data needed for the study. After the survey 

questionnaire was developed, and the jury review procedure 

established its validity, the questionnaire was sent to each 

superintendent. Return was effected without further 

follow-up. 
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Data Collection 

The following procedures were used for the collection 

of financial data. A study of the Official School District 

Budgets, which were provided by the Texas Education Agency, 

furnished data concerning total district expenditures, state 

revenue, and tax rate data for fiscal years 1983 through 

1986. 

The validated questionnaire was sent to all eighty 

Region 10 superintendents. Sixty-two responses (77.5 

percent) were returned so that no follow-up was necessary. 

Those respondents requesting a copy of results were sent 

copies of the tables of the budget data comparing the 

findings for the various UIL classifications in the study. 

The results of the t-tests between the two independent means 

of the chronological ranges of expenditures, chronological 

range of tax rates, and chronological range of state fiscal 

contributions were also provided. The results of the 

CONDESCRIPTIVE analysis of the Likert-type questionnaire 

were also furnished. Results including data related to the 

item analysis and factor analysis were provided to those who 

requested the results. 

Design of the Study 

The demographic data sheet collected demographic 

categorical information from each respondent. The indepen-

dent variables of the study included the years of 
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educational experience of the superintendent, the years of 

superintendent experience, the district's 1984-85 UIL 

classification, and the district's 1988-89 UIL classifica-

tion. The years of educational experience of the 

superintendent and the years of experience as a superinten-

dent were reported in five-year increments. The UIL 

classifications were determined by school average daily 

attendance for the previous school year as defined by the 

UIL. The dependent variable was the total score of the 

respondents on the survey instrument. The budget data 

obtained from the Official School District Budgets were 

grouped for data analysis according to state revenue, total 

expenditures, and tax rates for the four fiscal years of the 

study. 

The study utilized four types of statistical analysis, 

t-test, One Way, factor analysis, and item analysis by 

RELIABILITY. 

Procedures for Data Analysis 

All calculations were conducted through the Statistics 

Package for the Social Science (SPSS). Overall statistical 

information was gleaned through CONDESCRIPTIVES. In 

research questions one, three, and five, relevant Official 

School District Budget data were compiled, tabulated, and 

reported for each University Interscholastic League (UIL) 
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classification for the 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986 fiscal 

years. Research questions two, four, and six were tested by 

applying a t-test between the difference of two independent 

means at a probability level of .05. The two independent 

means were averages of the two chronological years' data 

prior to and after implementation of House Bill 72 for 

expenditures, tax rates, and state fiscal contributions. 

For research question seven, results were tabulated by 

CROSSTABS AND FREQUENCIES. In addition, item and factor 

analyses were applied to establish reliability coefficients 

and factor structure of the underlying attitudinal con-

struct. 

Conclusions were made concerning the effect of the 

implementation of House Bill 72 on the budgets of selected 

Texas public school districts and the perceived educational 

benefits to students that were derived from its implementa-

tion. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Major Findings 

The results of this investigation into the financial 

impact of House Bill 72 and its impact on educational 

benefits to students in selected Texas public school 

districts are presented in this chapter. The first section 

presents the analysis of data directly relevant to research 

questions one through six which were presented in Chapter I. 

These research questions dealt with budgetary analysis of 

the Region 10 school districts for the two years before the 

implementation of House Bill 72. The second section 

presents the analysis of data relating to research question 

seven, which includes the responses of district superinten-

dents concerning their perceptions of the educational 

benefits to students derived from the implementation of 

House Bill 72. Section three presents additional data 

analysis. 

Research Question One 

Research Question One investigates the amount of money 

that was expended for public education in the sixty-two 

83 
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Region 10 school sample districts for fiscal year 1983 

through fiscal year 1986. 

Table 1 displays the mean total expenditure data for 

the districts for fiscal years 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986 

and the total expenditures for eaoh year. The Class 1A OIL 

enrollment range was 134 students or less in high school and 

included eighteen districts. Enrollment for Class 2A high 

schools ranged from 135 to 274 students; there were fifteen 

class 2A districts in the study. Class 3A, which included 

thirteen districts, had high school enrollments from 275 to 

649 students. There were seven Class 4A districts with high 

school enrollments from 650 students to 1,304 students. 

Enrollment for Class 5A high schools was 1,305 or above; 

there were nine Class 5A districts that participated in the 

study. 

The mean total expenditures data for fiscal years 1983 

and 1984 for the districts reveal an increase in average 

expenditures in fiscal year 1984 over 1983, for the total 

sample and for all enrollment classifications. During this 

period, mean expenditures for districts with enrollments of 

134 and below increased by 11.44 percent. Mean expenditures 

for districts with enrollments from 135 to 274 increased by 

1.66 percent. During the same period, in those districts 

with enrollments from 275 to 649, mean expenditures 

increased by 3.90 percent. At the same time, districts with 

enrollments from 650 to 1,304 had mean expenditure increases 
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TABLE 1 

MEAN TOTAL EXPENDITURES OF SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 1983, 1984, 1985, AND 1986 

Enrollment N Mean 
($) 

Least 
Expended 

($) 

Most 
Expended 

($) 

1983 

134-below 18 619,852.67 297,685 1,074,455 

135-274 15 1,744,412.80 967,087 5,779,294 

275-649 13 4,637,349.00 2,215,552 10,395,682 

650-1,304 7 9,936,649.00 7,517,531 14,824,119 

1,305-above 9 87,234,475.33 12,720,374 389,938,298 

Sample Avg. 62 15,359,288.68 

1984 

134-below 18 690,768.83 351,769 1,296,117 

135-274 15 1,773,371.80 950,901 5,080,601 

275-649 13 4,818,088.23 2,503,359 10,824,536 

650-1,304 7 11,284,086.29 7,699,078 19,190,020 

1,305-above 9 92,690,237.67 12,241,243 408,943,180 

Sample Avg. 62 16,368,875.90 

1985 

134-below 18 1,258,112.78 502,359 2,911,909 

135-274 15 2,831,245.13 1,362,723 13,454,076 

275-649 13 8,216,548.31 3,112,467 31,881,399 
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TABLE 1—Continued 

Enrollment N Mean 
($) 

Least 
Expended 

($) 

Most 
Expended 

($) 

650-1,304 7 14,663,403.86 8,605,482 20,946,648 

1, 305-above 9 104,253,349.40 14,409,198 444,264,471 

Sample Avg. 62 19,562,158.18 

1986 

134-below 18 1,368,974.39 615,598 2,538,138 

135-274 15 3,179,945.27 1,500,648 11,337,460 

275-649 13 10,142,897.31 3,205,875 26,513,649 

650-1,304 7 15,166898.43 9,593,136 23,759,732 

1,305-above 9 126,343,114.90 15,424,668 552,909,349 

Sample Avg. 62 23,346,043.65 

of 13.56 percent. In those districts with enrollments of 

1,305 and greater, mean expenditures increased by 6.25 

percent from fiscal year 1983 to 1984. Mean expenditures 

for the sample increased by 6.57 percent during the same 

span of time. 

The data listed in Table 1 reveal an increase in mean 

expenditures in fiscal year 1985 over fiscal year 1984 for 

the sample average and in every enrollment classification 

group. Sample school districts with an enrollment of 134 

students or less experienced a 82.13 percent increase in 
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mean expenditures for fiscal year 1985 over fiscal year 1984 

figures. Those sample districts with enrollments from 135 

to 274 students experienced an increase in mean expenditures 

of 59.65 percent during the same period of time. In sample 

districts with enrollments of 274 to 649, mean expenditures 

increased by 70.54 percent from fiscal year 1984 to fiscal 

year 1985. During the same period, mean expenditures 

increased by 29.95 percent in sample districts with enroll-

ments from 650 to 1,304. In districts with enrollments of 

1,350 students or greater, there was a reported increase in 

mean expenditures of 12.48 percent in fiscal year 1985 over 

fiscal year 1984. For the sample, the mean expenditure 

increase from fiscal year 1984 to 1985 was 19.51 percent. 

As in the previous two fiscal years, mean expenditures 

for fiscal year 1986 in the sample school districts 

increased in every enrollment classification and for the 

sample over the prior fiscal year. The sample districts 

with enrollments of 134 or below reported an increase in 

mean expenditures of 8.81 percent for fiscal year 1986 over 

fiscal year 1985. During the same span, sample districts 

with enrollments of 135 to 274 students had mean expenditure 

increases of 12.32 percent from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal 

year 1986. Mean expenditures increased in fiscal year 1986 

over fiscal year 1985 by 23.44 percent in school districts 

reporting enrollments from 275 to 649 students. In the 

districts with enrollments from 650 students to 1,304, mean 
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expenditures increased by 3.4 3 percent during the period 

from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. Sample districts 

with 1,350 or more students reported mean expenditure 

increases of 21.19 percent from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal 

year 1986. During the same period, mean expenditures for 

the sample increased by 19.34 percent. 

For the purpose of this study, the mean prior to the 

implementation of House Bill 72 refers to the mean amounts 

for average expenditures for fiscal years 1983 and 1984. 

The mean after the implementation of House Bill 72 refers to 

the mean amounts for average expenditures for fiscal years 

1985 and 1986. 

A comparison between mean total expenditures prior to 

the implementation of House Bill 72 and after implementation 

revealed that mean total expenditures for districts with 

enrollments of less than 135 students increased by 101.60 

percent, and that for districts with enrollments of 135 to 

274 students there was a 70.88 percent increase in mean 

total expenditures after the implementation of House Bill 

72. There was an increase of 94.16 percent in mean total 

expenditures after the implementation of the house bill in 

districts with enrollments from 275 to 649 students. For 

the seven districts with enrollments of 650 to 1,304 

students, there was a 40.57 percent mean total expenditures 

increase after implementation. For the nine districts with 

enrollments in excess of 1,304 students, mean total 
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expenditures increased by 28.16 percent during the same 

time. The sixty-two sample school districts experienced a 

mean total expenditures increase of 35.24 percent after 

implementation of the house bill. 

The grand total of mean expenditures for the sample 

school districts in this study for fiscal years 1983 through 

1986 was $4,627,454,716. 

Research Question Two 

Research Question Two asks, "How were expenditures of 

school districts affected by the implementation of House 

Bill 72?" 

Table 2 displays the results of the t-test of the 

difference between the two mean amounts for average 

expenditures for the various UIL enrollment classifications 

and for the sample total prior to the implementation of 

House Bill 72 and after the implementation of House Bill 72. 

The reported difference in the two means for each 

enrollment classification and for the total sample indicates 

a statistically significant increase in mean expenditures. 

The probability level of .001 for sample districts with 

enrollments below 1.35, .012 for sample districts with 

enrollments from 135 to 274, .007 for districts with 

enrollments from 275 to 649, .016 for those districts whose 

enrollments ranged from 650 to 1,304 students, and .032 for 

sample districts with enrollments greater than 1,304 
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TABLE 2 

Total 

t-TEST BETWEEN TOTAL EXPENDITURES PRIOR TO 
"AND AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF HOUSE BILL 72 

2-Tail 
t-Value Probability SD ($) Mean ($) Period 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N 18) 

-6.36 249,355 653,310 

614,492 1,313,543 

983,426 431,923 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

Prior 

After 

1,758,892 1,148,409 

3,005,595 2,716,526 

-2.87 .012 

Total 2,382,243 1,932,467 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N - 13) 

Prior 

After 

4,727,718 2,161,756 

9,179,722 6,745,220 

- 3 . 2 6 .007 

Total 6,953,720 4,453,488 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

Prior 10,610,367 3,113,780 -3.30 .016 



91 

TABLE 2—Continued 

Period Mean ($) SD ($) t-•Value 
2-Tail 

Probability 

After 14,915,151 3,832,590 

Total 12,762,759 3,473,185 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

Prior 89,962,356 120,648,889 -2.59 .032 

After 115,298,323 149,434,147 

Total 102,630,339 135,041,518 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

Prior 15,864,082 53,554,219 -3.20 .002 

After 21,454,100 66,936,904 

Total 18,659,091 60,245,561 

students exceeds the .05 level. In addition, the 

probability level for the sample average (.002) also 

exceeded the .05 confidence level. 

Research Question Three 

Research Question Three asks, "How did the local 

property tax rates for public school districts vary during 

the period from 1982-83 through the 1985-86 school years?" 
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Table 3 displays mean total tax rate data for fiscal 

years 1983 through 1986 for each UIL enrollment 

classification and for the sample total for those years. 

The total tax rate is composed of both the maintenance and 

operations tax rate, which generates the operations portion 

of the district's budget, and the debt services tax rate, 

which generates the revenue necessary to pay any bonded 

indebtedness incurred by the school district. 

Data reported in Table 3 reflect an increase in the 

mean total tax rate from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 

1984 for the sample total and for all UIL enrollment 

classification groups except for those sample districts 

whose enrollments ranged from 135 to 274 students (5.33 

percent decrease)• For those sample districts with 

enrollments below 135 students the increase in the mean 

total tax rates from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984 

was 2.54 percent, and for sample school districts whose 

enrollments ranged from 275 to 649, mean total tax rates 

increased by 9.49 percent during the same span of time. 

There was a 12.05 percent mean total tax rate increase for 

districts with an enrollment range of 650 to 1,304 students 

from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984. In districts 

with enrollments of greater than 1,304 students, there was a 

6.00 percent increase in the mean total tax rates from 

fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984. Mean total tax rates 
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TABLE 3 

MEAN TOTAL LOCAL SCHOOL TAX RATES FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1983-1986 (Amounts refer to dollars and cents 

per $100 valuation) 

Enrollment 
Range N Mean 

($) 

Lowest 
Tax Rate 

($) 

Highest 
Tax Rate 

($) 

1983 

Below 135 18 .6732 .4600 1.0000 

135-274 15 .7217 .3250 1.6600 

275-649 13 .6789 .4500 .9100 

650-1,304 7 .7217 .4050 .9500 

Above 1,304 9 .7417 .5100 1.4600 

Sample Avg. 62 .7015 

1984 

Below 135 18 .6903 .4800 .9600 

135-274 15 .6832 .4000 1.0500 

275-649 13 .7433 .5100 .9675 

650-1,304 7 .8087 .4900 1.0426 

Above 1,304 9 .7862 .5870 1.4600 

Sample Avg. 62 .7270 

1985 

Below 135 18 .8677 .4474 1.5277 

135-274 15 .1326 .5000 1.0500 
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TABLE 3—Continued 

Enrollment 
Range N Mean 

($) 

Lowest 
Tax Rate 

($) 

Highest 
Tax Rate 

($) 

275-649 13 .8452 .3700 1.1100 

650-1,304 7 .8544 .5650 1.1060 

Above 1,304 9 .3944 .6390 1.6141 

Sample Avg. 62 .8486 

1986 

Below 135 18 .9704 .5700 1.8846 

135-274 15 .7809 .4900 1.0500 

275-649 13 .8763 .5200 1.3000 

650-1,304 7 .9084 .6800 1.0700 

Above 1,304 9 .8660 .6523 1.4400 

Sample Avg. 62 .8827 

for the sample average from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 

1984 increased by 3.63 percent. 

From fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, mean total 

tax rates increased for all UIL enrollment classifications 

and for the sample average. Sample districts with 

enrollments below 135 students mean total tax rates 

increased by 25.70 percent between fiscal year 1984 and 

fiscal year 1985. During the same span, sample districts 
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whose enrollments ranged from 135 to 274 students mean total 

tax rates increased by 6.50 percent. For sample districts 

with enrollment ranges from 275 to 649 students, mean total 

tax rates increased 13.71 percent from fiscal year 1984 to 

fiscal year 1985. Sample districts with enrollments between 

650 and 1,304 students experienced mean total tax rate 

increases of 5.65 percent between fiscal years 1984 and 

1985. Sample districts with enrollments greater than 1,304 

students mean total tax rates increased by 28.82 percent 

from fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985. Mean total tax 

rates for the sample increased 16.73 percent between fiscal 

year 1984 and fiscal year 1985. 

Mean total tax rates of sample school districts 

experienced a tax increase from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal 

year 1986 for the total sample and for all enrollment 

classifications except for those sample districts with 

enrollments greater than 1,304 students. The mean total tax 

rates for the sample increased by 4.02 percent from fiscal 

year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. At the same time, those 

districts with enrollments less than 135 students 

experienced a mean total tax rate increase of 11.84 percent, 

and for those districts with enrollments from 135 to 274 

students, mean total tax rates increased by 7.33 percent 

from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. For the thirteen 

districts whose enrollments ranged from 275 to 649 students, 
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mean total tax rates increased by 3.68 percent during the 

same span of time. There was a mean total tax rate increase 

of 6.32 percent for those districts with enrollments of 650 

to 1,304 students. From fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 

1986, sample districts with enrollments greater than 1,305 

students mean total tax rates decreased by 14.49 percent. 

A comparison between mean total tax rates prior to the 

implementation of House Bill 72 and mean total tax rates 

after the implementation of House Bill 72 revealed that mean 

total tax rates in the eighteen districts with enrollments 

of less than 135 students increased by 34.79 percent after 

the implementation of House Bill 72 in those districts. In 

the fifteen districts with enrollments of 135 to 274 

students, mean total tax rates increased after the 

implementation by 7.37 percent, while the thirteen districts 

with enrollments from 275 to 649 students mean total tax 

rates increased by 21.02 percent after the implementation of 

House Bill 72. In the largest enrollment categories, the 

seven districts with enrollments from 650 to 1,304 

experienced mean total tax rate increases of 15.19 percent, 

and the nine districts with enrollments greater than 1,304 

students had mean total tax rate increases of 22.97 percent. 

For the sixty-two school districts making up the sample 

average, the mean total tax rate increase was 21.20 percent 

after the implementation of House Bill 72. 
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Research Question Four 

Research Question Four asks, "How were tax rates of 

school districts affected by the implementation of House 

Bill 72?" 

Table 4 displays the results of the t-test of the 

difference between the two group scores for total tax rates 

prior to the implementation of House Bill 72 and after the 

implementation of House Bill 72 for the sample total and for 

each UIL enrollment classification. For the purpose of this 

study, the mean prior to the implementation of House Bill 72 

refers to the mean total tax rates for fiscal years 1983 and 

1984. The mean after the implementation of House Bill 72 

refers to the mean total tax rates for fiscal years 1985 and 

1986. 

For the information contained in Table 4, all total tax 

rate figures listed are expressed as dollars and cents per 

one hundred dollars property valuation. As it was 

previously noted, the total tax rate is the combination of 

both the operations tax rate and the debt services tax rate 

of a public school district in Texas. 

The probability level was .001 for sample districts 

with enrollment below 135, .001 for districts with 

enrollments from 275 to 649, .013 for those sample districts 

whose enrollments ranged from 650 to 1,304 students, .027 

for sample districts with enrollments greater than 1,304 

students, and .001 for the total sample exceed the .05 level 
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TABLE 4 

t-TEST BETWEEN MEAN TOTAL TAX RATES PRIOR TO 
~ AND AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF HOUSE BILL 72 

Period Mean ($) SD ($) t-Value 2-Tail Probability 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

Prior 

After 

.6818 

.9190 

.192 -3.90 .001 

.258 

Total .8004 .225 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

Prior 

After 

.7024 

.7542 

.233 -1.22 .243 

.140 

Total .7283 .186 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

Prior 

After 

.7111 

.8608 

.131 -4.44 .001 

.182 

Total .7859 .156 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

Prior 

After 

.7652 

.8814 

.183 -3.51 .013 

.145 

Total .8233 .164 
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TABLE 4—Continued 

Period 

Prior 

After 

Total 

Mean ($) SD ($) t-Value 2-Tail Probability 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

.7639 

.9394 

.272 

.258 

-2.71 

8516 .265 

.027 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

Prior 

After 

Total 

7143 

8657 

.192 

.212 

-6.10 

7900 .202 

0.000 

of confidence. The probability level (.243) of sample 

school districts with enrollments of 135 to 274 fails to 

exceed the .05 probability level of statistical 

significance. 

Research Question Five 

Research Question Five asks, "What was the effect on 

state fiscal contributions to public education during the 

period from 1982-83 through the 1985-86 school years?" 

Research Question Five examines the state fiscal 

contributions to public education in the sample districts 
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for fiscal years 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986. Table 5 

displays mean fiscal contribution data for these fiscal 

years for each 1984-85 UIL enrollment classification and for 

the total sample for those fiscal years. 

State fiscal contributions to public school districts 

in Texas currently include only funds that may be used for 

district operations; no state funds may be used for 

construction or debt services retirement. The mean state 

fiscal contributions to sample school districts' data for 

fiscal years 1983 and 1984 reveal an increase in average 

state fiscal contributions in fiscal year 1984 over 1983 for 

all enrollment classifications except those districts with 

enrollments greater than 1,304 students. The sample 

districts with enrollments above 1,304 students and the 

total sample experienced a decrease in mean state fiscal 

contributions to education during this time. 

During the period from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 

1984, mean state fiscal contributions for districts with 

enrollments of 134 and below increased by 1.38 percent, and 

for districts with enrollments from 135 to 274, state 

contributions to education increased by 5.55 percent. 

During the same period, in those districts with enrollments 

from 275 to 649, mean state fiscal contributions to 

education increased by 5.94 percent, while, at the same 

time, districts with enrollments from 650 to 1,304 

experienced mean state fiscal contribution increases of 2.11 
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TABLE 5 

MEAN STATE FISCAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1983-1986 

Enrollment N Mean ($) 
Least 
Dollars 

Most 
Dollars 

1983 

134-below 18 398, 884 250, 667 722, 436 

135-274 15 862, 582 571, 485 1, 580, 516 

275-649 13 2, 360, 702 1, 126, 681 5, 312, 856 

650-1,304 7 5, 243, 978 4, 287, 541 6, 815, 161 

1,305-above 9 34, 110, 946 6, 713, 883 145, 008, 600 

Sample Avg. 62 6, 363, 131 

1984 

134-below 18 404, 401 254, 031 704, 442 

135-274 15 910, 480 564, 250 1, 580, 516 

275-649 13 2, 500, 985 1, 173, 402 5, 312, 856 

650-1,304 7 5, 354, 423 4, 563, 465 6, 888, 196 

1,305-above 9 32, 740, 496 6, 783, 052 141, 994, 410 

Sample Avg. 62 6, 219, 389 

1985 

134-below 18 

135-274 15 

275-649 13 

662,938 164,726 1,273,525 

1,317,782 697,250 2,465,271 

3,182,270 1,693,563 7,190,704 
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TABLE 5—Continued 

Enrollment N Mean ($) 
Least 
Dollars 

Most 
Dollars 

650-1,304 7 6,831, 311 5 ,503,602 8,706,941 

1,305-above 9 36,195, 057 7 ,943,940 150,802,114 

Sample Avg. 62 7,203, 932 

1986 

134-below 18 775, 052 393,700 1,384,328 

135-274 15 1,359, 087 300,700 2,412,889 

275-649 13 3,333, 425 1 ,446,632 6,391,100 

650-1,304 7 7,186, 256 5 ,942,060 8,987,710 

1,305-above 9 30,574, 905 7 ,100,000 118,599,956 

Sample Avg. 62 6,502, 414 

percent. Those districts having enrollments of 1,305 and 

greater mean state fiscal contributions to education 

decreased by 4.02 percent from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal 

year 1984. Mean state fiscal contributions for the sample 

total decreased by 2.26 percent during that span of time. 

Mean state fiscal contributions for education for the 

sample districts from fiscal year 1984 to 1985 increased for 

all UIL enrollment classifications and for the sample total. 

Sample districts with enrollments less than 135 had mean 

state fiscal contribution increases of 69.93 percent from 
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fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985. Mean state fiscal 

contributions to education increased for sample districts 

with enrollment ranges of 135 to 274 by 44.73 percent from 

fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, and for those sample 

districts with enrollments from 275 to 649 students, mean 

state fiscal contributions increased by 27.24 percent from 

one fiscal year to the next. There was an increase in mean 

state fiscal contributions to education of 27.58 percent 

from fiscal years 1984 to 1985 for sample districts having 

enrollments of 650 to 1,304 students. For those districts 

with enrollments of 650 to 1,304 students, mean state fiscal 

contributions increased by 10.55 percent, and for the total 

sample, mean state fiscal contributions to education 

increased by 15.82 percent from fiscal year 1984 to fiscal 

year 1985. 

From fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986, there was an 

increase in state fiscal contributions to education for all 

UIL enrollment classifications except for those sample 

districts with enrollments in excess of 1,304 students for 

the sample total. Sample districts with enrollments below 

135 students experienced an increase in mean state fiscal 

contributions of 16.91 percent, while those sample districts 

ranging from 135 to 274 students enrolled had mean state 

fiscal contribution increases of 3.13 percent. During the 

same period of time, there was an increase in mean state 

fiscal contributions to education of 4.75 percent for those 
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sample districts with 275 to 649 students enrolled. Sample 

districts with enrollments of 650 to 1,304 students had a 

mean state fiscal contribution increase of 5.20 percent from 

fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. At the same time, 

mean state fiscal contributions to education decreased by 

15.53 percent in districts with enrollments above 1,304 

students and by 9.73 percent for the sample average. 

A comparison between the mean state fiscal 

contributions to education prior to the implementation of 

House Bill 72 and the mean state fiscal contributions to 

education after the implementation reveal that districts 

with enrollments below 135 students experienced an increase 

of 79.01 percent after the implementation of the house bill. 

Districts with 135 to 274 students experienced an increase 

in mean fiscal state contributions to education of 50.93 

percent after House Bill 72 was implemented, while districts 

with 275 to 649 students had mean state fiscal contributions 

to education increases of 34.02 percent after implementation 

of House Bill 72. There was a decrease in mean state fiscal 

contributions to education after the implementation of House 

Bill 72 of 1.75 percent in those districts with enrollments 

greater than 1,304 students. The mean state fiscal 

contribution to education for the sample total reflected an 

increase of 7.55 percent after the implementation of House 

Bill 72 for the sixty-two school districts making up the 

sample average. 
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Research Question Six 

Research Question Six asks, "How were state fiscal 

contributions to education affected by the implementation of 

House Bill 73?" 

Table 6 displays results of the t-test of the differ-

ence between the two mean scores for total state fiscal 

contributions prior to implementation of House Bill 72 and 

after the implementation of House Bill 72 for the various 

UIL enrollment classifications and for the sample total. 

The period prior to the implementation refers to fiscal 

years 1983 and 1984. The period after the implementation 

refers to fiscal years 1985 and 1986. 

An analysis of the data reveals that the increase in 

mean state fiscal contributions to education prior to and 

after the implementation is statistically significant at the 

.05 level of confidence in all categories with enrollments 

below 1,305 students. This is indicated by the probability 

level (.001) for each of the four classifications. 

The probability level (.133) indicates that the 

increase in mean state fiscal contributions before and after 

implementation of House Bill 72 for the sample total is not 

statistically significant. The probability level (.792) of 

sample districts with more than 1,304 students enrolled also 

indicates that the change in mean state fiscal contributions 

before and after the implementation of House Bill 72 is not 

statistically significant. 
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TABLE 6 

t-TEST BETWEEN STATE FISCAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO EDUCATION 
PRIOR TO AND AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF HOUSE BILL 72 

Period Mean ($) SD ($) t-Value 2-Tail Probability 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

Prior 

After 

401,643 

718,995 

152,635 -7.80 

311,453 

0.001 

Total 560,319 232,044 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

Prior 

After 

886,781 

1,338,434 

291,188 -4.01 

476,256 

0.001 

Total 1,112,607 383,722 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

Prior 

After 

2,430,844 

3,257,847 

1,085,843 -4.41 

1,276,658 

0.001 

Total 2,844,345 1,181,250 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

Prior 

After 

5,299,200 

7,008,783 

980,635 -12.13 

1,194,308 

0.001 

6,153,991 1,087,471 
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TABLE 6—Continued 

Period Mean ($) SD ($) t-Value 2-Tail Probability 

District Enrollment Above 1,304 (N = 9) 

Prior 33,981,276 43,004,009 -0.27 

After 33,384,981 39,955,506 

Total 33,683,128 41,479,757 

0. 792 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

Prior 

After 

Total 

6,371,905 19,409,141 -1.52 

6,853,173 18,305,968 

6,576,216 18,838,548 

0.133 

Research Question Seven 

Research Question Seven asks, "What were the educa-

tional benefits to students derived from the implementation 

of House Bill 72 as perceived by the superintendents of 

schools of the sample school districts?" 

For research question seven responses to the survey 

instrument were analyzed by ANOVA between enrollment 

categories, experience range of district superintendents, 

and total years experience in education of district 

superintendents to provide comparisons between those 
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independent variables and the dependent variable, which is 

the responses of the superintendents. ANOVA summary tables 

and descriptive statistics tables were provided for each 

independent variable. The descriptive statistics tables 

reported the mean total scores on the survey questionnaire 

for each independent variable. The possible total score 

range would be from a low score of 22, if a respondent had 

marked every item with a score of 1, to a maximum of 110, if 

each item were marked with a 5 rating. The higher the mean 

total score on the questionnaire, the more positive the 

perception of educational benefits to students that were 

derived from the implementation of House Bill 72. 

Table 7 displays the results of the analysis of 

variance between the means of the total score on the survey 

instrument by respondents in the five UIL enrollment 

classifications and indicates there are significant 

differences in the mean scores of respondents in different 

UIL classifications (alpha level = .0299). 

In Table 8, the disparity in mean scores between the 

smallest enrollment categories and the largest category 

predicts the results of analysis of variance results. The 

Student-Newman-Kuels procedure was utilized to isolate the 

source of variation. The mean scores of respondents from 

UIL classes 1A and 2A (71.56 and 71.73) were statistically 

significant lower than those of class 5A respondents 

(82.44), which indicates that the small school respondents' 
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TABLE 7 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR 1984-85 UIL CLASSIFICATION 
AND SUMMARY INSTRUMENT 

Source SS DF MS F 

Between 
Groups 924.23 4 231.06 2.895 

Within 
Groups 4550.11 57 79.83 

Total 5474.34 61 

perceptions of the educational benefits to students of the 

implementation were less positive than those of large school 

respondents. 

TABLE 8 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR UIL ENROLLMENT 
CLASSIFICATIONS AND SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Class N Mean SD SE 
95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

1A (18) 71.56 10.39 3.45 66.39 to 76.72 

2A (15) 71.73 10.71 2.77 65.80 to 77.66 

3A (13) 75.62 5.78 1.60 72.12 to 79.10 

4A (7) 77.71 6.29 2.38 71.90 to 83.53 

5A (9) 82.44 7.68 2.56 76.54 to 88.35 

Total (62) 74.73 9.47 1.20 72.32 to 77.13 
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Table 9 displays the results of the analysis of the 

variance between the means of the total score on the survey 

instrument by respondents and total years experience as 

superintendent and indicates that total experience as 

superintendent does not have a significant effect on the 

total score means of the survey instrument at the .05 level. 

TABLE 9 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR TOTAL EXPERIENCE AS 
SUPERINTENDENT AND SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Source SS df MS F 

Between 
Groups 451.39 5 90.28 1.007 

Within 
Groups 5022.94 56 89.70 

Total 5474.34 61 

scores of respondents, regardless of years experience as 

superintendent, predicts analysis of variance results. No 

mean score deviates more than eight points from the grand 

mean. 

In Table 10, the relative consistence in the mean score 

of respondents, regardless of years experience as 

superintendent, predicts analysis of variance results. No 

mean score deviates more than eight points from the grand 

mean. 
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TABLE 10 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR TOTAL EXPERIENCE AS 
SUPERINTENDENT AND SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Years 
Supt. 

as 
N Mean SD SE 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

0-5 (18) 77.56 8.89 2.09 73.13 to 81.97 

6-10 (23) 74.13 6.65 1.39 71.26 to 77.01 

11-15 (23) 83.81 4.62 1.39 70.71 to 76.92 

16-20 (4) 76.75 12.09 6.05 57.51 to 95.99 

21-25 (4) 66.50 24.42 12.21 27.64 to 105.36 

26-30 (2) 73.50 16.26 11.50 -72.62 to 219.62 

30+ (0) 0.00 • • • • • 4 

Total (62) 74.73 9.47 1.20 72.32 to 77.13 

Table 11 displays the results of the analysis of 

variance between the means of the total score on the survey 

instrument by respondents and total years experience in 

education and indicates that total experience in education 

does not have a significant effect on the total score means 

of the survey instrument at the .05 level of confidence. 

Because total years experience in education and total 

years experience as superintendent are correlated, both the 

analysis of variance results and descriptive statistics are 

similar. Table 12 displays mean scores when the respondents 

are divided into total years experience in education 
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TABLE 11 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR TOTAL EXPERIENCE IN 
EDUCATION AND SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Source SS df MS F 

Between 
Groups 414.58 5 82.92 .9177 

Within 
Groups 5059.76 56 90.35 

Total 5474.34 61 

categories. When this is done, no mean score for any 

category varied more than six points from the grand mean. 

Additional Findings 

Additional findings include the listing of all means 

and standard deviations for each item on the survey 

instrument and ordering the item means. The ordered scales, 

with means and standard deviations, are listed in Table 13. 

A mean of 5.00 indicated greatly improved educational 

benefits to students. A mean of 4.00 indicated slightly 

improved or greatly improved educational benefits to 

students. A mean of 3.00 indicated no impact on educational 

benefits to students. A mean of 2.00 meant slightly reduced 

educational benefits and 1.00 meant reduced educational 

benefits to students. Only one item, Item 15, which dealt 
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TABLE 12 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR TOTAL EXPERIENCE 
IN EDUCATION AND SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Years 
Ed. 

in 
N Mean SD SE 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

0-5 (2) 80.50 3.54 2.50 48.73 to 112.27 

6-10 (0) 0.00 • • • • • • 

11-15 (1) 79.00 • • • • • • 

16-20 (16) 75.31 6.74 1.69 71.72 to 78.90 

21-25 (17) 75.94 7.57 1.83 72.05 to 79.83 

26-30 (14) 75.64 9.08 2.43 70.40 to 80.88 

30+ (12) 69.83 14.70 4.24 60.49 to 79.17 

Total (62) 74.73 9.47 1.20 7.32 tO 77.13 

with the curriculum reform regulations, obtained a mean 

score above 4.00. Four items, Items 19, 20, 7, and 12 did 

obtain mean scores of 3.90 to 3.97. Two items, Items 19 and 

20, dealt with administrator training (instructional 

leadership training and appraiser training, respectively). 

Items 7 and 12 concerned two of the most costly provisions 

of House Bill 72, enrichment equalization and maximum class 

size in primary grades. 

For the purpose of this study, items means of 3.50 and 

above were considered positive, means of 3.00 to 3.49 were 

considered neutral, and means below 3.00 were considered 
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TABLE 13 

DESCRIPTORS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
ON THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Item Mean Std. Dev. Descriptors 

15 4.24 .69 Chapter 75 implementation 
19 3.97 .83 ILT training 
20 3.95 .86 Appraiser training 
7 3.90 .84 Enrichment equalization 

12 3.90 .88 Maximum class size rules 
11 3.89 .90 Prekindergarten rules 
4 3.79 1.03 Development of TTAS 
5 3.74 .10 Implementation of TTAS 
14 3.65 .85 Pre-certification testing 
3 3.58 .76 Compensatory ed. funding 
21 3.50 1.20 Extracurricular rules 
8 3.45 .90 Equalization transition 
22 3.31 1.02 Unexcused absence rule 
10 3.26 .65 Teacher preparation days 
18 3.24 .90 Modified discipline rules 
17 3.19 .94 HB 72 disciplines rules 
16 3.00 .62 Annual performance report 
9 2.73 .89 LFA procedure comparison 
13 2.71 1.12 TECAT requirement 
6 2.66 1.09 Career ladder adoption 
1 2.58 1.09 Change to ADA for funding 
2 2.48 1.08 Price differential index 

negative. While there was a generally positive perception 

of the educational benefits derived from the implementation 

of the legislation, only 1 of the 22 items obtained a score 

with a mean greater than 4.0. No item approached a mean 

score of 5.0, which would have indicated that the item 

greatly improved the educational benefits to students. 

The SPSS procedure Reliability was conducted and item 

analysis resulted in an alpha level of .83 which reveals the 
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basis of a good instrument but indicated some revision 

should be considered. The factor analysis principal 

components analysis extracted six factors through varimax 

rotation. Items did not cluster in any discernible pattern 

which revealed relevant qualitative content. 

Respondents were also asked to provide comments 

concerning their perceptions of the benefits to the 

administrative operations of public schools attributable to 

the implementation of House Bill 72. A total of fifteen 

respondents from all enrollment classifications provided 

responses to this. Responses included three each from each 

enrollment category, except for the largest districts (1,305 

and above), which included one school district. Of these 

responses, thirteen were critical of the effect of House 

Bill 72 on the administrative operations of sample school 

districts, and two were positive. Of the thirteen negative 

responses received, nine were concerned with funding issues. 

Additional financial data analyses were performed to 

compare mean total expenditures with mean state revenue and 

mean expenditures derived from local funding sources in 

order to determine local funding efforts compared to state 

funding efforts. Table 14 examines the changes in locally 

funded expenditures over the four fiscal years of the study. 

Mean local expenditures were derived from subtracting mean 

total expenditures from mean state revenue. 
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TABLE 14 

TOTAL LOCALLY FUNDED EXPENDITURES 

Fiscal 
Local Expenditures 

Year ($) 
Change 

Dollars Percent 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

1983 220,969 • • . 
1984 286,368 65,399 29.60 

1985 595,175 308,807 107.84 

19̂ 86 593,922 -1,253 -.21 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

1983 881,831 • • • « • 

1984 862,892 -18,939 -2.15 

1985 1,513,463 650,571 75.39 

1986 1,820,858 307,395 20.31 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

1983 2,276,647 • • • • • 

1984 2,317,103 40,456 1.78 

1985 5,034,278 2,717,175 117.27 

1986 6,809,472 1,775,195 35.26 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

1983 4,462,671 • • • • 

1984 5,929,663 1,236,992 26.68 
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TABLE 14—Continued 

Fiscal Year 
Local Expenditures 

($) 
Change 

Dollars Percent 

1985 7,832,092 1,902,429 32.08 

1986 7,980,642 148,550 1.90 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

1983 53,123,529 • • • • • 

1984 59,949,742 6,826,213 12.85 

1985 68,058,292 8,108,550 13.53 

1986 95,768,210 27,709,918 40.71 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

1983 8,996,158 • • • • • 

1984 10,149,487 1,153,329 12.82 

1985 12,358,226 2,208,739 21.76 

1986 16,843,629 4,485,403 36.29 

Table 15 examines the mean sum total locally funded 

expenditures for the sample school districts before and 

after the implementation of House Bill 72. 

Table 16 compares the mean locally funded expenditures 

before and after the implementation of House Bill 72. The 

mean locally funded expenditures were derived by dividing 
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TABLE 15 

TOTAL LOCALLY FUNDED EXPENDITURES BEFORE AND AFTER 
IMPLEMENTATION OF HOUSE BILL 72 

Local Expenditures Change 
Fiscal Years ($) Dollars Percent 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

1983 & 1984 507,337 . . . 

1985 & 1986 1,189,097 681,768 134.38 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

1983 & 1984 1,744,723 . . . . . 

1985 & 1986 3,334,321 1,589,598 91.11 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

1983 & 1984 4,593,750 . . . 

1985 & 1986 11,843,750 7,250,000 157.82 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

1983 & 1984 10,622,334 . . . 
% 

1985 & 1986 15,812,734 5,190,400 48.86 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

1983 & 1984 113,073,271 . . . 
1985 & 1986 163,826,502 50,753,231 44.89 
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TABLE 15—Continued 

Fiscal Years 
Local Expenditures 

($) 
Change 

Dollars Percent 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

1983 & 1984 19,145,645 • • • • • 

1985 & 1986 29,201,855 10,056,210 52.52 

the mean sum total of locally funded expenditures utilized 

in Table 15 by two. 

Table 17 provides an analysis of mean total 

expenditures separated into state and local expenditure 

portions for each fiscal year of the study. The locally 

funded expenditures were obtained by subtracting mean state 

fiscal contributions to education from the mean total 

expenditures for each fiscal year for each enrollment 

classification. 

The state revenue percentages displayed in Table 18 are 

derived by dividing the state revenue data by mean total 

expenditures. Local percentages of expenditures are derived 

by dividing the local expenditure portion by the mean total 

expenditures of the sample school districts and for the 

sample average for each fiscal year of the study. 

Table 19 presents a comparison of the state and local 

burdens of mean total expenditures before and after the 
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TABLE 16 

AVERAGE TOTAL LOCALLY FUNDED EXPENDITURES BEFORE AND AFTER 
IMPLEMENTATION OF HOUSE BILL 72 

Local Expenditures Change 
Fiscal Years ($) Dollars Percent 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

1983 & 1984 253,669 . . . 

1985 & 1986 594,549 340,880 134.38 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

1983 & 1984 872,362 . . . . . 

1985 & 1986 1,667,161 794,799 91.11 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

1983 & 1984 2,296,875 . . . 

1985 & 1986 5,921,875 3,625,000 157.82 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

1983 & 1984 5,311,167 . . . 
1985 & 1986 7,906,367 2,595,200 48.86 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

1983 & 1984 56,536,636 . . . . . 

1985 & 1986 81,913,251 25,376,615 44.89 
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TABLE 16—Continued 

Fiscal Years 
Local Expenditures 

($) 
Change 

Dollars Percent 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

1983 & 1984 9,572,823 • • • • • 

1985 & 1986 14,600,928 5,028,105 52.52 

implementation of House Bill 72. For the purposes of this 

study, the period before the implementation of House Bill 72 

includes fiscal years 1983 and 1984, and the period after 

the implementation of the House Bill includes fiscal years 

1985 and 1986. The mean total expenditures before 

implementation was obtained by adding the mean total 

expenditures for fiscal years 1983 and 1984. Mean total 

expenditures after implementation was obtained by adding the 

mean total expenditures for fiscal years 1985 and 1986. 

Mean state revenue before and after implementation and local 

expenditures before and after implementation were obtained 

by using the same process. 

Table 20 provides a comparison of the percentage of 

state and local burdens of mean total expenditures before 

and after the implementation of House Bill 72. 
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TABLE 17 

COMPARISON OF STATE AND LOCAL BURDEN OF MEAN 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

Year 

Total State Local 
Expenditures ($) Revenue ($) Expenditures ($) 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

1983 619,853 398,884 220,969 

1984 690,769 404,401 286,368 

1985 1,258,113 662,938 595,175 

1986 1,368,974 775,052 593,922 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N - 15) 

1983 1,744,413 862,585 881,831 

1984 1,773,372 910,480 862,892 

1985 2,831,245 1,317,782 1,513,463 

1986 3,179,945 1,359,087 1,820,858 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = = 13) 

1983 4,637,349 2,360,702 2,276,647 

1984 4,818,088 2,500,985 2,317,103 

1985 8,216,548 3,182,270 5,034,278 

1986 10,142,897 3,333,425 6,809,472 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

1983 9,936,649 5,243,978 4,692,671 
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TABLE 17—Continued 

Year 
Total 

Expenditures ($) 
State 

Revenue ($) 
Local 

Expenditures ($) 

1984 11,284,086 5,354,423 5,929,663 

1985 14,663,403 6,831,311 7,832,092 

1986 15,166,898 7,186,256 7,980,642 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

1983 87,234,475 34,110,946 53,123,529 

1984 92,690,238 32,740,496 59,949,742 

1985 104,253,349 36,195,057 68,058,292 

1986 126,434,115 30,574,905 95,768,210 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

1983 15,359,289 6,363,131 8,996,158 

1984 16,368,876 6,219,389 10,149,487 

1985 19,562,158 7,203,932 12,358,226 

1986 23,346,044 6,502,414 16,843,629 

Table 21 presents a comparison between mean total 

expenditures and average state fund expenditures before and 

after implementation of House Bill 72. In addition, average 

local fund expenditures before and after implementation of 

House Bill 72 are also presented in Table 21 and are 

compared to total expenditures. The mean total expenditures 
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TABLE 18 

COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGE OF STATE AND LOCAL BURDEN 
OF MEAN TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

Year 
Mean Total State 
Expenditures ($) Revenue (%) 

Local 
Expenditures (%) 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

1983 619,853 64.35 35.65 

1984 690,769 58.54 41.46 

1985 1,258,113 52.69 47.31 

1986 1,368,974 56.62 43.38 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

1983 1,744,413 49.45 50.55 

1984 1,773,372 51.34 48.66 

1985 2,831,245 46.54 53.46 

1986 3,179,945 42.74 57.26 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

1983 4,637,349 50.91 49.09 

1984 4,818,088 41.91 48.09 

1985 8,216,548 38.73 61.27 

1986 10,142,897 32.86 67.14 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

1983 9,936,649 52.77 47.23 
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TABLE 18—Continued 

Year 
Mean Total 
Expenditures ($) 

State 
Revenue (%) 

Local 
Expenditures (%) 

1984 11,284,086 47.45 52.55 

1985 14,663,403 46.59 53.41 

1986 15,166,898 47.38 52.62 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

1983 87,234,475 39.10 60.90 

1984 92,690,238 35.32 64.68 

1985 104,253,349 34.72 65.28 

1986 126,343,115 24.20 75.80 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

1983 15,359,289 41.43 58.57 

1984 16,368,876 38.00 62.00 

1985 19,562,158 36.83 63.17 

1986 23,346,044 27.85 72.15 

before implementation was obtained by adding the mean total 

expenditures for fiscal years 1983 and 1984 and dividing by 

two. Mean total expenditures after implementation was 

obtained by adding the mean total expenditures for fiscal 

years 1985 and 1986 and dividing by two. Mean state revenue 
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TABLE 19 

COMPARISON OF STATE AND LOCAL BURDEN OF MEAN TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES BEFORE AND AFTER IMPLEMENTATION 

OF HOUSE BILL 72 

Period 
Mean Total State 
Expenditures ($) Revenue ($) 

Local 
Expenditures ($) 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

Before 1,310,622 803,285 507,337 

After 2,627,087 1,437,990 1,189,097 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

Before 3,517,785 1,773,062 1,774,723 

After 6,011,190 2,676,869 3,334,321 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

Before 9,455,437 4,861,687 4,593,750 

After 18,359,445 6,515,695 11,843,750 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

Before 21,220,735 10,598,401 10,622,334 

After 29,830,301 14,017,567 15,812,734 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

Before 179,924,713 66,851,442 113,073,271 

After 230,596,464 66,769,962 163,826,502 
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TABLE 19—Continued 

Period 
Mean Total 
Expenditures ($) 

State 
Revenue ($) 

Local 
Expenditures ($) 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

Before 31,728,165 12,582,520 19,145,645 

After 42,908,202 13,706,346 29,201,855 

before and after implementation and local expenditures 

before and after implementation were obtained by using the 

same process. 

Table 22 provides a comparison between mean total 

expenditures and average state fund expenditures, by 

percentage, before and after implementation of House Bill 

72. In addition, average local fund expenditures, by 

percentage, before and after implementation of House Bill 72 

are also presented in Table 22. 

Table 23 presents a comparison of the burden of 

expenditure changes from fiscal year to fiscal year for the 

sample school districts from data presented in Table 17. 

Total expenditure data are derived by subtracting the mean 

total expenditures from each fiscal year from the previous 

year's mean total expenditures and reporting the difference. 

The state revenue change data and local expenditure data are 

derived by using the same process. 
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TABLE 20 

COMPARISON, BY PERCENTAGE, OF STATE AND LOCAL BURDEN OF 
MEAN TOTAL EXPENDITURES BEFORE AND AFTER 

IMPLEMENTATION OF HOUSE BILL 72 

Period 
Mean Total State 
Expenditures ($) Revenue (%) 

Local % of 
Expenditures 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

Before 1,310,622 61.29 38.71 

After 2,627,087 54.74 45.26 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

Before 3,517,785 50.40 49.60 

After 6,011,190 44.53 55.47 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

Before 9,455,437 51.42 48.58 

After 18,359,445 35.49 64.51 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

Before 21,220,735 49.94 50.06 

After 29,830 46.99 53.01 

District Enrollment 1 ,305 and Above (N = 9) 

Before 179,924,713 37.16 62.84 

After 230,596,464 28.96 71.04 
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TABLE 20—Continued 

Period 
Mean Total 
Expenditures ($) 

State 
Revenue (%) 

Local % of 
Expenditures 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

Before 31,728,165 39.66 60.34 

After 42,908,202 31.94 68.06 

Table 24 presents a comparison, by percentage, of the 

burden of expenditure changes that were presented in Table 

17. The percentage of mean total expenditure change for a 

fiscal year was derived by dividing the subsequent fiscal 

year's mean total expenditures by the prior year's mean 

total expenditures. The percentage of mean state revenue 

change for a fiscal year and the percentage of locally 

funded expenditures were derived by using the same process. 

It is not possible to totally determine the financial 

impact of the implementation of House Bill 72 on school 

district budgets because other financial factors also affect 

the budgets, such as enrollment changes, the state's 

economy, construction, and inflation. It is obvious from 

the data presented in this chapter that there was a great 

change, overall, in school district budgets during the first 

two years of implementation; House Bill 72 is the one factor 

that is common to all of the public school districts that 
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TABLE 21 

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE STATE AND LOCAL BURDEN OF MEAN 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES BEFORE AND AFTER IMPLEMENTATION 

OF HOUSE BILL 72 

Period 
Mean Total State 

Expenditures ($) Revenue ($) 
Local 

Expenditures ($) 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

Before 655,311 401,643 253,669 

After 1,313,544 718,995 594,549 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

Before 1,758,893 886,531 872,362 

After 3,005,595 1,338,435 1,667,161 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

Before 4,727,719 2,430,844 2,296,875 

After 9,179,723 3,257,848 5,921,875 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

Before 10,610,368 5,299,201 5,311,167 

After 14,915,151 7,008,784 7,906,367 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

Before 89,962,357 33,425,721 56,536,636 

After 115,298,232 33,384,981 81,913,251 
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TABLE 22—Continued 

Period 
Mean Total 
Expenditures ($) 

State 
Revenue ($) 

Local 
Expenditures ($) 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

Before 15,864,083 6,291,260 9,572,823 

After 21,454,100 6,853,173 14,600,928 

Participated this study. It is also obvious from the 

findings of many school finance experts that there has been 

a significant financial impact to Texas public school 

districts that are attributable to the implementation of 

House Bill 72. 

One of the purposes of House Bill 72 was to improve the 

quality of the educational programs in Texas public school 

districts. A great deal of time, effort, and financial 

resources have been expended in implementing the 

requirements of House Bill 72, and it will take many years 

to determine if the cost of implementation was beneficial to 

the quality of education for Texas students. The 

superintendents who participated in this study were asked 

for their perceptions of various portions of House Bill 72 

in the context of educational benefits to students. In 

analyzing the responses of the participants in this study, 

it is obvious that their perceptions relating to the 



TABLE 22 

COMPARISON, BY PERCENTAGE, OF AVERAGE STATE AND LOCAL 
BURDEN OF MEAN TOTAL EXPENDITURES BEFORE AND AFTER 

IMPLEMENTATION OF HOUSE BILL 72 

132 

Mean Total 
Period Expenditures ($) 

State 
Revenue (%) 

Local % of 
Expenditures 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

Before 

After 

655,311 

1,313,544 

61.29 

54.74 

38.71 

45.26 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

Before 

After 

1,758,893 

3,005,595 

50.40 

44.53 

49.60 

55.47 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

Before 

After 

4,727,719 

9,179,723 

51.42 

35.49 

48.58 

64.51 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

Before 

After 

10,610,368 

14,915,151 

49.94 

46.99 

50.06 

53.01 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

Before 

After 

89,962,357 

115,298,232 

37.16 

28.96 

62.84 

71.04 
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TABLE 22—Continued 

Period 
Mean Total 
Expenditures ($) 

State 
Revenue (%) 

Local % of 
Expenditures 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

Before 15,864,083 39.66 60.34 

After 21,454,100 31.94 68.06 

positive educational benefits to students are merely 

lukewarm. 
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TABLE 23 

COMPARISON OF BURDEN OF EXPENDITURE CHANGES 

Year 
Total Expend. 
Change ($) 

State Revenue 
Change ($) 

Local Expend. 
Change ($) 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

1983 • • • • • • • • • 

1984 70,916 4,517 65,399 

1985 567,344 258,537 308,807 

1986 110,861 112,114 -1,253 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N = 15) 

1983 • • • • • • • • • 

1984 28,959 47,898 -18,939 

1985 1,057,873 407,302 650,571 

1986 348,700 41,305 307,395 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = 13) 

1983 • • » • • • • • • 

1984 180,379 140,283 40,456 

1985 3,398,468 681,285 2,717,175 

1986 1,926,349 151,155 1,775,195 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

1983 • • • • • • • • • 

1984 1,347,437 110,445 1,236,992 
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TABLE 23—Continued 

Year 
Total Expend. 
Change ($) 

State Revenue 
Change ($) 

Local Expend. 
Change ($) 

1985 3, 379,317 147,888 1,902,429 

1986 503,495 354,945 148,550 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

1983 • • • . • • • 

1984 5,455,763 -1,370,450 6,826,213 

1985 11,563,111 3,454,561 8,108,550 

1986 22,089,766 -5,620,152 27,709,918 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

1983 . • • • • t • 

1984 1,009,587 -143,742 1,153,329 

1985 3,193,282 984,543 2,208,739 

1986 3,783,886 -701,518 4,485,403 
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TABLE 24 

COMPARISON, BY PERCENTAGE, OF BURDEN OF EXPENDITURE CHANGES 

Year 
% of Total % of State 

Expend. Change Revenue Change 
% of 

Expend. 
Local 
Change 

District Enrollment 134 and Below (N = 18) 

1983 • • • ' • • • « 

1984 11.44 1.38 29. 60 

1985 82.13 69.93 107. 84 

1986 8.81 16.91 • 21 

District Enrollment 135 to 274 (N : = 15) 

1983 • • • • • • • • • 

1984 1.66 5.55 -2. 15 

1985 59.65 44.73 75. 39 

1986 12.32 3.13 20. 31 

District Enrollment 275 to 649 (N = = 13) 

1983 • • • • • • • • 
m 

1984 3.89 5.94 1. 78 

1985 70.53 27.24 117. 27 

1986 23.44 4.75 35. 26 

District Enrollment 650 to 1,304 (N = 7) 

1983 * • • • • • • • • 

1984 13.56 2.11 23. 26 



137 

TABLE 24—Continued 

Year 
% of Total % of State 

Expend. Change Revenue Change 
% of 

Expend. 
Local 
Change 

1985 29.95 27.58 32. 08 

1986 3.43 5.20 1. 90 

District Enrollment 1,305 and Above (N = 9) 

1983 • • • • • • • • • 

1984 6.25 -4.02 12. 85 

1985 12.48 10.55 13. 53 

1986 21.19 -15.53 40. 71 

Sample Average (N = 62) 

1983 • • • • • • # • • 

1984 6.57 -2.26 12. 82 

1985 19.51 15.83 21. 76 

1986 19.34 -9.74 36. 29 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

House Bill 72 is purported to have had the greatest 

impact on education in Texas of any legislation since the 

passage of Gilmer-Aiken in 1949. This study was an attempt 

to examine the impact of the implementation on school 

district finances in selected Texas districts. In addition, 

the study attempted to ascertain the perceptions of school 

district superintendents concerning the impact of the 

implementation of House Bill 72 on the educational benefits 

to students in selected districts. 

The related literature for this study was reported in 

four sections. The first section provided a historical 

overview of the development of Texas public school finance 

from the Mexican Colonial period through 1987. In this 

section, it was shown that since the beginnings of public 

education in Texas, there has been a resistance on the part 

of local taxpayers against local taxes for education. 

During the same period, there has been increased involvement 

in public education finance on the part of state government 

as time has passed. The second section traced the evolution 

138 



139 

of the National Reform Movement, in this country, during the 

1980s. In this section, it was shown that the movement had 

its beginnings in the vacuum created by a decline in federal 

involvement in education during the Reagan presidency and in 

the plethora of research reports in the early 1980s, 

highlighted by A Nation at Risk, that were critical of the 

effectiveness of public education in this country. The 

movement evolved from extensive state education reform 

legislation in the mid-1980s, such as House Bill 72, to a 

discussion of regional and local reform in the later half of 

the 1980s. 

Section Three provided an overview of the various 

elements of House Bill 72 and included funding formulas and 

explanations of the reform requirements of the Texas 

Education Code. Section Four included a review of research 

that had been done on House Bill 72 and education reform in 

Texas and revealed that most of the research that had been 

done on House Bill 72 fell in the categories of 

equity-finance studies, and No-Pass, No-Play impact studies. 

There had also been studies on the Texas Teacher Appraisal 

System (TTAS) and teacher career ladder, financial 

expenditure projections for selected provisions of House 

Bill 72, the impact of various political influence groups on 

the passage of House Bill 72, a financial impact study on 

the implementation of House Bill 246 (Chapter 75 curriculum 

rules), and a statewide study undertaken to determine the 
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attitudes toward the effects of education reform of 1,000 

Texas citizens. 

The related research indicates that House Bill 72 had a 

positive effect on equalization of funding in the state; 

although there was concern that the effects would not be 

great enough nor long-term in impact. Concern was expressed 

that the mandates for which state funding was not provided 

in the house bill could be its undoing over the long term. 

No-Pass, No-Play studies reported that student failures had 

declined and dropout rates had not increased since the 

implementation of House Bill 72, but it could not be 

determined that No-Pass, No-Play was the reason for these 

results. It was determined that the teacher career ladder 

had a significant impact on local funding levels in Texas, 

and it was predicted this impact would increase over time 

unless the career ladder rules were changed. Teacher 

attitudes toward the appraisal system (TTAS) and career 

ladder were unfavorable. 

The political group influence in the passage of House 

Bill 72 revealed some similarities in previous school 

finance legislation, but new coalitions, between some 

existing influence groups in Austin and new influence 

groups, made House Bill 72 unique from this standpoint. 

Skepticism was expressed by the researcher that the new 

coalitions would have any political permanence for future 

legislation in this area. 
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It was determined that the implementation of new 

curriculum rules had a financial impact in Texas districts. 

The attitudes of citizens toward education reform 

implementation in Texas was generally favorable; although, 

there was a lack of support for student performance gains 

being used as a basis for teacher pay. 

It is impossible to completely determine the financial 

impact of the implementation of House Bill 72 because of 

several factors which also had an impact on public school 

finance during the past few years. These factors include 

changes in enrollment, inflation, school construction, and a 

declining state economy. These factors are intertwined with 

the legislative mandates which tends to make it difficult to 

distinguish exactly the amount of the discrete funding 

changes that were mandated by House Bill 72 and the amount 

of those influenced by those factors in individual school 

districts. As noted by school finance experts in the review 

of related literature and by the comments of the 

respondents, it is obvious that the mandates brought about 

by the implementation of House Bill 72 tremendously affected 

public school finance in the state. It is also obvious, at 

least in the perceptions of the respondents, that the 

implementation has effected only a minimal increase in 

educational benefits to students at the same time. 
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Findings 

Major Findings 

Research Question One asked, "How much money was 

expended for public education during the period from 1982-83 

through the 1985-86 school years?" 

For the eighteen school districts with enrollments 

below 135 students, there were mean expenditures for fiscal 

year 1983 of $619,852, for fiscal year 1984 of $1,258,112, 

and for fiscal year 1986 of $1,368,974. During the same 

period of time, in the fifteen school districts with enroll-

ments from 135 to 274, mean expenditures for fiscal year 

1983 were $1,744,412, fiscal year 1984 $1,773,371, fiscal 

year 1985 $2,831,245, and for fiscal year 1986 $3,179,945. 

For the period from fiscal years 1983 through 1986, in the 

thirteen districts with enrollments from 275 to 649, mean 

total expenditures were $4,637,349, $4,818,088, $8,216,548, 

and $10,142,897, respectively. Mean total expenditures in 

the seven school districts with enrollments from 650 to 

1,304 were $9,936,649 for fiscal year 1983, $11,284,086 for 

fiscal year 1984, $14,663,403 for fiscal year 1985, and 

$15,166,898 in fiscal year 1986. The nine school districts 

with enrollments greater than 1,304 students reported mean 

total expenditures of $87,234,475 for fiscal year 1983, 

$92,690,237 for fiscal year 1984, $104,253,349 for fiscal 

year 1985, and $126,343,114 for fiscal year 1986. Mean 
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total expenditures for the sample total of sixty-two school 

districts for fiscal years 1983 through 1986 were 

$15,359,288 in fiscal year 1983, $16,368,875 in fiscal year 

1984, mean total expenditures for fiscal year 1985 were 

$19,562,158, and $23,346,043 for fiscal year 1986. 

The data reveal that, for sample districts with fewer 

than 135 students enrolled, mean expenditures increased by 

10.3 percent from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984, by 

45.1 percent from fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, and 

by 8.1 percent from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. 

Sample districts with enrollments from 135 to 274 students 

experienced increases in mean expenditures from fiscal year 

1983 to 1984 of 2.4 percent, by 37.4 percent from 1984 to 

1985, and by 11.0 percent from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal 

year 1986. During the same period of time, mean total 

expenditures for sample school districts with enrollments 

from 275 to 649 students increased by 3.8 percent from 

fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984, by 41.4 percent from 

fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, and by 19.0 percent 

from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. 

Mean expenditures for sample school districts with 

enrollments from 650 to 1,304 students increased by 11.9 

percent from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984, by 23.1 

percent from fiscal year 1984 to 1985, and by 3.4 percent 

from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. In districts 

with enrollments greater than 1,305 students, mean total 
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expenditures increased by 5.9 percent from fiscal year 1983 

to fiscal year 1984, by 11.1 percent from fiscal year 1984 

to fiscal year 1985, and by 17.5 percent from fiscal year 

1985 to fiscal year 1986. Mean total expenditures increased 

by 6.2 percent from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984 in 

the sample total. The increase of mean expenditures for the 

total sample from fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985 was 

16.4 percent and 16.3 percent from fiscal year 1985 to 1986. 

A comparison between the mean total expenditures prior 

to the implementation of House Bill 72 and mean total 

expenditures after the implementation of House Bill 72, in 

sample districts with fewer than 135 students, revealed that 

mean total expenditures increased by 50.25 percent after the 

implementation of House Bill 72. For the purposes of this 

study, the period before implementation of House Bill 72 was 

fiscal years 1983 and 1984; the period after implementation 

was fiscal years 1985 and 1986. For districts with 

enrollments from 135 to 274 students, mean total 

expenditures increased 41.48 percent after the imple-

mentation of House Bill 72. During the same period, mean 

total expenditures increased by 48.50 percent in sample 

districts with enrollments ranging from 275 to 649 students. 

In sample districts with enrollments from 650 to 1,304 

students, mean total expenditures increased by 28.86 percent 

after the implementation of House Bill 72, while in sample 

districts with greater than 1,304 students, mean total 
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expenditures increased by 25.43 percent after imple-

mentation. For the total sample of sixty-two districts, 

mean total expenditures increased by 26.06 percent after 

implementation of the legislation. 

It was found that $4,627,454,716 was spent between 

fiscal years 1983 and 1986 in the sample school districts. 

Research Question Two asked, "How were expenditures of 

school districts affected by the implementation of House 

Bill 72?" 

Results revealed that there was a statistically 

significant difference at the .05 level of confidence 

between mean expenditures prior to the implementation of 

House Bill 72 and mean expenditures after the implementation 

of House Bill 72 for all UIL enrollment classifications and 

for the total sample of sixty-two school districts. 

For sample districts with enrollments less than 135 

students, the mean expenditures prior to implementation of 

House Bill 72 were $653,310 and $1,313,543 after 

implementation (F = 40.44, P = .001). Mean expenditures 

prior to implementation of House Bill 72 in sample school 

districts with enrollments from 135 to 274 were $1,758,892 

and $3,005,595 after the implementation (F = 8.23, P = 

.012). For sample districts with enrollments from 275 to 

649 students, mean expenditures prior to the implementation 

of the house bill were $4,727,718; the after implementation 

mean expenditures were $9,179,722 (F = 10.62, P = .007). In 



146 

sample school districts with enrollments ranging from 650 to 

1,304 students, mean expenditures prior to implementation 

were $10,610,367 and $14,915,151 after the implementation of 

House Bill 72 (F = 10.89, P = .016). Mean expenditures, in 

sample school districts with more than 1,304 students, prior 

to the implementation of House Bill 72 were $89,962,356 and 

$115,298,323 after implementation of the house bill (F = 

6.70, P = .032). For the sample total, mean expenditures 

prior to implementation of House Bill 72 were $15,864,082 

and $21,454,100 after implementation (F = 10.24, P = .002). 

Research Question Three asked, "How did the local 

property tax rates for public school districts vary during 

the period from 1982-83 through the 1985-86 school years?" 

An analysis of mean total tax rate data for sample 

districts with enrollments below 135 students reveals a 3.5 

percent increase in the mean total tax rate from fiscal 

years 1983 to 1984, a 20.5 percent increase from fiscal 

year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, and a 10.6 percent increase 

from fiscal years 1985 to 1986. The mean total tax rate for 

sample districts whose enrollment ranged from 135 to 274 

students decreased by 5.7 percent from fiscal year 1983 to 

fiscal year 1984, increased by 6.2 percent from fiscal years 

1984 to 1985, and increased by 6.9 percent from fiscal year 

1985 to fiscal year 1986. In sample districts with enroll-

ments from 275 to 649 students, the mean total tax rate 

increased 8.7 percent from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 
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1984, 12.1 percent from fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 

1985, and by 3.5 percent from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal 

year 1986. 

The mean total tax rate of sample districts with 

enrollments from 650 to 1,304 students increased by 10.8 

percent from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984, by 5.4 

percent from fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, and by 

6.0 percent from fiscal years 1985 to 1986. For sample 

school districts with enrollments greater than 1,304 

students, mean total tax rates increased by 5.7 percent from 

fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984, by 22.4 percent from 

fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, and decreased by 16.9 

percent from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. Mean 

total tax rates for the sample total increased by 3.6 

percent from fiscal years 1983 to 1984, by 14.4 percent from 

fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, and increased by 3.9 

percent from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. 

A comparison between the mean total tax rates prior to 

the implementation of House Bill 72 and after the imple-

mentation of House Bill 72 revealed that the eighteen sample 

school districts with enrollments of 134 and below 

experienced an increase in mean total tax rates of 25.81 

percent after the implementation of House Bill 72. The 

fifteen sample districts with enrollments ranging from 135 

to 274 students had mean total tax rate increases of 6.87 

percent after the implementation of House Bill 72, while the 
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thirteen districts with enrollments from 275 to 649 students 

had mean total tax rate increases of 17.32 percent after the 

implementation of the legislation. Sample school districts 

with 650 to 1,304 students experienced mean total tax rate 

increases of 13.4 percent after implementation. In the nine 

sample school districts with enrollments greater than 1,304 

students, mean total tax rates increased by 18.68 percent 

after the implementation. For the sample total of sixty-two 

school districts, mean total tax rates increased by 17.49 

percent after the implementation of House Bill 72. 

Research Question Four asked, "How were tax rates of 

school districts affected by the implementation of House 

Bill 72?" 

Results of an analysis of mean total tax rate data 

reveal that there is a statistically significant difference 

at the .05 level of confidence between mean total tax rates 

prior to the implementation of House Bill 72 and mean total 

tax rates after the implementation of the house bill for all 

enrollment classifications and the total sample except for 

those sample school districts with enrollments from 135 to 

274 students (F = 1.48, P = .243). For sample districts 

with enrollments 134 and below, mean total tax rates prior 

to implementation of House Bill 72 were $.6818 per $100 

property valuation and $.9190 after implementation (F = 

15.21, P = .001). Sample districts with enrollments ranging 

from 135 to 274 had mean total tax rates of $.7024 prior to 
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House Bill 72 implementation and $.7542 after the imple-

mentation. Mean total tax rates for sample districts with 

enrollments from 275 to 649 were $.7111 prior to House Bill 

72 and $.8606 after its implementation (F = 19.71, P = 

.001}. 

Mean total rates prior to the implementation of House 

Bill 72 was $.7652 per $100 property valuation in sample 

school districts with enrollments ranging from 650 to 1,304 

students and $.8814 after the implementation of House Bill 

72 (F = 12 32 p = I n districts with enrollments in 

excess of 1,304 students, mean total tax rates prior to the 

implementation of House Bill 72 were $.7639, and $.9394 

after the implementation of the legislation (F = 7.34, P = 

.027). Mean total tax rates for the total sample were 

$.7143 prior to the implementation of House Bill 72 and 

$.8657 after the implementation (F = 37.21, P = .001). 

Research Question Five asked, "What was the effect on 

state fiscal contributions to public education during the 

period from 1982-83 through the 1985-86 school years?" 

The mean state fiscal contributions to education data 

for the sample districts for fiscal years 1983 and 1984 

reveal an increase in state fiscal contributions from fiscal 

year 1983 to fiscal year 1984 for all enrollment 

classifications except for sample districts with enrollments 

above 1,304 students and the sample total. During the 

period from fiscal year 1984 to 1985, mean state fiscal 
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contributions to education increased for all UIL enrollment 

classifications and for the sample total. Mean state fiscal 

contributions to education increased for all enrollment 

classifications except for those sample districts with 

enrollments in excess of 1,304 and for the sample total from 

fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. 

Mean state fiscal contributions to education increased 

by 1.4 percent from fiscal year 1983 to 1984 in sample 

districts with fewer than 135 students, by 39.0 percent from 

fiscal year 1984 to 1985 for the same classification, and by 

14.5 percent from fiscal years 1985 to 1986. In sample 

districts with enrollments from 135 to 274, mean state 

fiscal contributions increased by 5.4 percent from fiscal 

year 1983 to 1984, by 30.9 percent from fiscal year 1984 to 

fiscal year 1985, and by 3.1 percent from fiscal year 1985 

to 1986. Sample districts with enrollment ranges from 275 

to 649 experienced an increase in mean state fiscal 

contributions to education of 5.7 percent from fiscal year 

1983 to fiscal year 1984, by 21.5 percent from fiscal year 

1984 to 1985, and by 4.6 percent from fiscal year 1985 to 

1986. 

From fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1984, sample 

districts with enrollments from 650 to 1,304 students had 

mean state fiscal contributions to education increases of 

2.1 percent. These sample districts experienced increases 

in mean state fiscal contributions to education of 21.7 
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percent from fiscal year 1984 to 1985 and 5.0 percent from 

fiscal year 1985 to 1986. Sample districts with enrollments 

greater than 1,304 students experienced a mean state fiscal 

contributions to education decrease of 4.1 percent from 

fiscal year 1983 to 1984, a 10.3 percent increase from 

fiscal year 1984 to fiscal year 1985, and a 18.3 percent 

decrease from fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. For the 

total sample, mean state fiscal contributions to education 

decreased by 2.3 percent from fiscal year 1983 to fiscal 

year 1984, increased by 13.7 percent from fiscal year 1984 

to fiscal year 1985, and decreased by 10.7 percent from 

fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. 

A comparison between the mean state fiscal 

contributions to education prior to the implementation of 

House Bill 72 and mean state fiscal contributions to 

education after the implementation reveal that mean state 

fiscal contributions to education increased by 44.13 percent 

after the implementation of House Bill 72 in the eighteen 

sample school districts with less than 135 students. Mean 

state fiscal contributions to education increased by 33.74 

percent after the implementation of the house bill in the 

fifteen sample districts with enrollments of 135 to 274 

students, while the thirteen sample school districts with 

enrollments from 275 to 649 students experienced increases 

in mean state fiscal contributions to education of 25.38 

percent after the implementation. In the seven sample 
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school districts with enrollments from 650 to 1,304 

students, mean state fiscal contributions to education 

increased by 24.39 percent after the implementation of House 

Bill 72. At the same time, the nine sample school districts 

with enrollments greater than 1,304 students experienced a 

decrease in mean state fiscal contributions after the 

implementation of 1.79 percent. Mean state fiscal 

contributions to education for the total sample of sixty-two 

school districts increased by 7.02 percent after the 

implementation of House Bill 72. 

Research Question Six asked, "How were state fiscal 

contributions to school districts affected by the 

implementation of House Bill 72?" 

Results indicated that the increase in state fiscal 

contributions before and after implementation of House Bill 

72 was statistically significant at the .05 level of 

confidence for sample districts with enrollments below 135 

students (F = 60.84, P = .001), for sample districts with 

enrollments of 135 to 274 (F = 16.08, P = .001), for sample 

districts with enrollments of 275 to 649 (F = 19.44, P = 

.001), and for those sample districts with enrollments from 

650 to 1,304 students (F = 147.13, P = .001). The change in 

mean state fiscal contributions to education for sample 

districts with enrollments greater than 1,304 (F = .07, P = 

.792) and for the sample total (F = 2.31, P = .133) was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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Mean state fiscal contributions for sample districts 

with enrollments below 135 students prior to the 

implementation of House Bill 72 were $401,643, and mean 

state fiscal contributions after the implementation of House 

Bill 72 were $718,995 (F = 60.84, P = .001). For sample 

districts with enrollments from 135 to 274 students, mean 

state fiscal contributions to education before the 

implementation of House Bill 72 were $886,781 and after 

implementation $1,338,434 (F = 16.08, P = .001). The mean 

state fiscal contributions for sample districts with 275 to 

649 students were $2,430,884 before implementation and 

$3,257,847 after implementation (F = 19.44, P = .001). 

Mean state fiscal contributions prior to the 

implementation of House Bill 72 were $5,299,200 and after 

the implementation were $7,008,783 (F = 147.13, P = .001) in 

sample districts having enrollments from 650 to 1,304 

students. For districts with enrollments in excess of 1,304 

students, mean state fiscal contributions prior to the 

implementation of House Bill 72 were $33,981,276 and 

$33,384,981 (F = .07, P = .792) after the implementation. 

The mean state fiscal contributions to education for the 

sample total prior to implementation of House Bill 72 were 

$6,371,905 and $6,583,173 (F = 2.31, P = .133) after the 

implementation of the legislation. 

Research Question Seven asked, "What were the 

educational benefits to students derived from the 
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implementation of House Bill 72 as perceived by the 

superintendent of schools of these school districts?" 

The findings indicate that there are significant 

differences between the means of the total score on the 

survey instrument by respondents in the five 1984-85 

University Interscholastic League (UIL) classifications 

(alpha level = .0229). The Student-Newman-Kuels procedure 

was utilized to isolate the source of the variation. The 

mean scores of UIL Class 1A (enrollment less than 135) and 

2A (enrollment 135 to 274) respondents were significantly 

lower than those of 5A respondents (enrollment greater than 

1,304 students) (1A = 71.56, 2A = 71.73, 5A = .8244). Items 

1, 2, and 9 on the survey instrument obtained higher mean 

scores from the respondents in the smaller sample school 

districts than those from the largest sample school 

districts. All other items obtained lower mean scores from 

smaller school respondents than those of the largest 

enrollment classification respondents. 

Findings indicate that total years experience as 

superintendent did not have a significant effect on the 

total score means on the survey instrument of the .05 level 

of confidence. As a result of the data analysis, the 

findings indicate that total years experience in education 

of the respondents did not have a significant effect on the 

total score means on the survey instrument at the .05 level. 
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The findings did indicate that there was a moderately 

positive perception of educational benefits to students 

brought about by the implementation of House Bill 72 

reflected by the findings that 50 percent of the item means 

received positive responses (3.5 or greater). Since only 

one item, Item 15, received an item mean above the 4.0 level 

(4.24), this indicated that respondents did not believe that 

the implementation of the house bill greatly improved 

educational benefits to students on any item. Fifty percent 

of the responses fell in the neutral or negative perception 

categories of item means of 3.0 to 3.47 or below 3.0, 

respectively. 

In addition to Item 15, Items 19, 20, 7, 12, 11, 4, 5, 

and 21 fell into the positive response category. Those 

items falling into the neutral category included numbers 8, 

22, 10, 18, 17, and 16. Negative items included Items 9, 

13, 6, 1, and 2. Item 2 was the lowest rated item obtaining 

a mean score of 2.48. 

Item analysis procedures demonstrated an acceptable 

reliability of alpha level .83 on the overall instrument. 

Factor analysis extracted six factors with six items failing 

to achieve loadings above .60. While six factors were 

identified by the factor analysis, the identified factors 

did not cluster by qualitative content. 
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Additional Findings 

Respondents were also asked to provide comments 

concerning their perceptions concerning the benefits (or 

lack of benefits) to the administrative operations of public 

schools attributable to the implementation of House Bill 72. 

Fifteen respondents provided responses to this; three from 

schools with enrollments of less than 135, three from 

schools with enrollments 135 to 274, five from schools with 

enrollments from 275 to 649, three from schools with 

enrollments 650 to 1,304, and one from schools with 

enrollments greater than 1,304. Of these, thirteen were 

critical of House Bill 72 and two were positive in their 

responses. Of the thirteen negative responses, nine dealt 

with funding issues. 

Additional data analysis of mean total expenditures and 

mean state revenue were performed to compare both state and 

local effort to fund public education during the four years 

of the study. Locally funded expenditures were determined 

by subtracting mean state revenue from mean total 

expenditures. Mean state revenue, mean total, and local 

expenditure changes and percentages of change for each were 

reported for each enrollment classification and for the 

sample average. For this analysis, it was assumed that 

state revenue was expended by the sample districts. 

It was found that all enrollment comparison groups 

experienced large increases in mean total expenditures from 
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fiscal year 1983 to fiscal year 1986. For all enrollment 

classifications, except for the largest, and for the sample 

average, the greatest increase in mean total expenditure was 

experienced in fiscal year 1985, which was the year of 

initial House Bill 72 implementation. 

During the same period of time, locally funded 

expenditures increased for every enrollment classification 

and for the sample average. For all enrollment 

classifications except for the largest classification and 

the sample average, the largest percentages of locally 

funded expenditure increases occurred during the first year 

of implementation. For the largest enrollment 

classification and the sample average, the greatest locally 

funded increase occurred during the second year of 

implementation. 

Mean state revenue analysis revealed that state revenue 

increased for all enrollment classifications from fiscal 

year 1983 to fiscal year 1986 except for the largest 

enrollment classification. For all comparison groups, the 

greatest percentage of increase of state funding was 

experienced during fiscal year 1985. 

The analysis revealed that while there has been an 

overall increase in state funds flowing into the sample 

school districts during the period of the study, that local 

school districts have shouldered the financial burden of 

educational reform. While state revenue has increased, the 
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state percentage of total expenditures for all comparison 

groups has decreased. It appears that, overall/ the state 

made a strong effort to fund requirements during the first 

year of implementation but backed off greatly during fiscal 

year 1986 while local costs escalated greatly. 

Conclusions 

Through the analysis of the data obtained as a result 

of this study and the review of related literature, several 

conclusions were derived. They include: 

1. Based on data derived from the review of related 

literature and from the survey instrument, House Bill 72 

failed to satisfactorily meet either of the dual purposes of 

the legislation, financial equity or educational quality. 

While the literature agrees that House Bill 72 was an 

improvement in the area of fiscal equity, the continued 

litigation of Edqewood v. Kirby indicated a dissatisfaction 

with the equity provisions of the house bill. At the same 

time, the mildly positive perceptions of the educational 

benefits to students derived from the implementation of the 

house bill indicates, at least in the mind of the 

respondents, that the implementation of the house bill did 

not greatly enhance the quality of education for their 

students. 

2. Based on data obtained from the review of the 

literature and from the study, additional or alternative 
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state funding sources must be utilized in order to relieve 

the increasing financial burden that education reform has 

placed on local school districts in Texas. In comparing 

percentage of increase of mean state funding after 

implementation of House Bill 72 and mean total expenditures 

after the implementation, mean total expenditures increased 

from 4.47 percent to 27.22 percent faster than mean state 

fiscal contributions to education. Nine of the 

superintendents who chose to provide additional comments 

expressed concerns relating to a lack of state funding for 

House Bill 72 requirements. Grubb and others noted a 

concern of many Texas school districts concerning the 

mandated increased costs of educational reforms that have 

been incurred by school districts and insufficient state 

fiscal support to implement them (Grubb and others 1985, 

8-11). 

The Texas Legislature has shifted much of the financial 

burden for educational reform to the local taxpayer. State 

revenue levels did increase to a great extent during the 

first year of implementation but to a much lesser extent 

during the second year of implementation. It is obvious 

from the local financial burden data that local districts of 

all sizes are paying a greater portion of educational costs 

since the implementation of House Bill 72. In analyzing the 

expenditure patterns of the various enrollment classifica-

tions, the percentage of locally funded expenditures has 
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increased while the percentage of state financial aid of the 

districts' total expenditures have decreased. This trend, 

coupled with a declining tax base due to the state's 

economic recession has stretched local resources to the 

breaking point in many public school districts. 

The recent spate of rollback elections, although 

primarily unsuccessful, indicates some local resistance to 

that shift of burden. Barring increased levels of financial 

support from state revenues, such resistance is likely to 

continue. 

3. Based on the data obtained from both the study and 

review of the literature, increased state fiscal support 

should be provided to fund all state mandated educational 

programs. This was a concern expressed by the nine 

superintendents who provided comments concerning the 

administrative benefits derived from implementation of the 

house bill. Concern was expressed in the literature 

regarding the increasing costs to districts to provide 

additional monies to implement the mandates of the house 

bill such as the minimum class size requirements, 

pre-kindergarten classes, and the Texas Teacher Appraisal 

System. The minimum class size requirements and 

pre-kindergarten requirements were described in the 

literature as some of the most costly provisions of House 

Bill 72. Any construction, facility modifications, or 

renovation necessary to meet these mandates were absorbed 
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totally by local funding sources (Colwell 1987; Grubb and 

others 1985; Hyden 1987). 

4. Based on data derived from the review of the 

literature, educational quality and financial equity will 

continue to be an issue in Texas. Financial equity has been 

an issue in Texas for almost two decades, and pending the 

outcome of the current litigation, it is likely that close 

attention to the question of fiscal equity will be paid by 

the property-poor school districts for the foreseeable 

future. 

At the same time, the quality of public education has 

been a concern for most of this decade and continues to 

receive a tremendous amount of coverage in both the 

electronic and printed media. Educational quality has 

provided an emotional campaign issue for both state and 

national politicians during election campaigns. 

5. Based on the data elicited from the review of the 

literature, unless the Texas system of educational finance 

is ruled unconstitutional by the courts, House Bill 72 will 

provide the basis of future school finance legislation for 

many years. It is possible that even if the system of 

funding education in the state is overturned by the courts, 

that many of the educational mandates brought about by the 

legislation would continue to be law, since most of the 

reforms of the house bill remain in effect some five years 

after passage. 
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This is based upon the premise that Gilmer-Aiken 

provided the basis for educational funding and program 

requirements, with constant refinements, for almost 

thirty-five years in the state. Since the passage of House 

Bill 72 by the Sixty-Eighth Texas Legislature, House Bill 72 

has provided the basis of the subsequent education finance 

bills of the three state legislatures since 1984; although, 

there have been some adjustments to certain elements of 

House Bill 72 and some of the funding formulas. 

6. Based on the data obtained from the review of the 

literature, state financial support should be provided to 

local school districts for school construction because this, 

historically, has been totally absorbed from local funding 

sources. Grubb and others noted a strong concern from 

school districts concerning a lack of state support for 

school construction (Grubb and others 1985, 8-11). The 

Accountable Costs Study of 1985-86 noted that the costliest 

reform was the maximum class size requirement in grades 

kindergarten through four. The maximum class size 

requirement mandated by House Bill 72 caused many districts 

to have to construct or modify previous construction in 

order to meet the mandate. For these districts, the same 

funding sources that were utilized to meet the needs of 

districts that had enrollment increases have been utilized 

by the districts meeting the mandates. 
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School construction costs have been a concern in Texas 

in recent years. Many school districts, especially suburban 

school districts and school districts in the Rio Grande 

Valley, have experienced rapid growth and increasing 

interest and sinking tax rates or depleted cash reserves, 

because of the increased enrollment. In a number of cases, 

state school districts have been faced with both issues of 

rapid growth and maximum class size mandates, which has 

placed additional stress on already-strained local 

resources. 

Recommendations for Future Change 

1. Full state funding for all state educational 

program mandates should be provided. 

2. New sources of revenue for funding education are 

needed since too much of the burden of funding reform has 

fallen upon local school district taxpayers. 

3. If no new revenue sources are developed, a relaxing 

of reform mandates should be implemented. Some mandates 

that could be modified or abolished could include a 

modification of maximum class size requirements to 

twenty-five rather than twenty-two in grades kindergarten 

through two and no maximum class size requirements in grades 

three and four, the teacher career ladder could be abolished 

and the funds be utilized in a non-categorical manner by 

school districts, and the requirement for a second teacher 
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appraiser for teacher performance evaluation could be 

removed. 

4. School construction funding should be provided by 

the state. 

5. More effective, more intensive lobbying by 

education political action groups to the state legislature 

is needed to increase the amount of direct fiscal aid to 

school districts. 

6. Better, more extensive private business sector 

support of public education through programs in which local 

industries provide tutors, teaching assistants, and 

mini-course instructors to schools on a released time basis 

during the school day to assist student learning or through 

programs where students have the opportunities to work as 

unpaid interns and volunteers to gain hands-on experience in 

occupations they select. Other approaches could include 

mentorship programs for promising students, training 

programs and business awareness seminars for teachers, and 

more collaborative planning between school districts and 

local businesses and industries just to name a few of the 

possibilities. 

7. Better representation for purely educational 

interests in litigation affecting public education funding. 

8. State-wide effort to educate and elicit parental 

support and the resumption of traditional home values and 

responsibilities thereby reducing the scope of services such 
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as career counseling, "latch key" programs, values 

education, and related programs for public schools. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

1. This study should be replicated with the same 

respondents at a later time to determine if changes in 

perceptions have occurred after mandated changes have been 

thoroughly assimilated. 

2. If the study were replicated, the survey instrument 

needs some revision. Wide fluctuations in factor loadings 

and a relatively low item correlation indicate reliability 

but not validity. 

3. A similar study should be conducted with 

respondents from different regions or on a state-wide basis 

to determine if the findings of the study compare to other 

populations in the state. 

4. A study should be conducted to compare the 

responses of superintendents with the responses of teachers, 

parents, and school board members relating to their 

perceptions of the impact of the implementation of House 

Bill 72 on the educational benefits to students. 

5. A similar study should be conducted in other states 

that have implemented educational reform. 
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A QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGNED TO STUDY THE PERCEIVED BENEFITS OF 
HOUSE BILL 72 

House bill 72 contained many changes to public education in 
the State of Texas. Please consider each item below and 
rate your perception of the benefits of each. 

I—Greatly reduced the educational benefits to students 
2 Slightly reduced the educational benefits to students 
3—Had no impact on educational benefits to students 
4—Slightly improved educational benefits to students 
5—Greatly improved the educational benefits to students 

Using the perception scale above, please circle the number 
that most appropriately completes the statement in your 
opinion: 

1. Changing from Personnel Units 

to ADA for State funding 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Adding the Price Differential Index 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Compensatory education funding changes 1 2 3 4 5 

4. The development of the Texas Teacher 
Appraisal System 1 2 3 4 5 

5. The implementation of the Texas 
Teacher Appraisal System 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The adoption of the Teacher 
Career Ladder 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The inclusion of Enrichment 
Equalization funds in HB 72 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Equalization transition funding 
included in HB 72 1 2 3 4 5 

9. When compared to previous finance 
plans, procedures for determining 
the local fund assignment 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Designating teacher preparation 
days before and during the 
school year 

11. Addition of pre-kindergarten 

12. The 22/1 student/teacher ratio 
in the primary grades 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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13. The requirement to take and pass 
the Texas Examination of Current 
Administrators and Teachers (TECAT) 

14. The pre-certification requirement 
to pass the ExCET tests for pro-
spective teachers 

15. The implementation of Chapter 75 
curriculum requirements 

16. The requirement to publish an 
Annual Performance Report for 
each school district 

17. The Discipline Management 
provisions in House Bill 72 

18. After the passage of House 
Bill 13, Discipline Management 
Requirements for districts 

19. The Administrator training 
requirement for Instructional 
Leadership Training 

20. The Appraiser training 
requirement for the Texas 
Teacher Appraisal System 

21. The rules regarding extra and 
co-curricular activities 

22. The compulsory attendance rules 
regarding unexcused absences 

IN ADDITION, PLEASE MAKE COMMENTS CONCERNING THE BENEFITS 
(OR LACK OF BENEFITS) TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATIONS OF 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF HOUSE 
BILL 72: 
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Dear Superintendent: 

At the present time, I am writing a doctoral dissertation 
under the direction of Dr. John Horvat, Professor of 
Educational Administration, University of North Texas. The 
problems of the study will be to analyze the costs and 
benefits of the implementation of House Bill 72. I would 
like to ask you to participate in the study. 

On the following pages you will find the validated 
questionnaire asking you to rate some of the components of 
House Bill 72 as to your perceptions of how each affected 
the educational benefits to students. At the bottom of the 
second page of the questionnaire, you may add additional 
comments as you see fit. 

The back page of the questionnaire is stamped and has my 
return address on it. Please seal the questionnaire and 
return it to me after completion as soon as possible. 

It is vitally important to the study that all districts in 
the Region 10 Education Service Center respond to the 
survey. Thank you for your time and assistance in this 
study. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald W. Bradford 

Below are demographic responses concerning you and your 
district. These data will help me be better able to 
classify the data from the respondents in the survey. 
Please check the appropriate blanks for each item. 

Educational Experience of Superintendent 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 

21-25 26-30 30 + 

Experience as Superintendent 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 

21-25 26-30 30+ 

1984-1985 UIL Classification 
5A 4A 3A 2A 1A 

1988-1989 UIL Classification 
5A 4A 3A 2A 1A 
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