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The financing of public elementary and secondary schools in Texas
is a product of state and local participation. Alnest half of the
revenues are derived from a largely state-funded program designed
to provide a basic minimum educational ofering in every school.
Each district supplements state aid through an ad valorem tax on
property within its jurisdiction. Appelles brought this class
action an behalf of schoolchildren mid to be nmh-r of poor
families who reside in school districts having a low property tax
base, making the claim that the Texas system's Miance on local
property taxation favored the more aaount and violates equal
protection requirements became of substantial interdtrict dis-

paritie in per-pupil expenditures resulting primarily from dif-
ferences in the value of assemble property among the districts.
The District Court, finding that wealth is a "suspect" damilcation
and that education is a "fndamental" right, concluded that the
system could be upheld only upon a showing, which appellants
faied to make, that there was a compelling state interest for the
system. The court also concluded that appellants failed even to
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demonsrate a reusnoble or rational basis for the State's system.
Held:

1. This#is nt a proper ase in which to swunae a State's laws
under standasdo of strict jundiial scrutiny, sines that test is reserved
for mases involving laws that operate to the diadvantagse of ,upect
eiAesse or inerfere with the ems of f.ltadma. rights and
liberties explicily or hapidy protsbted by the Coenstitution.
Pp. 18-44.

(a) The Texa system does not disadvantage any suspect date.
It has not been shown to discrimsinate ainet any dineal dass
of "poor" pegteor toeocession d r rdeps gonthe
relative wealth of the fasies in any district. And, imnofar as
the Lanaing syste diadvantges those who, disregarding their
indivdu.t income characteristics, reside in comparatively poor
school districts, the resuling ciam cannot be said to be suspect.
Pp.1-.

(b) Not does the Teasee-anig system haperisbly

interfesre with the ensreise of a "fundamesntal" right or liberty.
Though education is mh of the nset ip services performed
by the State, i is not within the limited category of rights recag-
nised by this Court as guaranteed by the Co stitution. Even if
same liamablee s at of eucatita is arguably entitled to
contitutiomal protection to make eaningful the eercie of other
constitutional rights, here there is no showing that the Texas sys-
term fall to provide the baste minimal skils necessary for that
purpos. Pp. 2-3.

(c) Moreover, this is an inappropriate camin which to in-
voke strict scrutiny sines It involves the most delicate and di cult
qasatioas of loal taation, fiscal planning, educational policy, and
federalisa, cosideratioas coneling a mere restrained form of
review. Pp. 40-44.

2. The Teins system dose not violate the Equal Protection
Cause of the Fourteenth Andiment. Though concededly um-
peret, the syse bleas a ration relationship to a litIrnate
state parpoes. Wh assaring a ba education for every child in
the State, it permits ad encourages participation in and signi meant
control of each distrit's schools at the local level. Pp. 44-53.

387 F. Supp. 280, severed.

Pownu,, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Buaan,
C. L., and Sruwaar, BLACEMUI, and Ramiqirst, JJ., joined.
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1 Sybbun

arwAwr, J., filed a coneurries opinion, poet, p. 59. Bmmxnar, J.,
fled a disenting opinion, poet, p. 0. Wmrs, J., led a dissenting
opinion, in which DouoLas and BSaUxAx, JJ., joined, post, p. 63.
MAaeHALL, J., led a dimasting opinion, in whicb Doumass, J., joined,
poet, p. 70.

CharI Alan Wright argued the cause for appellaats.
With him on the briefs were Crawford C. Marti , At-
torney General of Texas, Nob. White, Firt A..isaut
Attorney General, Alfred Walker, Eseutive Aasisant
Attorney General, I. C. Davis and iPt Baey. A=alitant
Attorneys General, and ane l D. McDaniel.

Arthur Gesarn argued the cause for appellees. With
him on the brief was Mario Obledo.*

*Briefs of amic caris urging reversal were fed by George P.
Kegier, Jr., Attorney General, pro a, and Stephen wisa, Asstant
Attorney General, for the Attorney General of New Jersey; by
Gorge W. Liebaseis and Shale D. tiler for Montgomery County,
Maryland, joined by Francia B. Burch, Attorney General of Mary-
land, Henry R. Lord, Deputy Attorney General, B. Stephea Derby,
Assistant Attorney General; Wilsja J. Baley, Attorney General
of Alabama; Gary K. Nelson, Attorney General of Arisona, Jas.
0. Bond, Assistant Attorney Geemal; Bies J. Yenger, Attorney
General of California, Blebeth Palmer, Amsstant Attorney Genera,
Edward M. Beasco, Deputy Attorney General; Duke W. Dumber,
Attorney General of Colorado; Robert K. Kgiism, Attorney General
of Connecticut, F. Michase Ahern, Assistant Attorney General; W.
Anthony Park, Attorney General of Idaho, Jeases, . Nargi, Deputy
Attorney General; Theodore L. Seadsk, Attorney General of Indiana;
Charles M. Well,, Harry T. Ice, Bichard C. Turner, Attorney Gen-
eral of Iowa, George W. M ra, Assistant Attorney Genera; Vera
Miller, Attorney General of Ian.a, Matthew 1. Dosed and Joa
C. Jkson, Asitant Attorneys General; Bd W. Hacock, Attorney
General of Kentucky, Carl T. Maler, Assistant Attorney General;
Wilim J. Gete, Jr., Attorney General of Louisiana; Jaes. S.
Brwin, Attorney General of Maine, George West, Asistant Attorney
General; Robert H. Quin+, Attorney General of Massachusetts,
Lawrence T. Bench, Asisant Attorney General, Charles P. Clippert,
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SAN ANTONIO SCHOOL DISTRICT v. RODRIGUEZ 5

1 Opinion of the Court

ondary schools in the Edgewood Independent School
District, an urban school district in San Antonio, Texas.'
They brought a class action on behalf of akatoahi
throughout the State who are members of minority
groups or who are poor and reside in school districts
having a low property tax base. Named as defendants'
were the State Board of Education, the nosmin
of Education, the State Attorney General, and the Bexar
County (San Antonio) Board of Trustees The com-

Robison, Arnold Forter, and Stanley P. Robert for the American
Civil Liberties Union et aL.; by Jack Greenberg, James M. Nebrit
II, Norman J. Chach , and Abraam Sobaer for the NAACP
Legal Defame and Educatioanal Fund, Inc.; by Stephen J. Polak,
Ralph J. Moore, Jr., Ricard M. Sharp, and David Rubin for the
National Education A. et aL; and by John I. Coons for John
Serrano, Jr., et aL

Briefs of suciris were Sled by Lawrence . Walsk, Victor W.
Bouldin, Richard B. S3ith, and Guy M. Strove for the Republic Na-
tional Bank of Dabas et aL, and by Joseph B. Cortese, Joseph
Geanl, Bryce Huueein, Manly W. MuUS(Ord, Joseph H. John-
son, Jr., Joseph Rudd, Fred H. Ros efld, Herschel H. Friday,
George Herrington, arry T. Ice, Cornelius W. Gretto, Fred G.
Benton, Jr., Eugene R. Ruppenbauer, Jr., Halrdd B. Ju", Robert
B. Fised, John B. Daeeon, George J. Fap, Howrd A. Rankim,
Huger &nier, Robert W.t8pe, Hobby H. McCal1, James R. Mia,
and William J. Kiernan, Jr., Bond Counsel.

' Not al of the h dWren of these complainants attend public school.
One farniy's children are enrolled in private school "because of the
condition of the schools in the Emgwood Independent School Dis-
trict." Third Amendl Complaint App. l4.

' The San Antoniondooepn- t School District, whose name this
case still bears, was ane of asm . school districts in the San Antonio
metropolitan area that were oeigs~ y named as defendants. After
a pretrial conference, the District Court isued an order di ng
the school districts from the case. Subsquently, the Sun Antonio
Independent School District joined in the plaintiffs' challenge to the
State's school finance system and fled an amicue curiae brief in
support of that position in this Cort.
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plaint was ied in the summer of 1968 and a three-judge
eourt was in January 1909.' In December
1971 th. panel rendered its judgment in a per curem
opinion holding the Teas who nae adtem uneonsti-
tnnb under the Equal Protection Claue of the Four-
tnth Amendment? The State appeale, and we noted

probable jurisdiction to conaaserthefar-remuhing constitu-
tional questions presented. 40 U. S. 906(1972). For
the r eem stated in thi. opinion, we reverse the decision
of the District Court.

I

The frst Texas State Constitution, promulgated upon
Texas' entry into the Union in 1846, provided for the
estahishment ofa system of free schools Early in its
history, Texas adopted a dual approach to the financing
of its schools, relying on mutual participation by the local
school districts and the State. As early as 1$8S, the state

*A three-lfdge eon was property eosnend and there are no
quesian as to the District Courtis jurisdi tias or the direct appeal-
abtofitj2mt. 2U.6.C.fflSI2,US1.

Th tiel was delayed for two years to permit extensive pretil
discovery and to aow .eumstis of a peinig Tm legidative
investia -- uuiug the nend for eesa of its public school

arees sys.em. 887 F. Supp. 280, 286 a. 11 (WD Tm. 1971).
'337 F. Supp. 290. The District Court stayed its mandate for

two yes to prove Tom an o raity to remedy the inequities
found is its sanit prga. The court, however, retained juris-
diction to fashion its own snuedid ofder if the State faed to der
an aseseptable pla I., at 23.

*Ta. Cast., Art. X, I I (1845):
"A ofnl dide I of knowledge being emtiul to the preservation

of the rights and lbrties of the people, it aali be the duty of the
Lgidlature of this State to make suitable provision for the support
and maiterno. of public e-bo-h."

I, 2:
"The Lg alsture shall as ealy as practicable establish free schools

throughout the State, and abl furnih Hymeans for their support, by
taxation on property .... "

~VDARtK PAGE
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constitution was amended to provide for the creation
of Wt h m "txlyr local schot ol districts empowered to levy ad valorem

tin ... of school buildingp and for the "further mante-
nine of public free schools"' Such local funds as were
raised were supplemented by funds distributed to each
district from the Sa's Permaet and Available Sell

Funds.' The Permanent School Fund, its predeeseor
establhd in 1854 with UOOMO aried from an an-
neation setlenent,' was thereafter endowed with mi-
lions of acres of public land set aside to aure continued
source of income for school support" The Available
School Fund, which received income from thePmanant
School Fund as wel as from a Sate ad valorem property
tax and other design ted s served as the disbursing
arm for most state educational funds throughout the late
1800's and first half of this century. Additionally, in
1918 an increase in state property taxes was used to
finance a program providing free textbooks throughout
the State."

Until recent times, Texas was a praananinantly rural
State and its population and property wealth wee spread

' To. Cot. of 1876, Art. 7,513, as amendd, Aug. 14, 1s.
*Id., Art. 7, 139,4, 5.
*3 Gammel.r Le of Texas 1M47-185, p1461. See To. Con.,

Art. 7, 1, 2,5 (interpretive camm=tariem); I Report of Goveror's
Committee Pc h Shool Ehiatin, The Chaies.e and the
Chance 27 (199) (hereinafter Governor's Committee Report).

"Tex. Cat., Art. 7,$5 (se asm the Interpretive commentary);
5 Governor's Committee Report 11-12.

u The varies sourom of reven for the Avaahle School Fund
are cataloged in A Report of the Adequacy of Tenas Shna, pre-
pared by Texas State Board of dustion, 7-15(1988) (hereinafter
Texa State Ed. of Euo.).

" Tax. Comt., Art. 7, $3, - amended, Nov. 5, 1918 (see inter-
paetive -mntary).

BLEED THRU
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relatively evenly wore the State." Sizable differences
in the value of asseseable property between local school
districts became increasingly evident as the State became
more industrialized and as rural-to-urban population
shifts heneae more pronounced" t loeastion of com-
mercial and industrial property began to play significant
role in determining the amount of tax resources avail-
able to each school district. These growing disparities
in population and taxable property between districts
were responsible in part for increasingly stable dif-
ferences in levels of local expenditure for education."

In due time it became apparent to those concerned
with financing public education that contributions from
the Available School Fund were not sufficient to ame-
liorate these disparities." Prior to 1930, the Available
School Fund contributed money to every school district
at a rate of $17.50 per school-age child." Although the
amount was increased several times in the early 1940's,

1s1 Governor's Committee Report 35; Texas State Bd. of Educ.,
nspre, n. 11, at 5-7; J. Coons, W. Ctune, & S. Sugarman, Private
Wealth and Public Education 48-4 (1970); E. Cubberley, School
Funds and Their Apportiomment 21-27 (19a6).

:aBy 1940, one-half of the State's population was clustered in its
metropolitan centers. 1 Governor's Committee Report 35.

"talmaer-Aikin Comamittee, To Have What We Must 13 (1948).
o R. Still, The Giner-Aikin Bills 11-13 (1950); Texas State Bd.

of Educ., espra, n. 11.
"Stil, spra, n. 16, at 12. It should be noted that during this

period the median per-pupil expenditure for all schools with an
enrollment of more than 200 was approximately $60 per year.
During this same period, a survey conducted by the State Board
of Education concluded that "in Texas the best educational advan-
tages oersed by the State at present may be had for the median
cost of x.67 per year per pupil in average daily attendance."
Texas State Bd. of Educ., spre, n. 11, at 56.

tGeneral Laws of Texas, 46th Legis., Reg. Seas. 1939, c. 7, pp. 274-
275 (322.50 per student); General & Spec. Laws of Texas, 48th
Legis., Reg. Seas. 1943, e. 161, pp. 262-263 ($25 per student).

DARK PAGE 0
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the Fund was providing only $46 per student by 1945."
Recognizing the need for increased state funding to

help offset disparities in loa spending and to meet
Texas' changing educational requirements, the state legis-
lature in the late 1940's undertook a thorough evalua-
tion of public education with an eye toward major
reform. In 1947, an 18-member committee, composed
of educators and legislators, was appointed to explore
alternative systemsin other States and to propose a
funding scheme that would guarantee a minimum or
basic educational offering to each child and that would
help overcome interdistrict disparities in taxable re-
sources. The Committee's efforts led to the passage of
the Gilmer-Aikin bills, named for the Committee's
co-chairmen, establishing the Texas Minimum Founda-
tion School Program." Today, this Program accounts
for approximately' f of the total educational expendi-
tures in Texas."

The Program calls for state and local contributions
to a fund earmarked specially for teacher salaries,
operating expenses, and transportation costs. The State,
supplying funds from its general revenues, Anances ap-
proximately 80% of the Program, and the school districts
are responsible-as a unit-for providing the remaining
20%. The districts' share, known as the Local Fund
Assignment, is apportioned among the school districts

"General & Spec. Laws of Texas, 49th Legis., Reg. Sees. 1945,
e. 52, pp. 74-75; Still, supra, n. 16, at 12.

" For a complete history of the adoption in Texas of a founda-
tion program, see Still, spray, n. 16. See also 5 Governor's Com-
mittee Report 14; Texas Bsearch League, Public School Finance
Problems in Texas 9 (Interim Report 1972).

" For the 1970-1971 school year this state aid program accounted
for 48% of all public school funds. Local taxation contributed
41.1% and 10.9% was provided in federal funds. Texas Research
League, supra, n. 20, at 9.

LEED THRU
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under a formula deigned to reest each district's
relative ta paying ability. The Assignment is t
divided asmng Texas' 254 counties puresant to a cem-
pfnated emsinc index that takes into account the
relative value of each county's contribution to the State's
total inco e from manufacturng mining, and agimi-
twal activities. It also considers each county's relative
arse of all payrolls paid within the State and, to a

lesser extent, eonsiders each county's haresof all property
in the State" Each county's assignment is then divided

among its school districts on the basis of each districts
share of aum property within the county." The
district, in turn, finances its share of the Assignment out
of revenues from local property taxation.

The design of this complex system was twofold. First,
it was an attempt to assure that the Foundation Pro-
gram would have an equalizing influence on expendi-
ture levels between school districts by placing the heaviest
burden on the school districts most capable of paying.
Second, the Program's architects sought to eatahlish a
Local Fund Assignment that would force every school
district to contribute to the education of its children"
but that would not by itself exhaust any district's re-
ources.' Today every school district does impose a

property tax from which it derives locally expendable

n Governor's Committee eport 44-48.
"At preit, thee are 1,161 chel districts in Teas. Texas Re-

mreb Le ge, aprs, n. Z, at 12.
"l I19W the GlImer-Aikin Committee found that some school

dituets wase not levying any local tax to support education.
O3aser-Aiki Counitt, supra, n. 15, at 16. The Texas State
Board of Education Survey found that over 400 comnen and
indepeanst school distriets were levying uo local property tax in
193-198. Tums State Bd. of Educ., sepro a. 11, at 3-42.

"Oilmer-Alkin Committee, .vpra, n. 15, at 15.

DARK PAGE I
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funds in excess of the amount neary to satisfy its
Lcal Fund Assignment under the Foundation Program.

In the years ince this program went into operation
in 1949, expendintues for education-from state as well
as local sourees-have increased steadily. Between 1949
and 1967, expenditures increased approximately 500%."
In the last decade alone the total public school budget
rose from $750 million to 2.1 billion " and these
increases have been reflected in consistently rising per-
pupil expenditures throughout the State." Teacher .al-
aries, by far the largest item in any school's budget, have
increased dramaticay-the stesupportedminimum
adary for teachers possessing college degrees has risen
from $2,400 to $6,000 over the last 20 years."

The school district in which appellees reside, the Edge-
wood Independent School District, has been compared
throughout this litigation with the Alamo Heights Inde-
pendent School District. This comparison between the
least and most affluent districts in the San Antonio area
serves to illustrate the manner in which the dual system
of finance operates and to indicate the extent to which
substantial disparities exist despite the State's impressive
progress in recent years. Edgewood is one of seven pub-
lic school districts in the metropolitan area. Approxi-
mately 22,000 students are enrolled in its 25 elementary

"1 Governor's Committee Report 61-63.
"Teas Research Leagu, espre n. 20, at 2.
"In the years between 1949 and 1967, the average per-pupil

expenditure for all current operating expenses incread from 296
to $493. In that same period, capital expenditures increased from
$44 to $102 per pupil. I Governor's Committee Report 53-64.

" Acts 1949, 51st Legis., p. 625, c. 334, Art. 4, Tex. Educ. Code
Ann. 516202 (1972); e generally 3 Governor's Committee Report
113-146; Berbe, Carnevale, Morgan & White, The Texas School
Finance Case: A Wrong in Search of a Remedy, 1 J. of L. & Edu.
659, 681-682 (1972).

BLEED THRU
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and secondary schools. The district is situated in the

r-city sector of San Antonio in a residential neighbor-
hood that has little commercial or industrial property.
The residents are predominantly of Mxican-American
descent: approximately 90% of the student population

is Meican-American and over 6% is Negro. The aver-

age asmossd property value per pupil isS5,96-the low-
eat in the metropolitan are.-and the median family
income (M686) is also the lowest." At an equalized
tax rate of $1.05 per $100 of assessed property-the
highest in the metropolitan area-the district contrib-
uted 626 to the education of each child for the 1967-
1968 school year above its Local Fund Assignment for
the Minimum Foundation Program. The Foundation
Program contributed $222 per pupil for a state-local
total of 8248." Federal funds added another $108 for a
total of $866 per pupil.

Alamo Heights is the most affluent school district in San
Antonio. Its six schools, housing approximately 5,000
students, are situated in a residential community quite
unlike the Edgewood District. The school population is

predominantly "Anglo," having only 18% Mexican-Amer-

"The family income figures are based on 1960 census statistics.
3 The Avaiable School Fund, technically, provides a second

source of state money. That Fund has continued as in years past
(see text accompanying an. 16-19, s)pra) to distribute uniform
per-pupl grants to every district in the State. In 1968, this Fund
allotted 6s per pupil. However, because the Available School
Fund contribution is always subtracted from a district's entitle-
ment under the Foundation Program, it plays no significant role
in educational nance today.

u While federal assistance has an ameliorating efect on the differ-
ence in school budgets between wealthy and poor districts, the
District Court rejected an argument made by the State in that
court that it should consider the efect of the federal grant in
sessing the discrimination claim. 337 F. Supp., at 284. The State

has not renewed that contention here.

DARK PAGE 31
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seans and less than 1% Negroes. The assessed property
value per pupil exceeds $49,000," and the median family
income is 18,001. In 1967-1968 the local tax rate of .86
per $100 of valuation yielded 333 per pupil over and
above its contribution to the Foundation Program.
Coupled with the $226 provided from that Program, the
district was able to supply 6558 per student. Supple-
mented by a 386 per-pupil grant from federal sourss,
Alamo Heights spent $594 per pupil.

Although the 1967-1968 school year figures provide
the only complete statistical breakdown for each cate-
gory of aid," more recent partial statistics indicate that
the previously noted trend of increasing state aid has been
significant. For the 1970-1971 school year, the Foun-
dation School Program allotment for Edgewood was
356 per pupil, a 62% increase over the 1967-1968 school

year. Indeed, state aid alone in 1970-1971 equaled
Edgewood's entire 1967-1968 school budget from lal,
state, and federal sources. Alamo Heights enjoyed a
similar increase under the Foundation Program, netting
$491 per pupil in 1970-1971." These recent figures

" A map of Bexar County included in the record shows that
Edgewood and Alamo Heights are among the smallest districts in
the county and are of approximately equal sim. Yet, as the figures
above indicate, Edgewood's student population is more than four
times that of Alamo Heights. This factor obviously accounts for
a significant percentage of the d erenoes between the two districts
in per-pupil property values and expenditures. If Alamo Heights
had as many students to educate as Edgewood does (221)00) its per
pupil assessed property value would be approximately $11,100 rather
than $4,000, and its per-pupil expenditures would therefore have
been cnderably lower.

"The figures quoted above vary slightly from those utilized in
the District Court opinion. 337 F. Supp., at 282. These trivial
differences are apparently a product of that court's reliance on
slightly different statistical data than we have relied upon.

" Although the Foundation Program has made significantly greater
contributions to both school districts over the last several years, it

EED THRU
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ago reveal the extent to which these two districts'

allotments were funded from their own required con-

tributions to the Local Fund Auignment. Alamo

Heights, because of its relative wealth, was required to

contribute out of its local property tax collections ap-

proshnately $100 per pupil, or about 20% of its Foun-

dation gant. Fdgewood, on the other hand, paid only

p846 per pupil, which is about 2.4% of its grant." It

appears then that, at least as to these two districts,

the Local Fund Ainignment does reflect a rough ap-

proximation of the relative taxpaying potential of each."

is apparent that Alamo Heights has enjoyed a larger pin. The

sizable diference between the Alamo Heights and Edgewood giants

is due to the emphasis in the State's allocation formula on the

guaranteed minimum salries for teachers. Higher ealsrie are

guaanteed to teachers having more years of experieacs and pa-

ssing more advanced degees. Therefore, Alamo Heights, which

has a greater percentage of experienced personnel with advanced

s receive ore state support. In thisrgard, the Tomas

Program is not unlike that presently in existene in a number

of other States. Coone, Chine & uganan, espra, 3. 13, at d9-

125. Became more dollars have been given to districts that

already spend more per pupil, such Foundation formulas have been

described as "anti-equalling." Ibid. The fonula bhwver, i

anti.equaaing only if viewed in absolute terms. The percentage

disparity between the two Tea districts is diminished ubstanti y

by state aid. Alamo Heights derived in 19g7-1868 almost 13 times

a much mofey froms local tams as Eswood did. The state aid

gas to eah district in 1970-1971 lowered the ratio to appod-
mately two to one, i. e., Alamo Heights had a little more than twice
as muchnmoney to spend per pupit from its combined state and local

mrees.
W Temas Research League, espra, n. , at 13.
a TheEeeamic Index, which determines each county's share of

the total Local Fund Assigament, is based on a complex formula

conceived in 190 when the Foundation Program was instituted.

See text, rupre, at 9-10. It has frequently been suggested by
Tema researchers that the formula be altered in several respects

DARK PAGE BI
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Despite thee. recent increases, substantial interdistrict
disparities in school expenditures found by the Dis-
trict Court to prevail in San Antonio and in varying
degrees throughout the State " still exist. And it was

to provide a more accurate rejection of local taxpaying ability,
especially of urban school districts. 5 Governor's Committee Re-
port 48, Texas Research League, Texas Public School F'iance:
A Majority of Exceptions 31-32 (2d Interim Report 1972); Berhke,
Carnevale Morgan & White, spra, a. 29, at 080461.

s The District Court relied on the findings presented in an
affidavit submitted by Profaner Berke of Syracuse Univeuity. His
mupling of 110 Texas school district. derated a direct correia-
tion between the amount of a district's taxable property and its level
of prpupil expenditures. But his study found only a partial corre-
lation between a district's median family income and per-pupil ex-
penditures. The study also shows, in the relatively few districts at
the extremes, an inverse correlation between percentage of minorities
and expenditures.

Categorized by Equalized Property Values,
Median Family Income, and State-Local Revenue

Market Vdtue Median State &
of Ta le Faem7y Per Cent Leed
Property Income Minority Revenue.
Per Pup From 198) Pupis Per Pupi

Above $100,000 $5,900 8% $815
(10 districts)

$100,000-$50,X0 $4,425 32% $544
(26 districts)

i50,800-30,000 $4,900 23% $483
(30 districts)
30,00 410,000 $5,050 31% $462
(40 districts)

Below $10,000 $8,325 79% 305
(4 districts)

Although the correlations with respect to family income and race
appear only to exist at the extremes, and although the aslant's
methodology has been questioned (see Goldstein, Interdistrict
Inequalities in School Financing: A Critical Analysis of &errmo v.
Priest and its Progeny, 120 U. Pa. L. Rev. 504, 523-525, nn. 67,
71 (1972)), insofar as any of these correlations is relevant to the

Opp"
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these disparities, largely attributable to differences in the

ants y cnllecd through lat property taxa-

n that led he District Court to con lude tat Texas'

Wof publi c hoolfAnancing violated the Equal

Protio Clause.The District Court held that the

Tuexaps qu dlasriiina . on the basis of wealth in

t manner in eeducan is provided fr its people.
387 F.S , at -. Finding tht wealth is a

"u,,e,",n alasatian and that edmationais a "fun-

amentar" interest, the District Court held that the

Tm systemn could he su.tained ouly if the State
could dow that it was premised upon .me compelling
state interest. Id., at -2. On this imie the court
onadd that "[n ot only are defendants unable to

dsinonrate compeling state interests.., they fail even

to a reasonable basis for these cis ifcatin."

Id., at 2.
Ta virtually concedes that its historically rooted

dual sysmof anancing education could not withstand
the strict judicial scrutiny that this Court has found

appropriate in reviewing legisative judgments that inter-
fer with fundamental constitutional rights" or that
involve suspect lesiations If, as previous decisions
have indicated, strict scrutiny means that the State's sys-
tem is not entitled to the usual presumption of validity,
that the State rather than the complainants must carry
a "heavy burden of justifcation," that the State must

coastitutioal thes presented in thi e we may aept its basic

thnt. But se if , at 25-27. For a defene of the reliability

of the afdavit, se Berbe, Carnevale, Morgpn & White, supre, n. 29.

1. g., Plee Dept. of Chiee v. Msdey, 408 U. S. 92 (1972);
Duv. m--pia ,406 U. S. 330 (1972); Sk)ir. v. Tposss, 394

U. S. 618 (190).
j. g., Or sam v. Riacdson, 40 U. 8. 366 (1971); Lovig v.

Virgi, 388 U. S. 1 (1067); McLeqki a v. Florida, 379 U. S. 184

(1964).

DARK PAGE U
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demonstrate that its educational system has been struc-
tured with "precision," and is trailedd" narrowly to serve
legitimate objectives and that it has selected the "less
drastic means" for effectuating its objectives," the Texas
financing system and its counterpart in virtually every
other State will not pas mmer. The State candidly
admits that "[nlo one famliw with the Texa sysm
would contend that it has yet achieved perfetion."
Apart from its aonncesion that national financing in
Texas has "dees" and "importetions,""~ the State
defends the system's rationaity with vigor and disputes
the District Court's finding that it lache a "reasonable
basis."

This, then, establishes the framework for our analysis.
We must decide, Brat, whether the Texas system of nanc-
ing public education operates to the disadvantage of
some suspect claw ' impinges upon a fum tal
right explicitly or implicitly protected by the Consti-
tution, thereby requiring strict judicial scrutiny. If so,
the judgment of the District Court should be armed.
If not, the Texas scheme must still be examined to
determine whether it rationally furthers some legiti-
matr. articulated state purpose and therefore does not
constitute an invidious discrimination in violation of the
Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment

II
The District Court's opinion does not reject the novelty

and complexity of the consitutional questions pod by
appeees' challenge to Texas' system of school financing.
In concluding that strict judicial scrutiny was required,

"se DSee a v. sa3u sia, supre, at sta, and the s cheted
tn.
Brief for Appelats 11.
bid.

"Tr. of Oral Ara. 3; Reply Bief for Appimllnts 2.

LIED TA RU
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at cort elied on dsuins dealing with the rights
of iwnipute to equal treatment in the criminal trial and

- and on - dispproving wealth

apehragteto vo. h es, the
Dannetohtestebia I wealth as a sue

,ax fa sumon me basis of wd, i

eg the pre mnteas. or gIt then re
aned bsedendeipinsof th ur sir.ngthe
-1a.,me i pu of e isn" ht heeaa

fndamnad right to eduaton and that, absent soe
sompein sat jstontinthe Texase ssOsNl

not .ta
We are unable to agrethat this case, whin ig

niloant aspeets is awl ee, may be se neatly "ttd
into theeenventa l si of acoitind nayi

ndrthe liqalPot in Clae. Indeed, for the

several reasons that follow, we And neither the suspect-
ancatien nar the findamnntal-interest analysis

A

The wedlth disrikintinn discvered by the District

Court in this cee, and by semal other courts that have

recently struck down sebool.nancing laws in other

States, is quite unlke any of the forms of wealth dia-

. . ,Gra v. 'ainaiS, 361 U. 8. 12 (1966); Deumkm v. Cali-

Jmi , 37 U.tS353 (1961).
hryrp. V. im 4s. o r sos, 383 U. 8. 6 (1906);

MDouid v. BJwa of B84.sia Com's, s U.. 83 (9M);
A&h v. Crter, 405 U. .1(1932) Geob v. res, 40 U. S.

13 (1873).
"sSe en eated in text, inks, at 340.

*S&rrem v. Pewt, 5 CaL 3d 5SK6 487 P. 2d 1241 (WI); Van

Dmrse T. Hated, 334 F. Spp. 80 (KMI. 171); Robim. v.

Call, 118 N. J. Super.223,287 A.23d 187 (1092);fh m v. Gnes,

35 Mich. 1, 289 N. W.3d 467 (1972), uebesigS gmated, Jan. 1973.

DARK PAGE
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erimination heretofore reviewed by this Court. Rather
than focusing on the unique features of the alleged die-
crimninetir, the courts in then eam have virtually as-
annemd terndgsof a suspect alnisatia through
a simplistic process of analysis: since, under the tra-
ditnal tems of financing pubi oo some poorer
people receive less expensive educations than other more
affluent people, the systems discriminate on the basis
of wealth. This approach largely ignores the hard
thrtold questions, including whether it nakes a dif-
fierenes for purposes of eenskiration under the Consti-
tution that the clas of disadvantaged "poor" cannot be
identified or dcened in customary equal protection terms,
and whether the relatve -rathe than abscute-lare
of the asserted deprivation is of significant consequence.
Before a State's laws and the justianations for the clasi-
Antiana they eats, are subjected to siriet judicial
scrutiny, we think the threshold nni tions must
be analysed more losely than they were in the court
below.

The case comes to us with no definitive description of
the cassfysg fetor deineatira of the disfavored elass.
Eminai of the Di trit Ceit's opinion and of ap-
pelees' 0omplaint, brids, and cntntions at oral argu-

m enau et, however, at mes hs asin which
the dierminatin laimed heoe a*igh he described. The
Texas system of school financing might be regarded as

discriminating~ (Ianetpaterons- whose imnne
fall below som entfabl. level of poverty or who
might be -h="ariend as functio ", or

In their caunplaint, appeals purported to reprint a elm
composed of pemen who are "poor" and who ride in school dis-
triets lhaviet a "low value of .. . property." Third Aanedi Coam-
plaint, App. I. Yet applm have not denied the term "poor"
with reference to any absolute or functional level of itapecunity. See

BLED THRU
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(2) against those who are relatively poorer than others,

or (3) against all those who, irspestive of their -

"neses, happen to reside in relatively poorer

dOur tak must be to ascertain whether,

faet, the Tuns apste has been aown to diser'minate

a any of these possible beams and, if so, whether the

refit al aon may be regarded as suspot.

The predents of this Court provide the proper start-

ing point. The individuals, or groups of individuals,
who constituted the class discriminated against in our

prior eses hawed two distinguhing charaeteuisties: be-

eause of their impe unity they wee completely unable

to pay for some desired benefit and as a consequence,

they sustained an absolute deprivation of a meaningful

opportunity to enjoy that benefit. In Griin v. IUaoss,

text, infrs, at 22-23. Se alo Brief for Appelees 1, 3; Tr. of Oral

Ar. 20M41.
n Appsbes' proof at trial focused an comparative diferences ri

family incomes between residentsof wealthy and poor districts. They

endeavored, apparently, to show that ther exists a direct correlation

between pe a-al famsly inmenm and edueatissa pbnitureL See

text, isfra, at 2-47. The District Court may have bena r-g on

this notions of rive discrimination based an family west. Citing

appedBes' statistical proof, the court emphauied that "those dis-

tricts most rich n property also have the highest median family in-

cmes ... while the por property districts are poor income .....

337 F. Supp., at 2t2.
a At Oral argiinses and in their brief, ae suggest that

description of the perma status of the assidents in districts that

spend ls. s education is not critical to their case. In their view,

the Tams sysem is niib r yevenif relatively

poor districts do not contain poor people. Brief for Appees 43-

44; Tr. of Oral Arg. 2041. There are indicating in the District

Court opinion that it adopted this theory of district discrimination.

The opinion repealy emph-ais mthe comparative 4 ancial status

of 4iticts and early in the opinion it describes appeAees' em as

ein compued of " . . c n throughout Teams who ie in

school dits with low property valuatios." 337F. Supp., at 281

DAtK PAGE U
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351 U. 8. 12 (1956), and its progeny," the Court in-
validated state laws that prevented an indigent criminal
defendant from acquiring a transcript, or an adequate
substitute for a transcript, for use at several stages of the
trial and appeal process. The payment requirmants
in each case were found to occasion de faeto discrimina-
tion against those who, because of their indigeney, were
totally unable to pay for transcripts. And the Court in
each case emphasis ed that no constitutional violation
would have been shown if the State had provided some
"adequate substitute" for a full stenographic transcript.
Britt v. North Carolina, 404 U. 8. 226, 228 (1971);
Gardner v. California, 393 U. 8. 367 (1969); Draper v.
Washington, 372 U. 8. 487 (1963); Ekridge v. Washing-
ton Prison Board, 357 U. 8. 214 (1958).

Likewise, in Douglas v. California, 372 U. 8. 358
(1963), a decision establishing an indigent defendant's
right to court-appointed counsel on direct appeal, the
Court dealt only with defendants who could not pay
for counsel from their own resources and who had no
other way of gaining representation. Douglas provides
no relief for those on whom the burdens of paying for
a criminal defense are, relatively spe .dsg, great but not
insurmountable. Nor does it deal with relative dif-
ferences in the quality of counsel acquired by the less
wealthy.

Williams v. Illinois, 399 U. S. 235 (1970), and Tate v.
Short, 401 U. S. 395 (1971), struck down criminal penal-
ties that subjected indigents to incarceration simply be--

" Mayer v. City of Chicago, 404 U. 8. 188 (1971); Williams v.
O©M&anha City, 395 U. 8. 4568(1909); G rder v. Califonmia, 393
U. 8. 367 (19809); Roberts v. LaVabee, 389 U. 8.40 (1967); Long v.
District Court of Iowa, 385 U.S. 192 (1966); Draper v. Washington,
372 U. S. 487 (1963); Eskridge v. Washingtom Prison Board, 357
U. S.214 (1958).

LZED THRU
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cause of their inability to pay a Ane. Again, the di.-
advantaged slas c wa ooedonly of persons who
were totally unable to pay the deman sum. Those
eom do not touch on the quesia whether equal prot -
ticn i denied to parsons with relatively les money on
whom designated es impose heavier burdens. The
Court has not held that Anes must be structured to
reflect each person's ability to pay in order to avoid
dip orionate burdens, Sentening judges may, and
often do, ensider the defendant's abiity to pay, but in
seek eircmstancthey are guided by sound judicial drt-
cretion rather than by institutional mandate.

Finally, in Bvulck v. Carter, 406 U. S. 134 (1972), the
Court invalidated the Texas fiing-fee requirement for
primary elections. Both of the relevant classifying facts
found in the previous cams were present there. The size
of the fee, often running into the thousands of dollars
and, in at least one case, as high as 18,90, effectively
barred all potential candidates who were unable to pay
the required fee. As the system provided "no reason-
able alternative means of acrese to the ballot" (id., at
140), inability to pay occasioned an absolute denial of
a position on the primary ballot.

Only appellees' frst possible basis for describing the
clam disadvantaged by the Texas s hool-nancing sys-

te-i .iiatn gis a ass of definably "oor"

personae--might arguably meet the criteria established in
these prior eses. Even a cursory e.nminaian however,
demonstrates that neither of the two distinguishing char-
antrlt of w keltsh Saan be found here.
Filet, in support of their charge that the wrstem dis-
criminates against the "poor," appellees have made no
effort to tharat it operatesto the peculiar
dimadvante of any elm fairly defnable as indigent, or
as composed of persons whose incomes are beneath any

DARK PAGES
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designated poverty level. Indeed, there is reason to

beleve that the poorest families are not necessarily clus-

tered in the poorest property districts. A recent and

exhaustive study of school districts in Connecticut con-
cluded that "[ilt is clearly incorrect ... to contend that

the 'poor' live in 'poor' diatets .... Thus, the major
factual assumption of Serreno-that the educational fi-
nancing system discriminates against the 'poor'-is sim-

ply false in Connecticut."" De ning "poor" families as
those below the Bureau of the Census "poverty level""
the Connecticut study found, not surprisingly, that the

poor were clustered around comrcial and industrial
areas-those same areas that provide the most attractive

sources of property tax income for school districts."
Whether a similar pattern would be discovered in Texas

is not known, but there is no basis on the record in this

case for assuming that the poorest people-elned by

reference to any level of absolute impecunity-are con-

centrated in the poorest districts.
Second, neither appellees nor the District Court ad-

dressed the fact that, unlike each of the foregoing cases,
lack of personal resources has not ocasioned an absolute

deprivation of the desired benefit. The argument here
is not that the children in districts having relatively low
asmsable property values are receiving no public edu-

cation; rather, it is that they are receiving a poorer
quality education than that available to children in die-
tricts having more assesable wealth. Apart fron the
unsettled and disputed question whether the quality of
education may be determined by the amount of money

Note, A Statiotical Analysis of the School Finanee Decision.: On
Winning Battles and Lohing Ware, 81 Yale L. J. 1303, 1328-1329
(1972).

"Id., at 1324 and n. 102
I' Id., at 1328.

LEED THRU
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expended for it," a sualiient answer to appellees' argu-
ment is that, at least where wealth is involved, the Equal
Pre tin Clause does not require absolute equality or
preisely equal advantages." Nor, indeed, in view of the
infinite variables meeting the anannlprocess, can
any system assure equal qualty of eduetion except
in the most relative sense. Texas asserts that the
Minium Foundaion Program provides an "adequate"
edunatann for all children in the State. By providing
12 years of free publie-s hool education, and by assur-
ing tachers, books, transport , and operating funds,
the Texas Legislature has endeavored to "guarantee,
for the welfare of the state as a whole, that all
people shal have at least an adequate program of edu-
cation. This is what is meant by 'A Minimum Founds-
tion Program of Education.,'" The State repeatedly
asserted in its briefs in this Court that it has fulfilled
this desire and that it now assures "every child in every
school district an adequate education."" No proof was
olered at trial persuasively discrediting or refuting the
State's asrtion.

Eaeh of > ppe eu' poenlis theories of wealth dIscrimination is
founded on the assumption that the quality of education varies
directly with the amount of funds xpended on it and that, there-
fore, the dierence in quality between two schools can be deter-
mined simp ieticafy by looking at the diference in per-pupil expendi-
turs. This is a matter of abmieable dispute among eduestors and
ooanmneats. aSee an. and 101, isfre.

A f.ir., Ba k v. Carter, 405 U. &, at 137, 149; Meyer v. City
of Ckae , 40t U. S., at 194; Draper v. Washinton, 372 U.S., at
496-46; Douglas v. Caifornia, 372 U. $., at 357.

"Oimer-Aihin Committee, aapr,. n 13, at 13. Indeed, even
though loeal funding has long been a signifcant aspect of educa-
tional funding, the State has always viewed providing an acceptable
education as one of its primary functions. See Texas State Bd. of
EduC., espra, n. 11, at 1, 7.

s:Brief for Appellants 35; Reply Brief for Appellants 1.
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For these two reason.--the absence of any evidence
that the Anancing system dis riminates against any de-
finable category of "poor" people or that it results in the
absolute deprivation of edu ian-the disadvantaged
class is not susceptible of identification in traditional
term

As suggested above, appellees and the District Court
may have embraced a second or third approach, the
second of which might be characterised as a theory of
relative or comparative discrimination based on family
income. Appellees sought to prove that a direct correla-
tion exists between the wealth of families within each
district and the expenditures therein for education. That
is, along a continuum, the poorer the family the lower
the dollar amount of education received by the family's
chikren.

The principal evidence adduced in support of this
smsative-disrirination claim is an affidavit sub-

mitted by Professor Joel S. Berke of Syracuse Univer-
sity's Edr anal Finance Policy Institute. The Dis-
tric Court, relying in major part upon this affidavit and
apparently accepting the substance of appellees' theory,

** An educational financing system might be hypothesized, how-
ever, in which the analogy to the wealth discrimination cases would
be enn-iably closer. If elaenary and secondary education were
made available by the State wily to those able to pay a tuition
a....si agsinst each pupil, there would be a early dne slam
of "poor" people-dd nable in term of their inability to pay
the preascibed imn-whe would be absolutely precuaded fn re-
esivi an educasion. That caen would present a far more com-
paling set of circumstances for judicial a=itance than the ease
before ua today. After alA Texas has undertaken to do a good
deal more than provide an education to those who can afford it.
It has provided what it considers to be an adequate base education
for al children and has attempted, though imperfectly, to ameliorate
by state funding and by the local asesmnent program the diparities
in local tax resources.

ILEED THRU
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noted, h., * a positive correlation between the wealth of
schaol districts, meaned in terms of assessable prop-
rty per pup i, and their levels of per-pupil expenditures.

Second, the aourt found a similar orselation between di-
triat wealth and the psonal wealth of its residents,
masued in terms of median family inoann 337 F.

Supp., as28 n. 3.
If, ift these correlationn could be sstand, then

it might be argued that expenditures on edation-
equated by appellees to the quapl of adnain-are

dpdnt o n persona wealth. Appellees' ceamparative-
disemiao -they would s in fae ierous unanswered
questions, including whether a bare positive correlation or
sonme higher degree of correlation ' is nessary to pro-
vide a bais for concluding that the Anancing systemis de-
signed to operate to the peculiar disadvantage of the
comparatively poor," and whether a elam of this sine
and diversity could ever claim the special protection
accorded "suspect" clasm. Then questions need not
be addressed in this cane, however, since appellees' proof
fails to support their allegations or the District Court's

eiwons .
Professor Berke's affidavit is based on a survey of

apprcimately 10% of the school districts in Texas. His
findings, previously sat out in the margin," show only

Ab, it ebould be reesmtised ftat =gem bruae tatutgis
may as otde with any preclin the .at of individual f ami
withiA any ive district. A more d pedabie showing of comspara-
tie wealth discrimnination would sememina fdasr uch as the
averg inanm, the mode, and the aonoentrtion of poor famiies ain
Oy dhaet

Cf. Jeferson v. iockney, 406 U. S. 53, 547-4 (1972); Ely,
Lestive and Adminentrative Motivatirn in Cnitnttional Law,
79 Yale L J. 1206,1258-1259 (1970); Sim o, The School Finance
nDabos: Coflective BUrgaining and Future Finance Systemnu, 82
Yale L. J. 400, 4-440.(1973).

"Stpre, at 15n. 3.
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that the wealthiest few districts in the sample have the
highest median family incomes and spend the most on
education, and that the several poorest districts have the
lowest family incomes and devote the least amount of
money to education. For the remainder of the distaicts-
96 districts composing almost 9 of the sample-the
correlation is inverted, i. e., the districts that spend next
to the most money on education are populated by families
having next to the lowest median family incomes while
the districts spending the least have the highest median

family incomes. It is evident that, even if the con-
ceptual questions were answered favorably to appellees,
no factual basis exists upon which to found a claim of
comparative wealth discrimination."

This brings us, then, to the third way in which the
classification scheme might be derned-district wealth
discrimination. inace the only correlation indicated by
the evidence is between district property wealth and ex-
penditures, it may be argued that discrimination might
be found without regard to the individual income char-
acteristis of district residents. Assuming a perfect corre-
lation between district property wealth and expenditures
from top to bottom, the disadvantaged class might be

"Studies in other States have also questioned the existence of

any dependable correlation between a district's wealth measured
in term of aisembe property and the collective wealth of families
residing in the district measured is terms of median famiy
income. Ridenour & Ridenour, Serrano v. Priest: Wealth and Kan-
sas School Finance, 20 Kan. L. Rev. 213, 225 (1972) ("it can be
argued that there exists in Karnss abost an inverse correlation:
districts with hihest inces, per pups have low asesed value per
pupil, and districts with high asmsed value per pupil have low
income per pupil"); Davis, Taxpaying Ability: A Study of the Re-
latimhip Between Wealth and Income in California Counties, in
The Challenge of Change in School Finance, 10th Nat. Educational
Am. Conf. on School Finance 194 (1067). Note, 81 Yale L. J.,
supra, n. 53. See also Goldstein, supra, n. 38, at 5-527.

I
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viewed as encompassing every child in every district

except the district that has the most assesable wealth

and spends the most on education." Alternatively, as
suggsted in Ma. Juen MASnAnus dissenting opinion,
poet, at 96, the class might be defined more retrictively
to include children in districts with asssble property
which fals below the statewide average, or median, or
below some other artifeially defned level.

However described, it is clear that appellees' suit asks

this Court to extend its most exacting scrutiny to review
a system that allegedly discriminates against a large,
diverse, and amorphous class, unified only by the com-
mon factor of residence in districts that happen to have

less table wealth than other districts." The system
of alleged discrimination and the class it defines have
none of the traditional indicia of suspectness: the claw
is not saddled with such disabilities, or subjected to such

a history of purposeful unequal tratent, or relegated
to such a position of political powerlessness as to com-

mand extraordinary protection from the majoritarian
po-tia pree

We thus conclude that the Texas tysterm does not

operate to the peculiar disadvantage of any suspect class.

'Indeed, this is precisely how the plaintifs in Serrmno v. Priest
defined the ce they purported to repieet: "Pinti children

mna to represent a cua consisting of al public school pupils in
Calfomi, eept hbadren in that school district.. . which .. .

aforde the geatet educational opportunity of all school districts
within Ctrniis.'" 5 Cal 3d, at 5, 487 P. 2d, at 1244. See also
Vs Deserts v. BhteId, 334 F. Supp., at 873.

KAppdless, however, have avoided describing the Texas system
as one resulting Iserely in dertion between districts per se
snice this Court has never questioned the State's power to draw
rese...ble distinctions between poltilsbdivs within its
borders. Gri~ v. County Sehool Board of Prise Edward County,
377 U. S. 218, 230-231 (1964); McGowan v. Maryland, 366 U.S.
420, 427 (1961); Salsburg v. Maryland, 346 U. S. 545, 52 (1954).

DARK PAGE I

2s9
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But in recognition of the fact that this Court has never
heretofore held that wealth discrimination alone provides
an adequate basis for invoking strict scrutiny, appellees
have not relied solely on this contention." They also
assert that the State's system impermissihly interferes
with the exercise of a "fndamental" right and that ac-
cordingly the prior decisions of this Court require the

appliation of the strict standard of jndicial review.
Graham v. Richardson, 408 U 8; 36,375-376 (1971);
Krmwr v. Union Behool District, 395 U. & 821 (19609);
Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U. 8. 618 (1969). It is this
question-whether education is a fundamental right, in
the sense that it is among the rights and liberties pro-
tected by the Constitution-which has so consumed the
attention of courts and commentators in recent years.

B
It Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U. S. 483 (1954),

a unanimous Court recognized that "education is per-
haps the most important function of state and local
governments." Id., at 40. What was said there in the
context of racial discrimination has lost none of its
vitality with the passage of time:

"Compulsory school attendance laws and the great
expenditures for education both daenstrate our

B. g., Harper v. Virginis Bd. of Elections, 383 U.S. 68 (l9);
United Stesa v. Kras, 400 U. S. 44 (1973). See Ms. Jueires
Mla Le dh.st opinion, post, at 121.

*Se &proe v. Print, spra; Vn Duswts v. l tdes, afpro;
Robims v. Cam, 118 N. J. Super. 28, 287 A. 2d 187 (1972);
Coons, Qune & sma, aspre, n. 13, at 3 1-S; Goam '

ebpre, n. 38, at 134-41; iVra, Unequ Educational Expendi-
turs: Some Miuseity Vew. oen Sorrno v. Pirst, 37 Mo. L. Rev.

617, 618404 (1972); Can tEducational Finaeia, Equal
Protection 01 the Laws, and the SupeA s Court, 70 Mich. L. Rev.

1324, 1335-1342 (1972); Note, The Public School Freing Cus:
Inta aeries Inequakis and Wealth Dierimination, 14 Aris. L
Rev. 88, 120-124 (1972).

BLEED THIU
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recognition of the importance of education to our
dematic society. It is required in the perform-
an of our most basic public responsibilities, even
service in the armed forces. It is the very founda-
tion of good citizenship. Today it is a principal in-
strument in awakening the child to cultural values,
in preparing him for later professional training, and
in helping him to adjust normally to his environ-
ment. In these days, it is doubtful that any child
may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he
is denied the opportunity of an education. Such an
opportunity, where the state has undertaken to pro-
vide it, is a right which must be made available to
all on equal terms." Ibid.

This theme, expressing an abiding respect for the vital
role of education in a free society, may be found in
numerous opinions of Justices of this Court writing
both before and after Brown was decided. Wisconsin v.
Yoder, 406 U. S. 205, 213 (BaEa, C. J.), 237, 238-239
(Wirt, J.), (1972); Abington &hool Diet. v. Schempp,
374 U. S. 203, 230 k 1963) (BaWNNAN, J.) ; McCollum v.
Board of Education, 413 U. S. 208, 212 (1948) (Frank-
furter, J.); Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U. 8. 510
(1925); Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U. S.390(1923); Inter-
state Consolidated Street R. Co. v. Massachusetts, 207
U. S. 79 (1907).

Nothing this Court holds today in any way detracts
from our historic dedication to public education. We
are in complete agreement with the conclusion of the
three-judge panel below that "the grave significance
of education both to the individual and to our society"
cannot be doubted." But the importance of a service
performed by the State does not determine whether it
must be regarded as fundamental for purposes of exami-
nation under the Equal Protection Clause. Mr. Justice

"337 F. Supp., at 283.
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Harlan, dissenting from the Court's application of strict

scrutiny to a law impinging upon the right of interstate
travel, admonished that "[v]irtually every state statute

affects important rights." Shapiro v. Thompson, 394
U. S., at 655, 661. In his view, if the degree of judicial
scrutiny of state legislation fluctuated, depending on
a majority's view of the importance of the interest

affected, we would have gone "far toward making this
Court a 'super-legislature.'" Ibid. We would, indeed,
then be assuming a legislative role and one for which

the Court lacks both authority and competence. But
Ma. Jus-rIcE Sswar's response in Shapiro to Mr. Jus-

tice Harlan's concern correctly articulates the limits of
the fundamental-rights rationale employed in the Court's
equal protection decisions:

"The Court today does not 'pick out particular
human activities, charaeteriae them as "funda-
mental," and give them added protection .... ' To
the contrary, the Court simply recognizes, as it
must, an established constitutional right, and gives
to that right no less protection than the Consti-
tution itself demands." Id., at 642. (Emphasis in
original.)

Ma. JUSTIcE STEwAr's statement serves to underline
what the opinion of the Court in Shapiro makes clear.
In subjecting to strict judicial scrutiny state welfare
eligibility statutes that imposed a one-year durational
residency requirement as a precondition to receiving
AFDC benefits, the Court explained:

"[I]n moving from State to State ... appellees were
exercising a constitutional right, and any clasihca-
tion which serves to penalize the exercise of that
right, unless shown to be necessary to promote a
competing governmental interest, is unconstitu-
tional." Id., at 634. (Emphasis in original.)

I



OCTOBER T!M, 1972

Opinion of the Court 411 U.S.

The right to interstate travel had long been recognised
as a right of constitutional ignieance," and the Court's
decision, therefore, did not require an ad hoc determi-
nation as to the social or economic importance of that
right."

LIAdsey v. Nornet, 406 U. S. 56 (1972), decided only
last Term, firmly reiterates that social importance is
not the critical determinant for subjecting state legisla-
tion to strict scrutiny. The complainants in that Case,
involving a challenge to the procedural limitations im-
posed on tenants in suits brought by landlords under
Oregon's Forcible Entry and Wrongful Detainer Law,
urged the Court to examine the operation of the statute
under "a more stringent standard than mere rationality."
Id., at 73. The tenants argued that the statutory limita-
tions implicated "fundamental interests which are par-
ticularly important to the poor," such as the "'need for
decent shelter'" and the "'right to retain peaceful pos-
session of one's home.' " Ibid. Ma. JusrIca Warn's
analysis, in his opinion for the Court, is instructive:

"We do not denigrate the importance of decent,
safe, and sanitary housing. But the Constitution
does not provide judicial remedies for every social
and economic ill. We are unable to perceive in
that document any constitutional guarantee of access

"BE. g., Uaited Stae v. twit, 383 U. S. 745, 757-759 (1966);
Oregon v. Mitct, 400 U. S. 112, 229, 287-38 (190) (opinion of
haxxAX, Warra, and MaasSaLL, JJ.).

" After Dendridge v. W lms, 397 U. S. 471 (1970), there could
be no lining qetin about the constitutional foundatin for
the Court's holding in rpiro. In Dandridge, the Court applied
the rational-basis test in reviewing Maryland's marimum family
Rant proves under its AFDC program. A federal district court
held the proision un1sittoa, applying a stricter standard

of review. In the course of reveming the lower court, the Court
distingued mire properly on the ground that in that case
"the Court found state interference with the constitutionally pro-
tected freedom of interstate travel." Id., at 484 n. 16.

- -
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to awellings of a particular quality or any recogni-
tion of the right of a tenant to occupy the real

property of his landlord beyond the term of his

lease, without the payment of rent .... Absent

constitutional mandate, the assurance of adequate
housing and the definition of landlord-tenant rela-

tionships are legislative, not judicial, functions."

Id., at 74. (Emphasis supplied.)

Similarly, in Dandridge v. Wiliams, 397 U. S. 471

(1970), the Court's explicit recognition of the fact that

the "administration of public welfare assistance ... in-

volves the most basic economic needs of impoverished

human beings," id., at 485," provided no basis for depart-

ing from the settled mode of constitutional analysis of

legislative classifications involving questions of economic

and social policy. As in the case of housing, the central

importance of welfare benefits to the poor was not an

adequate foundation for requiring the State to justify its

law by showing some compelling state interest. See also

Jefferson v. Hackney, 406 U. 8. 535 (1972); Richardson

v. Beecher, 404 U. 8. 78 (1971).
The lesson of these cases in addressing the question

now before the Court is plain. It is not the province
of this Court to create substantive constitutional rights
in the name of guaranteeing equal protection of the laws.

Thus, the key to discovering whether education is "funda-

mental" is not to be found in comparisons of the relative
societal significance of education as opposed to subsistence

or housing. Nor is it to be found by weighing whether
education is as important as the right to travel. Rather,
the answer lies in assessing whether there is a right to

education explicitly or implicitly guaranteed by the Con-

e2 The Court refused to apply the strict-scrutiny test despite its

contemporaous recognition in Goldberg v. KeUy, 397 U. 8. 254,
264 (1970) that "welfare provides the means to obtain emential

food, clothing, housing, and medical care."
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stitution. Bisenstadt v. Baird, 406 U. g. 438 (1972);
Dunn v. Blumstein, 406 U. S. 330 (1972); * Police Dept.

of Chicago v. Monley, 408 U. S. 92 (1972); "a Skinner v.

Oklahoma, 316 U. 8. 535 (1942).'

" In Eisenstadt, the Court struck down a Massachusetts statute

that prohibited the distribution of contraceptive devices, finding that
the law failed "to satisfy even the more lenient equal protection

standard." 406 U. S., at 447n.7. Nevertheless in dictum, the Court

recited the correct form of equal protection analysis: "[I]f we were

to conclude that the Massachusetts statute impinges upon funda-

mental freedom under Griswod [v. Connecticut, 381 U. S. 479

(IM)], the statutory classifeation would have to be not merely
rationally related to a valid public purpose but necessary to the

achievement of a composing state interest." Ibid. (emphasis in
original).

"Da fully canvasses this Court's voting rights case and ex-

plains that "this Court has made clear that a eitisen has a con-
stitutionay protected right to participate in elections on an equal
basis with other oitisems in the juriedieticn " 496 U. S., at 386 (mi-
phais supplied). The eontitutimalunrpinnins of the right to

eqa treatment in the voting process can no longer be doubted even
though, as the Court noted in Harper v. Virginia Rd. of Elections,
383 U. S., at 665, "the right to vote in state elections is nowhere

expressly mentioned." See Oregon v. Mitchell, 400 U. S., at 135,
138-144 (Douotae, J.), 220, 241-4 (huseNAN, Wurre, and Man-

Ra, JJ.); BuLock v. Carter, 406 U. S., at 140-144; Krnwr v.
Union S&aoL District, 396 U. 8. 621, 62480 (1969); Wi siew vT.
Rhodes, 393 U. 8. 23, 29, 30-31 (1968); Reynolds v. Simes, 377 U. S.
533, 554-66 (1964); Gray v. &mandme, 372 U.S.368,379-381 (1963).

"In Moeley, the Court struck down a Chicago antipicketing
ordinance that exempted labor picketing from its prohibitions. The
ordinance was held invald under the Equal Protection Clause
after subjecting it to careful scrutiny and finding that the ordinance

was not narrowly drawn. The stricter standard of review was appro-
priately applied since the ordinance was one "affecting First Amend-

meant interest." 408 U. 8., at 101.
a Skinner applied the standard of close scrutiny to a state law

permitting forced sterilization of "habitual criminals." Implicit in

the Court's opinion is the recognition that the right of procreation

is among the rights of personal privacy protected under the Consti-

tution. See Roe v. Wade, 410 U. S. 113, 152 (1973).
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Education, of course, is not among the rights afforded
explicit protection under our Federal Constitution. Nor
do we find any basis for saying it is implicitly so protected.
As we have said, the undisputed importance of education
will not alone cause this Court to depart from the usual
standard for reviewing a State's social and economic legis-
lation. It is appellees' contention, however, that educa-
tion is distinguishable from other services and benefits
provided by the State because it bears a peculiarly close
relationship to other rights and liberties accorded pro-
tection under the Constitution. Specifically, they insist
that education is itself a fundamental personal right be-
cause it is essential to the effective exercise of First
Amendment freedoms and to intelligent utilization of the
right to vote. In asserting a nexus between speech and
education, appellees urge that the right to speak is mean-
ingless unless the speaker is capable of articulating his
thoughts intelligently and persuasively. The "market-
place of ideas" is an empty forum for those lacking basic
communicative tools. Likewise, they argue that the
corollary right to receive information " becomes little
more than a hollow privilege when the recipient has not
been taught to read, assimilate, and utilize available
knowledge.

A similar line of reasoning is pursued with respect
to the right to vote." Exercise of the franchise, it is con-
tended, cannot be divorced from the educational foun-

"See, e. g., Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v. FCC, 395 U. S. 367,
389-390 (1969); Stanley v. Georgia, 394 U. 8. 567, 564 (1960);
Lamont v. Postmaster General, 381 U. S. 301, 306-307 (1965).

"Since the right to vote, per s, is not a constitutionally pro-
tected right, we assume that appellees' references to that right are
simply shorthand references to the protected right, implicit in our
constitutional system, to participate in state elections on an equal
basis with other qualified voters whenever the State has adopted
an elective process for determining who will represent any segment
of the State's population. See n. 74, supra.
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dation of the voter. The electoral process, if reality is

to conform to the democratic ideal, depends on an in-

formed electorate: a voter cannot cast his ballot intelli-

gently unless his reading skills and thought proese

have been adequately developed.
We need not dispute any of these propositions. The

Court has long afforded salous protection against un-

justifiable governmental interferenewith the individ-

uaVs rights to speak and to vote. Yet we have never

prsmd to possess either the ability or the authority

to guarantee to the citizenry the most effective speech or

the most informed electoral choice. That these may be

desirable goals of a system of freedom of expression and

of a representative form of government is not to be

doubt." These are indeed goals to be pursued by a

people whose thoughts and beliefs are freed from govern-

mental interference. But they are not values to be

implemented by judicial intrusion into otherwise legiti-
mate state activities.

Even if it were conceded that some identifiable quan-

tum of education is a constitutionally protected prerequi-

site to the meaningful exercise of either right, we have no

indication that the present levels of educational expendi-

The States have ofte pursued their entirely legitimate interest

in ainuring "inteligent exercise of the franchise," Katsenbech v.

Morgan, 384 U. S. 641, 655 (1966), through such drieis as lit-

eacy tests and age restrictiom on the right to vote. See ibid.,

Ortoe v. Mitchel, 4(0 U. S. 112 (1970). And, whee those restric-

tions have been found to promote intelligent ue of the ballot without

diseriminatiug against those racial and ethnic minorities previondy

deprived of an equal educational opportunity, this Court has upheld

their use. Conpare Laester v. Nortampton County Bd. el. mc-
tions, 360 U. S. 46 (1960), with Oregon v. Mitchell, uzpra, at 133

(Black, J.), 135, 144-147 (DoveLAs, J.), 152, 216-217 (Harlan, J.),

229, 231-286 ( morra, Wzrra, and MaSa,, JJ.), 281, 282-284

(Bswawr, J.), and Gaston County v. United State, 305 U. 8. 285

(1960).

36
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tures in Texas provide an education that fails short.
Whatever merit appellees' argument might have if a
State's financing system occasioned an absolute denial of

educational opportunities to any of its children, that
argument provides no basis for finding an interference
with fundamental rights where only relative differences in
spending levels are involved and where-as is true in the
present case-no charge fairly could be made that the
system fails to provide each child with an opportunity
to acquire the basic minimal shills necessary for the enjoy-
Ment of the rights of speech and of full participation in
the political process.

Furthermore, the logical limitations on appellees' nexus

theory are difficult to perceive. How, for instance, is
education to be distinguished from the significant per-
sonal interests in the basics of decent food and shelter?
Empirical examination might wel buttress an asunp-

tion that the ill-fed, ill-clothed, and ill-housed are among
the most ineffective participants in the political process,
and that they derive the least enjoyment from the
benefits of the First Amendment.* If so, appeDfess'
thesis would cast serious doubt on the authority of Dn-
dridge v. Wiliams, supra, and Lindsey v. Normn t, aps.

We have carefully considered each of the arguments
supportive of the District Court's finding that edues-
tion is a fundamental right or liberty and have found
those arguments unpersuasive. In one further respect
we find this a particularly inappropriate case in which
to subject state action to strict judicial scrutiny. The

present ease, in another basic sense, is signiicantly dif-
ferent from any of the cases in which the Court has

aeSee Schoettle, The Equal Protection Clame in Public Fduca-
tion, 71 Col. L. Rev. 1355, 1389-1390 (1971); Vieira, eupia, u. 68,
at 622-828; Com ent, Tenant Interest Representation: Proposal for
a National Tenants' Association, 47 Tex. L. Rev. 1160, 1172-1173,
n. 61 (1969).

- -J_ .- 1r1 "U._-
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applied strit rutny to state or federal legislation

touching upon constitutionay protected rights. Each of

our prior emes involved legislation which "deprived,"

"ineinged," or "interfered" with the free exercise of

some such fundamental personal right or liberty. See

Skinner v. Oklahoma, supra, at 538;Shapiro v. Thompson,

supra, at 634; Dunn v. Blumatein, supra, at 338-343.

A critical distinction between those cases and the one

now before us lies in what Texas is endeavoring to do with

respect to education. MR. JUsrca BRZNNAN, writing

for the Court in Katsenbach v. Morgan, 384 U. S. 641

(1966), expresses well the salient point:

"This is not a complaint that Congress. . . has un-

constitutionally denied or diluted anyone's right to

vote but rather that Congress violated the Consti-

tution by not extending the relief effected [to others

similarly situated] ....

"[The federal law in question] does not restrict or

deny the franchise but in effect extends the franchise

to persons who otherwise would be denied it by

state law.... We need only decide whether the

challenged limitation on the relief effected ... was

permissible. In deciding that question, the prin-

ciple that calls for the closest scrutiny of distinc-

tions in laws denying fundamental rights . . . is

Kat enbach v. Morgn involved a challenge by registered voters

n New York City to a provision of the Voting Rights Act of 1965

that prohibited enforcement of a state law calling for English

literacy tests for voting. The law was suspended as to residents

from Puerto Rico who had completed at least six years of educa-

tion at an "American-flag" school in that country even though

the language of instruction was other than English. This Court

upheld the questioned provision of the 1965 Act over the claim that

it discriminated against those with a sixth-grade education obtained

in non-English-speaking schools other than the ones designated by the

federal legislation.

U
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inapplicable; for the distinction challenged by ap-
pellees is presented only as a limitation on a reform
measure aimed at eliminating an existing barrier
to the exercise of the franchise. Rather, in deciding
the constitutional propriety of the limitations in
such a reform measure we are guided by the familiar
principles that a 'statute is not invalid under the
Constitution because it might have gone farther than
it did,' ... that a legislature need not 'strike at all
evils at the same time.' ... and that 'reform may
take one step at a time, addressing itself to the phase
of the problem which seems most acute to the legisla-
tive mind . .. ."' Id., at 656-657. (Emphasis in

original.)

The Texas system of school financing is not unlike the
federal legislation involved in Katsenbach in this regard.
Every step leading to the establishment of the system
Texas utilizes today-including the decisions permitting
localities to tax and expend locally, and creating and
continuously expanding state aid-was implemented in
an effort to extend public education and to improve its
quality." Of course, every reform that benefits some
more than others may be criticized for what it fails
to accomplish. But we think it plain that, in substance,
the thrust of the Texas system is affirmative and re-
formatory and, therefore, should be scrutinized under
judicial principles sensitive to the nature of the State's
efforts and to the rights reserved to the States under she
Constitution."

" Cf. Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U. S. 390 (1923); Pierce v. Society
of Sisters, 268 U. S. 510 (1925); Hargrave v. Kirk, 313 F. Supp.

944 (MD FIa. 1970), vacated, 401 U. S. 476 (1971).
'8 See Schilb v. Kuebel, 404 U. S. 357 (1971); McDonald v.

Board of Election Comm'rs, 394 U. S. 802 (1969).
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C

It should be clear, for the reasons stated above and

in accord with the prior decisions of this Court, that

this is not a case in which the hdalenged state action

must be subjected to the searching judicial scrutiny re-

served for laws that create suspect classifications or

impinge upon constitutionally protected rights
We need not rest our decision, however, solely on the

inappropriateness of the strict-scrutiny test. A century

of Supreme Court adjudication under the Equal Pro-

tection Clause affirmatively supports the application of

the traditional standard of review, which requires only

that the State's system be shown to bear some rational

relationship to legitimate state purposes. This case

represents far more than a challenge to the manner in

which Texas provides for the education of its children.
We have here nothing lees than a direct attack on the

way in which Texas has chosen to raise and disburse

state and local tax revenues. We are asked to condemn

the State's judgment in conferring on political sub-
divisions the power to tax local property to supply reve-

nues for local interests. In so doing, appellees would

have the Court intrude in an area in which it has tradi-

tionally deferred to state legislatures." This Court has

often admonished against such interferer.es with the

State's fiscal policies under the Equal Protection Clause:

"The broad discretion as to classification possessed

by a legislature in the field of taxation has long

been recognised. ... [T]he passage of time has

only served to underscore the wisdom of that recogni-

tion of the large area of discretion which is needed

by a legislature in formulating sound tax poli-

"See, e. g., Beles Gap R. Co.V. Penelvsaass,134 U.8.232 (1890);

Cwieh elv. Southern Cool & Coke Co., 301 U. S. 496, 508609

(1937); Allied Stores of Ohio v. Bowers, 358 U. S. 522 (1959).

I
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eie... . It has . . . been pointed out that in

taxation, even more than in other fields, legislatures

poems the greatest freedom in classifiation. Since
the members of a legislature necessarily enjoy a
familiarity with local conditions which this Court
cannot have, the presumption of constitutionality
can be overcome only by the most explicit demon-
stration that a classification is a hostile and oppres-
sive discrimination against particular persons and
Classes. . . ." Madden v. Kentucky, 309 U. S. 83,
87-88 (1940).

See also Lehnhausen v. Lake Shore Auto Parts Co., 410
U. S. 356 (1973); Wisconsin v. J. C. Penney Co., 311
U. S. 435, 445 (1940).

Thus, we stand on familiar ground when we continue to
acknowledge that the Justices of this Court lack both the
expertise and the familiarity with local problems so neces-
sary to the making of wise decisions with respect to the
raising and disposition of public revenues. Yet, we are
urged to direct the States either to alter drastically the
present system or to throw out the property tax altogether
in favor of some other form of taxation. No scheme of
taxation, whether the tax is imposed on property, in-
come, or purchases of goods and services, has yet been
devised which is free of all discriminatory impact. In
such a complex arena in which no perfect alternatives
exist, the Court does well not to impose too rigorous a
standard of scrutiny lest all local fiscal schemes become
subjects of criticism under the Equal Protection Clause."

" Those who urge that the present system be invalidated offer

little guidance as to what type of school financing should replace
it. The most likely result of rejection of the existing system would
be statewide dancing of all public education with funds derived from
taxation of property or from the adoption or eipmo n of sales and
income taxes. See Simon, supra, n. 02. The authors of Private

Wealth and Public Education, supra, n. 13, at 201-242, suggest an
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In addition to matters of fiscal policy, this case also

involves the most persistent and difficult questions of
ed national policy, another area in which this Court's

lack of specialized knowledge and experience counsels

against premature interference with the informed judg-
metan made at the state and local levels. Education,
perhaps even more than welfare assistance, presents a

myriad of "intractable economic, social, and even philo-

sophical problem." Dandridge v. Wdliams, 397 U. S.,
at 487. The very complexity of the problems of financing
and managing a statewide public school system suggests
that "there will be more than one constitutionally per-
missible method of solving them," and that, within the

limits of rationality, "the legislature's efforts to tackle

the problems" should be entitled to respect. Jefferson v.

Hackney, 406 U. S., at 548-547. On even the most

basic questions in this area the scholars and educa-
tional experts are wvided. Indeed, one of the major

alternative scheme, known as "district power equalizing." In simplest
terms, the State would guarantee that at any particular rate of

property taxation the district would receive a stated number of

dollars regarduss of the districts tax base. To finance the subsidies
to "poorer" districts, funds would be taken away from the "wealthier"
districts that, because of their higher property values, collect more
than the stated amount at any given rate. Thiiisnot the place to

weigh the arguments for and against "district power equalizing," be-

yond noting that commentators are in disagreement as to whether
it is feasible, how it would work, and indeed whether it would violate
the equal protection theory underlying appeles' case. President's
Commission on School Finance, Schools, People, & Money 32-33

(1972); Bateman & Brown, Some Reflections on &rroano v. Priest, 49

J. Urban L. 701, 706-708 (1972); Brest, Book Review, 23 Stan. L.
Rev. 591, 594-896 (1971); Goldstein, supro, n. 38, at 542-543; Wise,
School Finance Equalisation Lawsuits: A Model Legislative Re-
sponse, 2 Yale Rev. of L. & Soc. Action 123, 125 (1971); Silard
& White, Intrastate Inequalities in Public Education: The Case

for Judicial Relief Under the Equal Protection Clause, 1970 Wis.
L. Rev. 7, 29-30.

1

MOM
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sources of controversy concerns the extent to which
there is a demonstrable correlation between educa-
tional expenditures and the quality of education "-
an assumed correlation underlying virtually every legal
conclusion drawn by the District Court in this case.
Related to the questioned relationship between cost and
quality is the equally unsettled controversy as to the
proper goals of a system of public educations" And
the question regarding the most effective relationship
beween state boards of education and local school boards,
in terms of their respective responsibilities and degrees
of control, is now undergoing searching re-examina-
tion. The ultimate wisdom as to these and related
problems of education is not likely to be divined for
all time even by the scholars who now so earnestly debate
the issues. In such circumstances, the judiciary is well
advised to refrain from imposing on the States in-
flexible constitutional restraints that could circumscribe
or handicap the continued research and experimentation
so vital to finding even partial solutions to educational
problems and to keeping abreast of ever-changing
conditions.

" The quality-cost controversy has received considerable atten-
tion. Among the notable authorities on both sides are the follow-
ing: C. Jeneks, Inequality (1972); C. Silberman, Crisis in the
Classroom (1970); U. S. Office of Education, Equality of Fucational
Opportunity (1968) (the Coleman Report); On Equality of Educa-
tional Opportunity (F. Mosteller & D. Moynihan eds. 1972);
J. Guthrie, G. Kleindorfer, H. Levin & R. Stout, Schools and In-
equality (1971); President's Commission on School Finance, supra,
n. 85; Swanson, The Cost-Quality Relationship, in The Challenge of
Change in School Finance, 10th Nat. Educational Assn. Conf. on
School Finance 151 (1967).
8 See the results of the Texas Governor's Committee's statewide

survey on the goals of education in that State. 1 Governor's
Committee Report 59-88. See also Goldstein, supra, n. 38, at 519-
522; Schoettle, supra, n. 80; authorities cited in n. 86, supra.
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ever, has been content to rely alone on funds from the

Foundation Program.

By virtue of the obligation to fulfill its Local Fund

Alignment, every district must impose an ad valorem

tax on property located within its borders. The Fund

Assgnment was designed to remain sufficiently low to

assure that each district would have some ability to

provide a more enriched educational program." Every

district supplements its Foundation grant in this manner.

In some districts, the local property tax contribution is
insubstantial, as in Edgewood where the supplement

was only $26per pupil in1967. In other districts, the

local share may far exceed even the total Foundation

grant. In part, local differences are attributable to dif-

ferences in the rates of taxation or in the degree to which

the market value for any category of property varies from

its.assesed value.1" The greatest interdistrict disparities,

however, are attributable to differences in the amount of

assessable property available within any district. Those

districts that have more property, or more valuable prop-

erty, have a greater capability for supplementing state

funds. In large measure, these additional local revenues

are devoted to paying higher salaries to more teachers.

Therefore, the primary distinguishing attributes of schools

in property-affluent districts are lower pupil-teacher ratios

and higher salary schedules."'

Gilmer-Aikin Committee, eupra, n. 15, at 15.
100 There is no uniform statewide asmenent practice in Texas.

Commercial property, for example, might be ashamed at 30% of

market value in one county and at 50% in another. 5 Governor's

Committee Report 25.26; Berke, Carnevale, Morgan & White, supra,

n. 29, at 666-667, n. 16.
!°1Texas Research League, supra, n. 20, at 18. Texas, in this

regard, is not unlike most other States. One commentator has ob-

served that "disparities in expenditures appear to be largely ex-

46
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This, then, is the basic outline of the Texas school
financing structure. Because of differences in expendi-
ture levels occasioned by disparities in property tax in-
come, appellees claim that children in less affluent districts
have been made the subject of invidious discrimination.
The District Court found that the State had failed even
"to establish a reasonable basis" for a system that results
in different levels of per-pupil expenditure. 337 F. Supp.,
at 284. We disagree.

In its reliance on state as well as local resources, the
Texas system is comparable to the systems employed

plained by variations in teacher salaries." Simon, supra, n. 62, at
413.

As previously noted, see text accompanying n. 86, espra, the extent
to which the quality of education varies with expenditure per pupil is
debated inconclusively by the most thoughtful students of public edu-
cation. While all would agree that there is a correlation up to the
point of providing the recognized essentials in facilities and academic
opportunities, the issues of greatest disagreement include the efect on
the quality of education of pupil-teacher ratios and of higher teacher
salary schedules. E. g., Office of Education, supra, n. 86, at 316-319.
The state funding in Texas is designed to assure, on the average, one
teacher for every 25 students, which is considered to be a favorable
ratio by most standards. Whether the minimum salary of 86,000 per
year is sufficient in Texas to attract qualified teachers may be more
debatable, depending in major part upon the location of the school
district. But there appear to be few empirical data that support
the advantage of any particular pupil-teacher ratio or that document
the existence of a dependable correlation between the level of public
school teachers' salaries and the quality of their classroom instruc-
tion. An intractable problem in dealing with teachers' salaries is the
absence, up to this time, of satisfactory techniques for judging
their ability or performance. Relatively few school systems have
merit plans of any kind, with the result that teachers' salaries are
usually increased across the board in a way which tends to reward the
least deserving on the same basis as the most deserving. Salaries are
usually raised automatically on the basis of length of service and
according to predetermined "steps," extending over 10- to 12-year
periods.

M
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in virtually every other State.'" The power to tax local

property for educational purposes has been recognized

in Texas at least since 1883.1" When the growth of

commercial and industrial centers and accompanying
shifts in population began to create disparities in local

resources, Texas undertook a program calling for a con-

siderable investment of state funds.
The "foundation grant" theory upon which Texas

legislators and educators based the Gilmer-Aikin bills,

was a product of the pioneering work of two New York

educational reformers in the 1920's, George D. Strayer

and Robert M. Haig.'" Their efforts were devoted to

establishing a means of guaranteeing a minimum state-

wide educational program without sacrificing the vital

element of local participation. The Strayer-Haig thesis

in President's Commission on School Finance, supra, n. 85, at 9.

Until recently, Hawaii was the only State that maintained a purely

state-funded educational program. In 1968, however, that State

amended its educational finance statute to permit counties to collect

additional funds locally and spend those amounts on its schools. The

rationale for that recent legislative choice is instructive on the

question before the Court today:
"Under existing law, counties are precluded from doing anything

in this area, even to spend their own funds if they so desire. This

corrective legislation is urgently needed in order to allow counties

to go above and beyond the State's standards and provide educa-

tional facilities as good as the people of the counties want and

are willing to pay for. Allowing local communities to go above

and beyond established minimums to provide for their people encour-

ages the best features of democratic government." Haw. Sees. Laws

1968, Act 38, 11.
1e1 See text accompanying n. 7, supra.
304G. Strayer & R. Haig, The Financing of Education in the State

of New York (1923). For a thorough analysis of the contribution

of these reformers and of the prior and subsequent history of edu-

cational finance, see Coons, Clune & Sugarman, supra, n. 13, at 39-95.

r
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represented an accommodation between these two com-
peting forces. As articulated by Professor Coleman:

"The history of education since the industrial
revolution shows a continual struggle between two
forces: the desire by members of society to have
educational opportunity for all children, and the
desire of each family to provide the best education
it can afford for its own children."'"

The Texas system of school finance is responsive to
these two forces. While assuring a basic education for
every child in the State, it permits and encourages a large
measure of participation in and control of each district's
schools at the local level. In an era that has witnessed a
consistent trend toward centralization of the functions of
government, local sharing of responsibility for public edu-
cation has survived. The merit of local control was recog-
nised last Term in both the majority and dissenting opin-
ions in Wright v. Council of the City of Emporia, 407 U. S.
451 (1972). Ma. JusTIca STmwAaT stated there that
"[d]irect control over decisions vitally affecting the educa-
tion of one's children is a need that is strongly felt in our
society." Id., at 469. Tua CuF Jusrics, in his dis-
sent, agreed that localcl control is not only vital to con-
tinued public support of the schools, but it is of over-
riding importance from an educational standpoint as
well." Id., at 478.

The persistence of attachment to government at
the lowest level where education is concerned reflects
the depth of commitment of its supporters. In part,
local control means, as Professor Coleman suggests, the
freedom to devote more money to the education of one's
children. Equally important, however, is the opportunity

10 J. Coleman, Foreword to Strayer & Haig, supra, at vii.

R
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it offers for participation in the decisionmaking proc-
ess that determines how those local tax dollars will be

spent. Each locality is free to tailor local programs to

local needs. Pluralism also affords some opportunity
for experimentation, innovation, and a healthy competi-
tion for educational excellence. An analogy to the

Nation-State relationship in our federal system seems

uniquely appropriate. Mr. Justice Brandeis identified
as one of the peculiar strengths of our form of govern-
ment each State's freedom to "serve as a laboratory;
and try novel social and economic experiments."'" No

area of social concern stands to profit more from a multi-

plicity of viewpoints and from a diversity of approaches
than does public education.

Appellees do not question the propriety of Texas'
dedication to local control of education. To the contrary,
they attack the school-financing system precisely because,
in their view, it does not provide the same level of local
control and fiscal flexibility in all districts. Appellees

suggest that local control could be preserved and pro-
moted under other financing systems that resulted in
more equality in educational expenditures. While it is

no doubt true that reliance on local property taxation
for school revenues provides less freedom of choice with re-
spect to expenditures for some districts than for others.'"

'"New State Ice Co. v. Liebmann, 285 U. S. 262, 280, 311 (1932)
(Brandeis, J., dissenting).

''Ma. Jusrica Wxrra suggests in his dissent that the Texas

system violates the Equal Protection Clause because the means it has

selected to effectuate its interest in local autonomy fail to guarantee

complete freedom of choice to every district. He places special

emphasis on the statutory provision that establishes a maximum rate

of $1.50 per $100 valuation at which a local school district may tax

for school maintenance. Tex. Educ. Code Ann. 120.04 (d) (1972).

The maintenance rate in Edgewood when this case was litigated in the

District Court was $.55 per $100, barely one-third of the allowable
rate. (The tax rate of $1.05 per $100, see supra, at 12, is the equalized

I
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the existence of "some inequality" in the manner in
which the State's rationale is achieved is not alone a
sufficient basis for striking down the entire system.
McGowan v. Maryland, 366 U. S. 420, 425-426 (1961).
It may not be condemned simply because it imperfectly
effectuates the State's goals. Dandridge v. Williame, 397
U. S., at 485. Nor must the financing system fail be-
cause, as appellees suggest, other methods of satisfying
the State's interest, which occasion "less drastic"
disparities in expenditures, might be conceived. Only
where state action impinges on the exercise of funda-
mental constitutional rights or liberties must it be
found to have chosen the least restrictive alternative.
Cf. Dunn v. Blumatein, 405 U. S., at 343; Shelton v.
Tucker, 364 U. S. 479, 488 (1960). It is also well to
remember that even those districts that have reduced
ability to make free decisions with respect to how much
they spend on education still retain under the present sys-
tem a large measure of authority as to how available
funds will be allocated. They further enjoy the power
to make numerous other decisions with respect to the
operation of the schools.'" The people of Texas may be

rate for maintenance and for the retirement of bonds.) Appellees do
not claim that the ceiling presently bars desired tax increases in Edge-
wood or in any other Texas district. Therefore, the constitutionality
of that statutory provision is not before us and must await litigation
in a case in which it is properly presented. Cf. Hargrave v. Kirk,
313 F. Supp. 944 (MD Fla. 1970), vacated, 401 U. S. 476 (1971).

1" Ma. JUsTICE MARSHALL states in his dissenting opinion that
the State's asserted interest in local control is a "mere sham," poet,
at 130, and that it has been offered, not as a legitimate justification,
but "as an excuse ... for interdistrict inequality." Id., at 126. In
addition to asserting that local control would be preserved and pos-
sibly better served under other systems-a consideration that we
find irrelevant for the purpose of deciding whether the system may be
said to be supported by a legitimate and reasonable basis-the dis-
sent suggests that Texas' lack of good faith may be demonstrated

g
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justified in believing that other systems of school financ-

ing, whm place more of the financial responsibility in the

hanns of the State, will result in a comparable lessening
of desired local autonomy. That is, they may believe

by maxmning the extent to which the State a ready maintains con-
sidrasble control. The State, we are told, regulates "the most minute
deta of lema pubsi ehatesin," ibd., indluing textbook selection,
tache qaseatioea, and the length of the schol day. This ecr-

tin, that gu-ine local control does not e in Ta , simply
cannot be supported. It is abundantly refuted by the elborate
statutory division of responBities set out in the Tarn EdUeation
Code. Although policy dacimnnakig and supervision a certain
areas are reserved to the State, the day-day authority ove the
"managesnant and control" of all public elemmentary and seesdary
schools is squarely placed on the local school boards. Ti. Edi.
Code Ann. if17.01,28.26 (1972). Among the imia specie

powers of the local school authorities are the fdaowing: the power of
Minent dnain to acquire land for the construction of school faeli-

ties, id., 17.26, 23.26; the power to hire and ternat te aes and
other personnel, id., 0f13.101-13.101; the power to desgnate condi-
tions of teae employment and to establish certain standards of ed-

ucational policy, id., 113.901; the power to maintain oe and dici-

pline, id., 121.306, including the prerogative to spend students for

disciplinary reasons, id., 121.301; the power to decide whether to offer
a kindergarten program, id., i 21.131-21.136, or a vocational train-

ing program, id., 121.111, or a program of special education for

the haniapped, id., $11.16; the power to control the aminent

and transfer of students, id., $121.074-21.00; and the power to

operate and maintain a school bus program, id., 116.62. See also

Peris v. LaMarque lad. School Diet., 328 F. Supp. 6,64-64

(SD Tea. 1971), reversed, 466 F. 2d 1064 (CAS 1972); Nichols

v. Aldis. lid. School Didt., 3568. W. 2d 182 (Te. Clv. App. 1962).
Local school boards also determine attendance :ones, location of

new schools, closing of old ones, school attendance hours (within
limits), grading and promotion policies subject to general guide-

lines, recreational and athletic policies, and a myriad of other mat-
ters in the routine of school administration. It cannot be seriously
doubted that in Texas education remains largely a local function,
and that the preponderating bulk of all decisions affecting the
schools is made and executed at the local level, guaranteeing the

greatest participation by those most directly concerned.
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that along with increased control of the purse strings
at the state level will go increased control over local

policies
Appellees further urge that the Texas system is uncon-

stitutionally arbitrary because it allows the availahility
Of la cable1 resure to turn on "hpenstane.t

They see no justification for a system that allows, as
they contend, the quality of education to fluctuate on the
basis of the fortuitous positioning of the boundary lines
of political subdivisions and the location of valuable eam-
mercial and industrial property. But any scheme of

* This theme-that greater state control over funding wil lead
to greater state power with respect to local edateonal program
and policie-is a recurrent one in the literature on financing public
education. Professor Simon, in his thoughtful analysis of the po-
litical radiation of this case, states that one of the most ikely
consequence of the District Court's decision would be an increase
in the entralisation of school anes and an ineaserse i the ex-
tent of collective bargaining by tach unions at the state
level. He suggests that the subjects for bargaining may include
many "non-salary" items, such as teaching loads, elam sise, curricular
and program choices, questions of student discipline, and selection
of administrative personnel-matters traditionally decided heretofore
at the local level. Simon, eWpre, D. 62, at 434-436. See, e. g., Cole-
man, The Strule for Control of Education, in Education and Social
Policy: Local Control of Education 64,77-79 (C. Bowers, I. Housego
& D. Dyke eds. 1970); J. Conant, The Child, The Parent, and The
State 27 (1959) ("Unless a local community, through its school board,
has some control over the purse, there can be little real feeling in the
community that the schools are in fact local schools .. ."); Howe,
Anatomy of a Revolution, in Saturday Review 84,8g (Nov. 20,1971)
("It is an axiom of American politics that control and power folow
money .. ."); R. Hutchinson, State-Adminisred Locally-Shared
Taxes 21 (1931) ("(State administration of taxation is the first step
toward state control of the functions supported by these taxes ... ").
Irrespective of whether one regards such prospects as detrimental,
or whether he agrees that the consequence is inevitable, it certainly
cannot be doubted that there is a rational basis for this concern on
the part of parents, educators, and legislators.
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local taltion-indeed the very existence of identifiable

local governmental unit-requi the establimshent of

jurisdictional boundaries that are inevitably arbitrary.
it is equally inevitable that some localities are going
to be blered with more taxable assets than others."* Nor

is loea wealth a state quantity. Changes in the level

of taxable wealth within any district may result from

any number of events, fie of which local residents
can and do influence. For instance, commercal and

industrial enterprises may be encouraged to locate within

a district by various actions-public and private.

Moreover, if local taxation for local expenditures were

an unconstitutional method of providing for education

then it might be an equally impermissible mans of pro-

viding other necessary services customarily financed

largely from local property taxes, including local police

and ire protection, public health and hospitals, and pub-

lic utility facilities of various kinds. We perceive no

justification for such a severe denigration of local property
taxation and control as would follow from appellees' con-

tentions. It has simply never been within the constitu-

tional prerogative of this Court to nullify statewide meas-

ures for financing public services merely because the

burdens or benefits thereof fall unevenly depending upon

the relative wealth of the political subdivisions in which

citizens live.
In sum, to the extent that the Texas system of school

financing results in unequal expenditures between chil-

ne This Court has never doubted the propriety of maintaining

political subdivision within the States and has never found in the

Equal Protection Clas any per as rule of "territorial uniformity."
McGowan v. Maryland, 366 U. S., at 427. See also Grifin v.

County Beool Board of Prince Edward County, 377 U. S., at 230-

231; &adsburg v. Maryland, 346 U. S. 545 (1954). Cf. Board of

Education of Mvskogee v. Okakoma, 409 F. 2d 665, 668 (CA10

1969).

. .... ...--. . - - - - - IEo
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dren who happen to reside in different districts, we cannot
say that such disparities are the product of a system that
is so irrational as to be invidiously discriminatory.
Texas has acknowledged its shortcomings and has per-
sistently endeavored-not without some success-to
ameliorate the differences in levels of expenditures with-
out acrieing the benefits of local participation. The
Texas plan is not the result of hurried, ill-conceived
legislation. It certainly is not the product of pur-
poseful discrimination against any group or class. On
the contrary, it is rooted in decades of experience in
Texas and elsewhere, and in major part is the product
of responsible studies by qualified people. In giving
substance to the presumption of validity to which the
Texas system is entitled, Linduley v. Natural Carbonic
Gas Co., 220 U. S. 61, 78 (1911), it is important to
remember that at every stage of its development it has
constituted a "rough accommodation" of interests in an
effort to arrive at practical and workable solutions.
Metropolis Theatre Co. v. City of Chicago, 228 U. S. 61,
69-70 (1913). One also must remember that the system
here challenged is not peculiar to Texas or to any other
State. In its essential characteristics, the Texas plan for
financing public education reflects what many educators
for a half century have thought was an enlightened ap-
proach to a problem for which there is no perfect solution.
We are unwilling to assume for ourselves a level of
wisdom superior to that of legislators, scholars, and edu-
cational authorities in 50 States, especially where the
alternatives proposed are only recently conceived and no-
where yet tested. The constitutional standard under the
Equal Protection Clause is whether the challenged state
action rationally furthers a legitimate state purpose or
interest. McGinnis v. Royster, 410 U. S. 263, 270 (1973).
We hold that the Texas plan abundantly satisfies this
standard.
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In light of the considerable attention that has focused

onheDistrict Court opinion in thiseare and on its

Ca fornia predecessor, Srrno v. Prist, 5 Cal. 3d 584

487 P. 2d 1241 (1971), a cautionry patsript seems

appropriate. It cannot be questioned that the consti-

tutional judgment reached by the District Court and

approved by our dissenting Brothers today would oc-

casion in Texas and elsewhere an unprecedented up-
heaval in public education. Snm commentators have

concluded that, whatever the contours of the alternative

fnancing programs that might be devised and approved,
the result could not avoid being a benefiial one. But,

just as there is nothing simple about the constitutional

issues involved in these eases, there is nothing simple or

certain about predictng the consequences of massive

change in the financing and control of public education.
Those who have devoted the most thoughtful attention

to the practical ramifiations of these cases have found

no clear or dependable answers and their scholarship
reflects no such unqualified confidence in the desirability

of completely uprooting the existing system.

The complexity of these problems is demonstrated by

the lack of consensus with respect to whether it may be

said with any assurance that the poor, the racial minori-

ties, or the children in overburdened core-city school dis-

tricts would be benefited by abrogation of traditional

modes of financing education. Unless there is to be a

substantial increase in state expenditures on education

woes the board-an event the likelihood of which is

open to considerable question "'-these groups stand to

"uAny alternative that cals for significant increases in expendi-

tures for education, whether financed through increases in property

taxation or through other sources of tax dollars, such as income and

Eu
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realize gains in terms of increased per-pupil expenditures
only if they reside in districts that presently spend at
relatively low levels, i. e., in those districts that would
benefit from the redistribution of existing reourees.
Yet, recent studies have indicated that the poorest fam-
ilies are not invariably clustered in the most impecunious
school districts?" Nor does it now appear that there is
any more than a random chance that racial minorities are
concentrated in property-poor districts." Additionally,

sales taxes, is certain to encounter political barrius. At a time
when nearly every State and locality is suffering from hieal under-
nourishment, and with demands for services of all kinds burgeoning
and with weary taxpayers already resisting tax increases, there is
considerable reason to question whether a decision of .this Court
nullifying present state taxing system would result in a mairked
incresse in the financial commitment to education. See Senate Select
Committee on Equal Educational Opportunity, gad Cong., 2d Ses.,
Toward Equal Educational Opportunity 52-346 (Com. Print
1972); Berke & Callahan, Serrano v. Priet: Milestone or Milstone
for School Finance, 21 J. Pub. L. 23, 25-26 (1972); Sissn, supr,
n. 62, at 420-421. In Texas, it has been -alci'ated that $2.4 billion
of additional school funds would be required to being all schools
in that State up to the present level of epwaditure of all but the
wealthiest districts-an amount more than double that currently be-
ing spent on education. Texas Research Lague, supra, n. 20, at
16-18. An assicas enios brief fled on behalf of abmost 30 States,
focusing on these practical co wequmees, dliems with se justi ea-
tion that "each of the undersigned states ... would safer severe
financial stringency." Brief of Awici Cmie in Support of Ap-
pellants 2 (fled by Montgomery County, Md., at a1.).it See Note, supra, n. 53. See also authorities cited n. 114, infra.

1u See Goldstein, supra, . 38, at 326; Jencks, espre, n. 86,
at 27; U. S. Comm'n on Civil Rights, Inequality in School Financ-
ing: The Role of the Law 37 (1972). Coons, Cune & Sugarman,
supro, n. 13, at 356-357, n. 47, have noted that in California, for ex-
ample, "[f]ifty-nine percent ... of minority students live in dis-
tricts above the median [average valuation per pupil.]" In Bexar
County, the largest district by far-the San Antonio Independent
School District--is above the local average in both the amount of
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several research projects have concluded that any financ-

ing alternative designed to achieve a greater equality of

expenditures is likely to lead to higher taxation and lower

edcai expenditures in the major urban centers,?' a

result that would arbate rather than ameliorate exist-

ing conditions in those areas.
These pr considerations, of course, play no role

in the adjudication of the constitutional issues presented

here. But they serve to highlight the wisdom of the

traditional limitations on this Court's function. The

consideration and initiation of fundamental reforms with

respect to state taxation and education are matters re-

served for the legislative processes of the various States,

and we do no violence to the values of federalism and

separation of powers by staying our hand. We hardly
need add that this Court's action today is not to be

viewed as placing its judicial imprimatur on the status

quo. The need is apparent for reform in tax systems

which may well have relied too long and too heavily

on the local property tax. And certainly innovative

thinking as to public education, its methods, and its fund-

ing is necessary to assure both a higher level of quality

and greater uniformity of opportunity. These matters

merit the continued attention of the scholars who already

taxable wealth per pupil and in median family incme. Yet 72% of
its students are Mexican-Americans. And, in 1967-1968 it spent only

a very few dollars lees per pupil than the North East and North

Side Independent School Districts, which have only 7% and 18%
Mexican-American enrollment respectively. Berke, Carnevale,
Morgan & White, supra, n. 29, at 673.

114See Senate Select Committee on Equal Educational Opportunity,

92d Cong., 2d Seas., loue in School Finance 129 (Comm. Print 1972)

(monograph entitled Inequities in School Finance prepared by

Professors Berke and Callahan); U. S. Office of Education, Finances

of Large-City School Systems: A Comparative Analysis (1972)

(HEW publication); U. S. Comm'n on Civil Rights, supra, n. 113,

at 33-36; Simon, supra, n. 62, at 410-411, 418.
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have contributed much by their challenges. But the
ultimate solutions must come from the lawmakers and
from the democratic pressures of those who elect them.

Reversed.
MR. JUsTICE SEwArr, concurring.
The method of financing public schools in Texas, as

in almost every other State, has resulted in a system of
public education that can fairly be described as chaotic
and unjust.' It does not follow, however, and I cannot
find, that this system violates the Constitution of the
United States. I join the opinion and judgment of the
Court because I am convinced that any other course
would mark an extraordinary departure from principled
adjudication under the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment. The uncharted directions of
such a departure are suggested, I think, by the imagina-
tive dissenting opinion my Brother MARSHALL has filed
today.

Unlike other provisions of the Constitution, the Equal
Protection Clause confers no substantive rights and cre-
ates no substantive liberties." The function of the Equal
Protection Clause, rather, is simply to measure the
validity of classifcations created by state laws.

' See New York Times, Mar. 11, 1973, p. 1, col. 1.
= There is one notable exception to the above statement: It has

been established in recent years that the Equal Protection Clause
confers the substantive right to participate on an equal basis with
other qualified voters whenever the State has adopted an electoral
process for determining who will represent any segment of the State's
population. See, e. g., Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U. . 533; Kramer v.
Union School District, 395 U. S. 621; Dunn v. Blumatein, 405 U. S.
330, 336. But there is no constitutional right to vote, as such.
Minor v. Happersett, 21 Wall. 162. If there were such a right,
both the Fifteenth Amendment and the Nineteenth Amendment
would have been wholly unnecessary.

I
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Tere is hardly a law on the books that does not affect

some people differently from others. But the basie con-
earn of the Equal Protection Clause is with state legisla-

tion whose purpose or effect is to create discrete and

obje lively identifalhie classes.' And with respect to such

legislation, it has long been settled that the Equal Pro-

tection Clause is offended only by laws that are invidi-

ously dicrinarmy--onlyby ca nations that are

wholly arbitrary or capricious. See, e. g., RifiV.

Yeger, 84 U. 8. 306. This settled principle of con-

stitutional law was stated in Mr. Chief

Justice Warren's opinion for the Court in McGowan v.

Mrland, 366 U. S. 420, 426-426, in the following
words:

"Although no precise formula has been developed,

the Court has held that the Fourteenth Amend-
ment permits the States a wide scope of discretion

in enacting laws which affect some groups of citi-
sens differently than others. The constitutional

esfeguard is offended only if the claamsifcation rests

on grounds wholly irrelevant to the achievement of
the State's objective. State legislatures are pre-
sumed to have asted within their constitutional
power despite the fact that, in practice, their laws

result in some inequality. A statutory discrimina-
ton will not be set aside if any state of facts rea-
sonably may be conceived to justify it."

This doctrine is no more than a specific application of
one of the first principles of constitutional adjudication-
the basic presumption of the constitutional validity of a

duly enacted state or federal law. See Thayer, The

Origin and Scope of the American Doctrine of Consti-
tutional Law, 7 Harv. L. Rev. 129 (1893).

* But se Bulock v. Carter, 405 U. S. 134.
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Under the Equal Protection Clause, this presumption
of constitutional validity disappears when a State has
enacted legislation whose purpose or effect is to create
clams based upon criteria that, in a constitutional sense,
are inherently "suspect." Because of the historic pur-
pose of the Fourteenth Amendment, the prime example
of such a "suspect" clasiiation is one that is based upon
race. See, e. g., Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U. S.
483; McLaughlin v. Florida, 379 U. S. 184. But there
are other classficationa that, at least in some settings,
are also "suspet"--for example, those based upon na-
tional origin,' alienage," indigency,' or illegitimacy.'

Moreover, quite apart from the Equal Protection
Clause, a state law that impinges upon a substantive
right or liberty created or conferred by the Constitution
is, of course, presumptively invalid, whether or not the
law's purpose or effect is to create any classinications.
For example, a law that provided that newspapers could
be published only by people who had resided in the
State for five years could be superfiially viewed as invid-
iously discriminating against an identifiable class in vio-
lation of the Equal Protection Clause. But, more
basically, such a law would be invalid simply because it
abridged the freedom of the press. Numerous cases in
this Court illustrate this principle.'

'See Oyama v. California, 332 U. S. 633, 644-846.
'See Graham v. Richardson, 403 U. 8. 365, 372.
'See Griis v. Illinois, 351 U. S. 12. "Indigeney" means actual

or functional indigency; it does not mean comparative poverty via-a-
via comparative affuence. See James v. Valtierra, 402 U. 8. 137.

See Gomez v. Peres, 409 U. 8. 535; Weber v. Aetna Casualty &
Surety Co., 406 U. 8. 164.

*See, e. g., Police Dept. of Chicago v. Moeley, 408 U. S. 92
(free speech); Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U. 8. 618 (freedom of
interstate travel); William. v. Rhodes, 393 U. S. 23 (freedom of
association); Skinner v. Oklahoma, 316 U. S. 535 ("liberty" condi-
tionally protected by Due Process Clause of Fourteenth Amendment).

I
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In refusing to invalidate the Texas system of financing
its public sehook, the Court today applies with thought-
fulness and understanding the base principles I have so
bstahily suammarised. First, as the Court points out,

the Texas ystm has hardly crested the kind of objee-
tively idenlabis classes that are cognisable under the
Equal Protims Clause.' Second, even aswming the
estnce of such discernible categories, the assia-
tons are in no sens based upon constitutional "sus-

pect" criteria. Third, the Texas system does not rest
"on grounds wholly irrelevant to the achievement of the
State's objective." Finally, the Texas system impinges

upon no substantive constitutional rights or liberties. It
follows, therefore, under the establihed principle re-

afirmed in Mr. Chief Justice Warren's opinion for the
Court in McGowan v. Maryland, supra, that the judg-
ment of the District Court must be reversed.

M. JuSnrco BaNNAN, dissenting.

Although I agree with my Brother WHIma that the

Texas statutory scheme is devoid of any rational basis,
and for that reason is violative of the Equal Protection
Clause, I also record my disagreement with the Court's

rather distressing assertion that a right may be deemed
"fundamental" for the purposes of equal protection anal-

ysis only if it is "explicitly or implicitly guaranteed by
the Constitution." Ante, at 38-84. As my Brother M.a-
ALm convincingly demonstrates, our prior cam stand

for the proposition that "fundamentality" is, in large
measure, a function of the right's importance in terms
of the effectuation of those rights which are in fact
constitutionally guaranteed. Thus, "[als the nexus be-

tween the specific constitutional guarantee and the non-

*ee Katsenbech v. Morgan, 384 U. S. 641, 660 (Harlan, J.,
dissenting).
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constitutional interest draws closer, the nonconstitutional
interest becomes more fundamental and the degree of

judicial scrutiny applied when the interest is infringed
on a discriminatory basis must be adjusted accordingly."
Post, at 102-108.

Here, there can be no doubt that education is inextri-
cably linked to the right to participate in the electoral
process and to the rights of free speech and association
guaranteed by the First tAmee See poet, at 111-
115. This being so, any classi=tion affecting education
must be subjected to strict judicial scrutiny, and since
even the State concedes that the statutory scheme now
before us cannot pa constitutional muster under this
stricter standard of review, I can only conclude that the
Texas school-financing scheme is constitutionally invalid.

Ma. Jusricz Warra, with whom Ma. Jusrica Douo-
ras and Ma. JusTicE BRENNAN join, dissenting.

The Texas public schools are financed through a com-
bination of state funding, local property tax revenue, and
some federal funds.' Concededly, the system yields wide
disparity in per-pupil revenue among the various dis-
tricts. In a typical year, for example, the Alamo Heights
district had total revenues of 859 per pupil, while the
Edgewood district had only 8356 per pupil.: The ma-
jority and the State concede, as they must, the exist-

' The heart of the Texas system is embodied in an intricate series
of statutory provisions which make up Chapter 16 of the Texas Edu-
cation Code, Tex. Educ. Code Ann. 116.01 et seq. See also Tex.
Educ. Code Ann. 115.01 et seq., and 120.10 et seq.

2 The figures discussed are from Plaintiffs' Exhibits 7, 8, and 12.
The figures are from the 1967-1968 school year. Because the various
exhibits relied upon different attendance totals, the per-pupil results
do not precisely correspond to the grosspigures quoted. The dispar-
ity between districts, rather than the actual figures, is the important
factor.

i

i
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ence of major disparities in spendable funds. But the

State contends that the disparities do not invidiously
discriminate against children and families in districts

such as Edgewood, because the Texas scheme is designed
"to provide an adequate education for all, with local

autonomy to go beyond that as individual school die-

tricts desire and are able .... It leaves to the people
of each district the choice whether to go beyond the
minimum and, if so, by how much."* The majority
advances this rationalisation: "While assuring a basic
education for every child in the State, it permits and
encourages a large measure of participation in and con-
trol of each district's schools at the local level."

I cannot disagree with the proposition that local con-
trol and local decisionmaking play an important part in
our democratic system of government. Cf. James v.
Valtierra, 412 U. S. 137 (1971). Much may be left to
local option, and this case would be quite different if it
were true that the Texas system, while insuring mini-
mum educational expenditures in every district through
state funding, extended a meaningful option to all local
districts to increase their per-pupil expenditures and so
to improve their children's education to the extent that
increased funding would achieve that goal. The system
would then arguably provide a rational and sensible
method of achieving the stated aim of preserving an area
for local initiative and decision.

The difficulty with the Texas system, however, is that
it provides a meaningful option to Alamo Heights and
like school districts but almost none to Edgewood and
those other districts with a low per-pupil real estate tax
base. In these latter districts, no matter how desirous
parents are of supporting their schools with greater reve-
nues, it is impossible to do so through the use of the

Brief for Appellants 11-13, 35.
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real estate property tax. In these districts, the Texas
system utterly fails to extend a realistic choice to par-
ents because the property tax, which is the only revenue-
raising mechanism extended to school districts, is prac-
tically and legally unavailable. That this is the situa-
tion may be readily demonstrated.

Local school districts in Texas raise their portion of
the Foundation School Program-the Local Fund Assign-
ment-by levying ad valorem taxes on the property
located within their boundaries. In addition, the dis-
tricts are authorized, by the state constitution and by
statute, to levy ad valorem property taxes in order to
raise revenues to support educational spending over and
above the expenditure of Foundation School Program
funds.

Both the Edgewood and Alamo Heights districts are
located in Bexar County, Texas. Student enrollment in
Alamo Heights is 5,432, in Edgewood 22,862. The per-
pupil market value of the taxable property in Alamo
Heights is $49,078, in Edgewood $5,960. In a typical,
relevant year, Alamo Heights had a maintenance tax
rate of $1.20 and a debt service (bond) tax rate of 20#
per $100 assessed evaluation, while Edgewood had a
maintenance rate of 52# and a bond rate of 670. These
rates, when applied to the respective tax bases, yielded
Alamo Heights $1,433,473 in maintenance dollars and
$236,074 in bond dollars, and Edgewood $223,034 in
maintenance dollars and $279,023 in bond dollars. As is
readily apparent, because of the variance in tax bases
between the districts, results, in terms of revenues, do
not correlate with effort, in terms of tax rate. Thus,
Alamo Heights, with a tax base approximately twice the
size of Edgewood's base, realized approximately six times
as many maintenance dollars as Edgewood by using a tax
rate only approximately two and one-half times larger.
Similarly, Alamo Heights realized slightly fewer bond

g
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dollars by using a bond tax rate less than one-third of

that used by UdPgwood
Nor isEdgewood'srevenue-raising potential only defi-

cient when compared with Alamo Heights. North East
District has taxable property with a per-pupil market
value of apprs ately $31,000, but total teamble prop-

erty approximately four and one-half times that of Edge-
wood. Applying a maintenance rate of $1, North East
yielded $8,818,148. Thus, because of its superior tax
base, North East was able to apply a tax rate slightly
less than twice that applied by Edgewood and yield more
than 10 times the maintenance dollars, similarly, North
East, with a bond rate of 45, yielded $1,24%,159--more
than four times Edgewood'a yield with two-thirds the
rate.

Plainly, were Alamo Heights or North East to apply
the Edgewood tax rate to its tax base, it would yield
far greater revenues than Edgewood is able to yield ap-
plying those same rates to its base. Conversely, were
Edgewood to apply the Alamo Heights or North East
rates to its base, the yield would be far smaller than
the Alamo Heights or North East yields. The disparity
is, therefore, currently operative and its impact on Edge-
wood is undeniably serious. It is evident from statis-
tics in the record that show that, applying an equalized
tax rate of 85 per $100 assessed valuation, Alamo
Heights was able to provide approximately $830 per
pupil in local revenues over and above the Local Fund
Assignment. In Edgewood, on the other hand, with
an equalized tax rate of $1.05 per $100 of assessed valua-
tion, $26 per pupil was raised beyond the Local Fund
Assignment.' As previously noted, in Alamo Heights,

*Virabe an.nt practices are also revealed in this record.
Appellants do not, however, contend that this factor accounts, even

to a small extent, for the interdistrict disparities.

0
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total per-pupil revenues from local, state, and federal
funds was 8594 per pupil, in Edgewood 85

In order to equal the highest yield in any other Bexar
County district, Alamo Heights would be required to tax
at the rate of 68* per $100 of assessed valuation. Edge-
wood would be required to tax at the prohibitive rate of
$5.76 per $100. But state law places a $1.50 per $100
ceiling on the maintenance tax rate, a limit that would
surely be reached long before Edgewood attained an
equal yield. Edgewood is thus precluded in law, as well
as in fact, from achieving a yield even close to that of
some other districts.

The Equal Protection Clause permits discrimination
between classes but requires that the etasileatn bear
some rational relationship to a permissible object sought
to be attained by the statute. It is not enough that the
Texas system before us seeks to achieve the valid, rational
purpose of maximising local initiative; the means chosen
by the State must also be rationally related to the end
sought to be achieved. As the Court stated just last
Term in Weber v. Aetna Casualty & Surety Co., 408 U. S.
164, 172 (1972):

"The tests to determine the validity of state stat-
utes under the Equal Protection Clause have been
variously expressed, but this Court requires, at a
minimum, that a statutory classilcation bear some
rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose.
Morey v. Doud, 354 U. 8. 457 (1957); Williamson
v. Lee Optical Co., 348 U. S. 483 (1955); Gulf,
Colorado & Santa F6 R. Co. v. Ellis, 186 U. S. 150
(1897); Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U. S. 356 (1886)."

'The per-pupil funds received from state, federal, and other
sources, while not precisely equal, do not account for the large dif-
ferential and are not directly attacked in the present case.

Immmmmmwmmmwm --- - 1 -MM9
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Neither Texas nor the majority heeds this rule. If

the State aims at maximising local initiative and local

choice, by permitting hool districts to resort to the real

property tax if they choose to do so, it utterly fails in

achieving its purpose in districts with property tax bases

so low tat here is little if any opportunity for interted

parents, rich or poor, to augment school district revenues.

Requiring mthe State to establish only that unequal treat-

ment is in furtherance of a permb goal, without also

reurn e State to show that the means chosen to

effectuate that are rationally related to its Achieve-

ment, makes equal protection naysis no more than an

empty gesture.* In my view, the parents and children

in Edgewood, and in like districts, suffer from an invidious

discrimination violative of the Equal Protection Clause.

This does not, of course, mean that local control may

not be a legitimate goal of a school-nancing system.

Nor does it mean that the State must guarantee each

district an equal per-pupil revenue from the state school-

fnancing system. Nor does it mean, as the majority

appears to believe, that, by affirming the decision below,

" The State of Texas appears to concede that the choice of whether

or not to go beyond the state-provided minmium "is easier for some

districts than for others. Those districts with large amounts of tax-

able property can produce more revenue at a lower tax rate and

will provide their children with a more expensive education." Brief

for Appellants 35. The State neverthele insists that districts

have a choice and that the people in each district have exercised

that choice by providing some real property tax money over and

aboe the mnim funds guaranteed by the State. Like the ma-

jority, however, the State fails to explain why the Equal Protection

Gause is not violated, or how its goal of providing local government

with realistic choices as to how much money should be expended

on education is implemented, where the system makes it much more

difficult for some than for others to provide additional educational

funds and where, as a practical and legal matter, it is impossible for

some districts to provide the educational budgets that other dis-

tricts can make available from real property tax revenues.



SAN ANTONIO SCHOOL DISTRICT v. RODRIGUEZ 69

I Wn:m, .. , dueetin

this Court would be "imposing on the States inflexible

constitutional restraints that could circumscribe or han-

dicap the continued research and experimentation so vital

to finding even partial solutions to educational problems
and to keeping abreast of ever-changing conditions."

On the contrary, it would merely mean that the State

must fashion a financing scheme which provides a rational

basis for the maximisation of local control, if local control

is to remain a goal of the system, and not a schemn with

"different treatment be[ing] accorded to persons placed

by a statute into different classes on the basis of criteria
wholly unrelated to the objective of that statute." Reed

v. Reed, 404 U. 8. 71, 75-76 (1971).
Perhaps the majority believes that the major disparity

in revenues provided and permitted by the Texas system
is inconsequential. I cannot agree, however, that the
difference of the magnitude appearing in this case can
sensibly be ignored, particularly since the State itself
considers it so important to provide opportunities to ex-

ceed the minimum state educational expenditures.
There is no difficulty in identifying the class that is

subject to the alleged discrimination and that is entitled
to the benefits of the Equal Protection Clause. I need go
no farther than the parents and children in the Edgewood
district, who are plaintiffs here and who assert that they
are entitled to the same choice as Alamo Heights to

augment local expenditures for schools but are denied
that choice by state law. This group constitutes a class
sufficiently definite to invoke the protection of the Con-

stitution. They are as entitled to the protection of the

Equal Protection Clause as were the voters in allegedly
underrepresented counties in the reapportionment cases.

See, e. g., Baker v. Carr, 369 U. S. 186, 204-208 (1962);
Gray v. Banders, 372 U. S. 368, 375 (1963); Reynolds v.
Sims, 377 U. 8. 533, 554-556 (1964). And in Bullock v.
Carter, 405 U. S. 134 (1972), where a challenge to the

I
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Texas candidate filing fee on equal protection grounds

was upheld, we noted that the victims of aleged diserimi-
nation wrought by the filing fee "cannot be described by

reference to discrete and precisely defined segments of

the community as is typical of inequities challenged
under the Equal Protection Clause," but concluded that

"we would ignore reality were we not to recognise that

this system falls with unequal weight on voters, as well

as candidates, according to their economic status." Id.,

at 144. Similarly, in the present case we would blink

reality to ignore the fact that school districts, and stu-

dents in the end, are differentially affected by the Texas

school-financing scheme with respect to their capability

to supplement the Minimum FoundationSchool Program.

At the very least, the law discriminates against those

children and their parents who live in districts where the

per-pupil tax base is as iently low to make impossible

the provision of comparable school revenues by resort to

the real property tax which is the only device the State

extends for this purpose.

M. Juancw ManasarL, with whom Ma. JuSTICE

DoUGLAs concurs, dissenting.

The Court today decides, in effect, that a State may

constitutionally vary the quality of education which it

offers its children in accordance with the amount of tax-

able wealth located in the school districts within which

they reside. The majority's decision represents an abrupt

departure from the mainstream of recent state and

federal court decisions concerning the unconstitutionality
of state educational financing schemes dependent upon

taxable local wealth. More unfortunately, though, the

'See Van Dwarta v. Hetfeld, 334 F. Supp. 870 (Min. 1971);

Miiken v. Green, 389 Mich. 1, 208 N. W. 2d 457 (1972), rehearing

granted, Jan. 1973; Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 584, 487 P. 2d 1241

(1971); Robinson v. CahiR, 118 N. J. Super. 223, 287 A. 2d 187, 119
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majority's holding can only be seen as a retreat from our
historic commitment to equality of educational oppor-
tunity and as unsupportable acquiescence in a system
which deprives children in their earliest years of the
chance to reach their full potential as citizens. The

Court does this despite the absence of any substantial
justification for a scheme which arbitrarily channels edu-
cational resources in accordance with the fortuity of
the amount of taxable wealth within each district.

In my judgment, the right of every American to an

equal start in life, so far as the provision of a state serv-
ice as important as education is concerned, is far too
vital to permit state discrimination on grounds as tenuous
as those presented by this record. Nor can I accept the
notion that it is sufficient to remit these appellees to the

vagaries of the political process which, contrary to the

majority's suggestion, has proved singularly unsuited to
the task of providing a remedy for this discrimination.
I, for one, am unsatisfied with the hope of an ultimate
"political" solution sometime in the indefinite future
while, in the meantime, countless children unjustifiably
receive inferior educations that "may affect their hearts

N. J. Super. 40,289 A. 2d 569 (1972); Hollina v. Sholstali, Civil No.

C-253652 (Super. Ct. Maricopa County, Ariz., July 7, 1972). See

also Sweetwater County Planing Com. for the Organization of School

Districts v. Hinkle, 491 P. 2d 1234 (Wyo. 1971), juris. relinquished,
493 P. 2d 1050 (Wyo. 1972).

2 The District Court in this cse postponed decision for some

two years in the hope that the Texas Legislature would remedy

the gross disparities in treatment inherent in the Texas financing
scheme. It was only after the legislature failed to act in its 1971

Regular Session that the District Court, apparently recognizing the

lack of hope for self-initiated legislative reform, rendered its decision.
See Texas Research League, Public School Finance Problems in
Texas 13 (Interim Report 1972). The strong vested interest of

property-rich districts in the existing property tax scheme poses a

substantial barrier to self-initiated legislative reform in educational

financing. See N. Y. Times, Dec. 19, 1972, p. 1, col. 1.
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and minds in a way unlikely ever to be undone." Brown
v. Board of Edesestio, 347 U.&488,494 (1954). I must
therefore respectfully dissent.

I
The Court acknowledges that "substantial interdis-

trict disparities in school expenditures" exist in Texas,
ante, at 15, and that these disparities are "largely at-
tributable to differences in the amounts of money col-
lected through local property taxation," ante, at 16.
But instead of closely examining the seriousness of these
disparities and the invidiousness of the Texas financing
scheme, the Court undertakes an elaborate exploration
of the efforts Texas has purportedly made to close the
gaps between its districts in terms of levels of district
wealth and resulting educational funding. Yet, how-
ever praiseworthy Texas' equalizing efforts, the issue in
this case is not whether Texas is doing its best to amelio-
rate the worst features of a discriminatory scheme but,
rather, whether the scheme itself is in fact unconstitu-
tionally discriminatory in the face of the Fourteenth
Amendment's guarantee of equal protection of the laws.
When the Texas financing scheme is taken as a whole, I
do not think it can be doubted that it produces a dis-
criminatory impact on substantial numbers of the school-
age children of the State of Texas.

A
Funds to support public education in Texas are de-

rived from three sources: local ad valorem property taxes;
the Federal Government; and the state government.'
It is enlightening to consider these in order.

* Texas provides its school districts with extensive bonding au-
thority to obtain capital both for the acquisition of school sites and
"the construction and equipment of school buildings," Tex. Educ.
Code Ann. $20.01 (1972), and for the acquisition, construction, and

mom
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Under Texas law, the only mechanism provided the
local school district for raising new, unencumbered reve-
nues is the power to tax property located within its
boundaries.* At the same time, the Texas financing
scheme effectively restricts the use of monies raised by
local property taxation to the support of public educa-
tion within the boundaries of the district in which they
are raised, since any such taxes must be approved by a
majority of the property-taxpaying voters of the district.5

The signifiance of the local property tax element of
the Texas financing scheme is apparent from the fact that
it provides the funds to meet some 40% of the cost of
public education for Texas as a whole.* Yet the amount
of revenue that any particular Texas district can raise
is dependent on two factors-its tax rate and its amount
of taxable property. The first factor is determined by
the property-taxpaying voters of the district.' But, re-
gardless of the enthusiasm of the local voters for public

maintenance of "gymnasia, stadia, or other recreational facilities,"

id., if420.21-20.22. While such private capital provides a fourth

source of revenue, it is, of course, only temporary in nature since

the principal and interest of all bonds must ultimately be paid

out of the receipts of the local ad valorem property tax, see id.,

5520.01, 20.04, except to the extent that outside revenues derived

from the operation of certain facilities, such as gymnasia, are
employed to repay the bonds issued thereon, see id., 5520.22, 20.25.

* See Tex. Costt, Art. 7, 13; Tex. Edue. Code Ann. if 20.01-20.02.
As a part of the property tax scheme, bonding authority is con-

ferred upon the local school districts, e n. 3, supra.
5 ee Tex. Educ. Code Ann. 120.04.
*For the 1970-1971 school year, the precise figure was 41.1%.

See Texas Research League, aspra, n. 2, at 9.
t See Tex. Edre. Code Ann. 120.04.
Theoretically, Texas law limits the tax rate for public school

maintenance, see id., 520.02, to $1.50 per $100 valuation, see

id., 120.04(d). However, it does not appear that any Texas

district presently taxes itself at the highest rate allowable, although

some poor districts are approaching it, see App. 174.
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education, the second factor-the taxable property wealth
of the district-neassarily restricts the district's ability
to raise funds to support public education.' Thus, even
though the voters of two Texas districts may be willing
to make the same tax effort, the results for the districts
will be substantially different if one is property rich while
the other is property poor. The necessary effect of the
Texas local property tax is, in short, to favor property-
rich districts and to disfavor property-poor ones.

The seriously disparate consequences of . the Texas
local property tax, when that tax is considered alone,
are amply illustrated by data presented to the District
Court by appellees. These data included a detailed study
of a sample of 110 Texas school districts' for the 1967-
1968 school year conducted by Professor Joel S. Berke of
Syracuse University's Educational Finance Policy Insti-
tute. Among other things, this study revealed that the
10 richest districts examined, each of which had more
than $100,000 in taxable property per pupil, raised
through local effort an average of $610 per pupil, whereas
the four poorest districts studied, each of which had less
than $10,000 in taxable property per pupil, were able

* Under Texas law local districts are allowed to employ differing
bases of aement-a fact that introduces a third variable into the
local funding. See Tex. Edc. Code Ann. 520.03. But neither
party has suggested that this factor is responsible for the disparities
in revenues available to the various districts. Consequently, I be-
lieve we must deal with this case on the assumption that differences
in local methods of assessment do not meaningfully affect the revenue-
raising power of local districts relative to one another. The Court
apparently admits as much. See aste, at 46. It should be noted,
moreover, that the main set of data introduced before the District
Court to establish the disparities at issue here was based upon
equalizedd taxable property" values which had been adjusted to
correct for differing methods of assessment. See App. C to Affidavit
of Professor Joel S. Berke.

Texas has approximately 1,200 school districts.

MM
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to raise only an average ofN8per pupil' And, as the
Court effectively recognizes, cente, at 27, this correlation
between the amount of taxable property per pupil and
the amount of local revenues per pupil holds true for the
96 districts in between the richest and poorest districts."

It is clear, moreover, that the disparity of per-pupil
revenues cannot be dismised as the result of lack of local
effort-that is, lower tax rates-by property-poor dis-
tricts. To the contrary, the data presented below in-
dicate that the poorest districts tend to have the highest
tai rates and the richest districts tend to have the lowest
tax rates." Yet, despite the apparent extra effort being
made by the poorest districts, they are unable even to
begin to match the richest districts in terms of the pro-
duction of local revenues. For example, the 10 richest
districts studied by Professor Berke were able to pro-
duce $585 per pupil with an equalized tax rate of 310

10See Appendix I, pot, p. 134.
"1See ibid. Indeed, appellants acknowledge that the relevant data

from Professor Berke's afldavit show "a very positive correlation,
0.973, between market value of taxable property per pupil and
state and local revenues per pupil." Reply Brief for Appellants 6
n. 9.

While the Court takes issue with much of Professor Berke's data
and conclusions, ante, at 15-16, n. 38, and 25-27,I do not understand
its criticin to run to the basic finding of a correlation between
taxae district property per pupil and local revenues per pupil.
The critique of Professor Berck.i methodology upon which the Court
relies, see oldtein, Interdistrict Inequalities in School Financing: A
Critical Analysis of &rrano v. Pisst and its Progeny, 120 U. Pa.
L. Rev. 504, 523-525, nn. 67, 71 (1972), is directed only at the
suggested correlations between famiyncme and taxable district
wealth and between race and taxable district wealth. Obviously,
the appellants do not question the relationship in Texas between
taxable district wealth and per-pupil expenditures; and there is no
basis for the Court to do so, whatever the criticisns that may be
leveled at other aspects of Professor Berke's study, se infra, n. 56.

" See Appendix II, poet, p. 135.
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on $100 of equalized valuation, but the four poorest dis-

iets studied, with an equalized rate of 700 on $100 of

equalized valuation, were able to produce only $60 per

pupil.u Without more, this state-imposed system of

educational funding presents a serious picture of widely

varying treatment of Texas school districts, and thereby

of Texas schoolchildren, in terms of the amount of funds

available for public education.
Nor are these funding variations corrected by the other

aspects of the Texas financing scheme. The Federal Gov-

ernment provides funds sufficient to cover only some 10%

of the total cost of public education in Texas. 4 Further-

more, while these federal funds are not distributed in

Texas solely on a per-pupil basis, appellants do not here

contend that they are used in such a way as to ameliorate

significantly the widely varying consequences for Texas

school districts and schoolchildren of the local property

tax element of the state financing scheme.

State funds provide the remaining some 50% of the

monies spent on public education in Texas." Techni-

cally, they are distributed under two programs. The

first is the Available School Fund, for which provision

is made in the Texas Constitution." The Available

s See ibid. -

1. For the 1970-1971 school year, the precise figure was 10.9%.

See Texas Research League, supra, n. 2, at 9.
isAppelants made such a contention before the District Court but

apparently have abandoned it in this Court. Indeed, data intro-

duced in the District Court simply belie the argument that federal

funds have a significant equalizing effect. See Appendix I, post, p. 134.

And, as the District Court observed, it does not follow that remedial

action by the Federal Government would excuse any unconstitutional

discrimination effected by the state financing scheme. 337 F. Supp.

280, 284.
sFor the .970-1971 school year, the precise figure was 48%. See

Texas Resarch League, supra, n. 2, at 9.

1See Tex. Conast., Art. 7, 15 (Supp. 1972). See also Tex. Educ.

Code Ann. § 15.01 (b).
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School Fund is composed of revenues obtained from a
number of sources, including receipts from the state ad
valorem property tax, one-fourth of all monies collected
by the occupation tax, annual contributions by the
legislature from general revenues, and the revenues de-
rived from the Permanent School Fund." For the 1970-
1971 school year the Available School Fund contained
$296,000,000. The Texas Constitution requires that this
money be distributed annually on a per capita basis " to
the local school districts. Obviously, such a flat grant
could not alone eradicate the funding differentials at-
tributable to the local property tax. Moreover, today
the Available School Fund is in reality simply one facet
of the second state financing program, the Minimum
Foundation School Program," since each district's an-
nual share of the Fund is deducted from the sum to which
the district is entitled under the Foundation Program."

The Minimum Foundation School Program provides
funds for three specific purposes: professional salaries,
current operating expenses, and transportation expenses."
The State pays, on an overall basis, for approximately
80% of the cost of the Program; the remaining 20% is
distributed among the local school districts under the

" See Tex. Educ. Code Ann. 115.01 (b).
The Permanent School Fund is, in essence, a public trust initially

endowed with vast quantities of public land, the sale of which
has provided an enormous corpus that in turn produces substantial
annual revenues which are devoted exclusively to public education.
See Tex. Costt, Art. 7, 15 (Supp. 1972). See also 5 Report of
Governor's Committee on Public School Education, The Chal-
lenge and the Chance 11 (1969) (hereinafter Governor's Committee
Report).

"This is determined from the average daily attendance within
each district for the preceding year. Tex. Educ. Code Ann.
515.01 (c).

"See id., 51 16.01-16.975.
" See id., 5t 16.71 (2), 16.79.
" See id., ft116.301-16.316, 16.45, 16.51-16.63.

-U
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Local Fund Asignnent." Each district's share of the
Local Fund Assignment is determined by a complex

economics index" which is designed to allocate a larger
share of the costs to property-rich districts than to prop-
erty-poor districts." Each district pays its share with
revenues derived from local property taxation

The stated purpose of the Minimum Foundation School
Program is to provide certain basic funding for each
local Texas school district." At the same time, the Pro-
gram was apparently intended to improve, to some de-
gee, the financial position of property-poor districts
relative to property-rich districts, since-through the use
of the economic index-an effrt is made to charge a
disproportionate share of the costs of the Program to
rich districts." It bears noting, however, that substan-
tial criticism has been leveled at the practical effective-
ness of the economic index system of local cost alloca-
tion." In theory, the index is designed to ascertain the
relative ability of each district to contribute to the Local
Fund Assignment from local property taxes. Yet the
index is not developed simply on the basis of each dis-
trict's taxable wealth. It also takes into account the
district'srelative income from manufacturing,mining, and
agriculture, its payrolls, and its scholastic population."

"See id., $16.72-14.73, 16.76-16.77.
"See i., if 16.74-16.7& The formula for calculating each dis-

trict's share is deribed in Governor's Committee Report 44-48.
"hee Tex. Edwn. Code Ana. $16.01.
"Se 5 Governor's Committee Report 40-41.
"See id., at 4-47; Texas Rhlarch League, Texas Public Schools

Under the Minimum Foundation Program-An Evaluation: 1949-
1954, pp. 67-48 (1964).

** Technicaly, the economic index involves a two-step calculation.
First, on the basis of the factors mentioned above, each Texas
county's share of the Local Fund Auienment is determined. Then
each county's share is divided among its school districts on the
basis of their relative shares of the county's asessable wealth. See

78
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It is difficult to discern precisely how these latter factors
are predictive of a district's relative ability to raise
revenues through local property taxes. Thus, in 1966,
one of the consultants who originally participated in the
development of the Texas economic index adopted in
1949 told the Governor's Committee on Public School
Education: "The Economic Index approach to evaluat-
ing local ability offers a little better measure than sheer
chance, but not much.""

Moreover, even putting aside these criticisms of the
economic index as a device for achieving meaningful
district wealth equalization through cost allocation, poor
districts still do not necessarily receive more state aid
than property-rich districts. For the standards which
currently determine the amount received from the Foun-
dation School Program by any particular district " favor
property-rich districts." Thus, focusing on the same

Tex. Eauc. Code Ann. 55 16.74-16.76; 5 Governor's Committee Re-
port 43-44; Texas Research League, Texas Public School Finance:
A Majority of Exoeptions 6-8 (2d Interim Report 1972).

"5 Governor's Committee Report 48, quoting statement of Dr.
Edgar Morphet.

"The extraordinarily complex standards are summarized in 5
Governor's Committee Report 41-43.

"' The key element of the Minimum Foundation School Program
is the provision of funds for professional salaries-more particularly,
for teacher salaries. The Program provides each district with funds
to pay its profaemional payroll as determined by certain state stand-
ards. See Tea. Edne. Code Ann. 55 1601-16.316. If the district
fails to pay its teachers at the levels determined by the state stand-
ards it receives nothing from the Program. See id., 116.301 (c).
At the same time, districts are free to pay their teachers salaries in
exces of the level set by the state standards, using local revenues-
that is, property tax revenue-to make up the difference, se id.,
116.301 (a).

The state salary standards focus upon two factors: the educational
level and the experience of the district's teachers. See id., if16.301-
16.316. The higher these two factors are, the more funds the die-

Tet4v-rl- I'll.. - I'll, - 1 "Millipm ;1
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Edgewood Independent and Alamo Heights School Dis-

tricts which the majority uses for purposes of illustration,
we find that in 1967-1968 property-rich Alamo Heights,"

which raised $333 per pupil on an equalized tax rate of

850 per $100 valuation, received 225 per pupil from the
Foundation School Program, while property-poor Edge-
woo," which raised only $26 per pupil with an equalized
tax rate of $1.05 per $100 valuation, received only $222

per pupil from the Foundation School Program." And,
more recent data, which indicate that for the 1970-1971
school year Alamo Heights received $491 per pupil from

trict will receive from the Foundation Program for professional
salaries.

It should be apparent that the net efect of this scheme is to
provide more assistance to property-rich districts than to property-

poor ones. For rich districts are able to pay their teachers, out of

local funds, salary increments above the state minimum levels.

Thus, the rich districts are able to attract the teachers with the best

education and the most experience. To complete the circle, this

then means, given the state standards, that the rich districts receive

more from the Foundation Program for professoalsalaries than do

poor districts. A portion of Professor Berke's study vividly ilus-
trates the impact of the State's standards on districts of varying
wealth. See Appendix III, post, p. 136.

"In 1967-1968, Alamo Heights School District had $49,478 in
taxable property per pupil. See Berke Affidavit, Table VII, App.
216.

" In 1967-1968, Edgewood Independent School District had $5.960
in taxable property per pupil Ibid.

"I fal to understand the relevance for this case of the Court's
suggestion that if Alamo Heights School District, which is approxi-
mately the same physical sie as Fgewood Independent School Dis-
trict but which has only one-fourth as many students, had the same

number of students as Edgewood, the former's per-pupil expenditure

would be considerably closer to the latter's. Ante, at 13 n. 33. Ob-

viously, this is true, but it does not alter the simple fact that Edge-

wood does have four times as many students but not four times as

much taxable property wealth. From the perspective of Edge-

wood's school children then-the perspective that ultimately counts

here-Edgewood is clearly a much poorer district than Alamo

_r-"
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the Program while Edgewood received only $358 per
pupil, hardly suggest that the wealth gap between the
districts is being narrowed by the State Program. To
the contrary, whereas in 1967-1968 Alamo Heights re-
ceived only $3 per pupil, or about 1%, more than Edge-
wood in state aid, by 1970-1971 the gap had widened to
a difference of $135 per pupil, or about 38%." It was
data of this character that prompted the District Court
to observe that "the current [state aidd system tends to
subsidize the rich at the expense of the poor, rather than
the other way around."" 337 F. Supp. 280, 282. And
even the appellants go no further here than to venture
that the Minimum Foundation School Program has "a
mildly equalizing effect.""

Despite these facts, the majority continually empha-
sizes how much state aid has, in recent years, been given

Heights. The question here is not whether districts have equal tax-
able property wealth in absolute terms, but whether districts have
differing taxable wealth given their respective school-age populations.

" In the face of these gross disparities in treatment which experi-
ence with the Texas financing scheme has revealed, I cannot accept
the Court's suggestion that we are dealing here with a remedial
scheme to which we should accord substantial deference because of
its accomplishments rather than criticise it for its failures. Ante,
at 38-39. Moreover, Texas' financing scheme is hardly remedial legis-
lation of the type for which we have previously shown substantial
tolerance. Such legislation may in fact extend the vte to "persons
who otherwise would be denied it by state law," Kaeienbach v.
Morgan, 384 U. 8. 641, 667 (1966), or it may eliminate the evils of
the private bail bondsman, &Aiib v. Kuebd, 404 U. S. 367 (1971).
But those are instancees in which a legislative body has sought to
remedy problems for which it cannot be said to have been directly
responsible. By contrast, public education is the function of the
State in Texas, and the responsibility for any defect in the financing
scheme must ultimately rest with the State. It is the State's own
scheme which has caused the funding problem, and, thus viewed, that
scheme can hardly be deemed remedial.

"Cf. Appendix I, poet, p. 134.
" Brief for Appellants 3.



OCTOBER TERM, 1972

MAXALL, J., dsmnting 411 U. S.

to property-poor Texas school districts. What the Court
fails to emphasis is the cruel irony of how much more
state aid is being given to property-rich Texas school
districs on top of their already substantial local property
tax revenues." Under any view, then, it is apparent that
the state aid provided by the Foundation School Program
fails to compena te for the large funding variations attrib-
utable to the local property tax element of the Texas
,nancing scheme. And it is these stark differences in the
treatment of Texas school districts and school children
inherent in the Texas financing scheme, not the absolute
amount of state aid provided to any particular school dis-
trict, that are the crux of this ease. There can, moreover,
be no escaping the conclusion that the local property tax
which is dependent upon taxable district property wealth
is an essential feature of the Texas scheme for financing
public education."

B

The appellants do not deny the disparities in educa-
tional funding caused by variations in taxable district
property wealth. They do contend, however, that what-
ever the diferences in per-pupil spending among Texas
districts, there are no discriminatory consequences for the
children of the disadvantaged districts. They recognize
that what is at stake in this case is the quality of the

"Ths, in 1967-1968, Edgewood had a total of P48 per pupil in
state and local funds compared with a total of 9658 per pupil for
Alamo Haeihts. See Berke Adavit, Table X, App. 219. For
1974-1971, the respective totals were $418 and 5913. See Teas
Rusearah League, espra, a. 2, at 14.

"Not only does the losal property tax provide approximately
40% of the funds expended on public education, but it is the only
sure of funds for such esstial aspects of educational financing as
the payment of school bonds, sea. 3, spra, and the payment of
the district's share of the Local Fund Assignment, as wel as for
nearly al expenditures above the minimums established by the
Foundation School Program.
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public education provided Texas children in the districts
in which they live. But appellants reject the suggestion
that the quality of education in any particular district
is determined by money-beyond some minimal level of
funding which they believe to be assured every Texas
district by the Minimum Foundation School Program.
In their view, there is simply no denial of equal educa-
tional opportunity to any Texas schoolchildren as a re-
sult of the widely varying per-pupil spending power pro-
vided districts under the current financing scheme.

In my view, though, even an unadorned restatement
of this contention is sufficient to reveal its absurdity.
Authorities concerned with educational quality no doubt
disagree as to the significance of variations in per-pupil
spending." Indeed, conflicting expert testimony was pre-
sented to the District Court in this case concerning the
effect of spending variations on educational achieve-
ment." We sit, however, not to resolve disputes over
educational theory but to enforce our Constitution.
It is an inescapable fact that if one district has more
funds available per pupil than another district, the

"Compare, e. g., J. Colenman et aL., Equality of Educational Op.
portunity 290-330 (196); Jenska, The Cainan Report and the
Conventional Wisdom, in On Equality of Educational Opportunity
69, 91-104 (F. Mosteller & D. Moynihan eds. 1972), with, e. g.,
J. Guthrie, G. Kleindorfer, . Levin, & I. Stout, Schools and
Inequality 79-00 (1971); Kising, Measuring a Local Governennt
Service: A Study of Sehool Districts in New York State, 49 Rev.
Econ. & Statistica 356 (1967).

+1Compare Berke Answers to Interrogatories 10 ("Dobr expendi-
tures are probably the best way of measuring the quality of educa-
tion afforded students.. ."), with Graham Deposition 3 ("[I]t is
not just necessarily the money, no. It is how wisely you spend it").
It warrants noting that even appelants' witness, Mr. Graham, quali-
fied the importance of money only by the sequi t of wise
expenditure. Quite obvioudy, a district which is property poor is
powerless to match the education provided by a property-rich dis-
trict, assuming each district allocates its funds with equal wisdom.

-,~,. +_ r+ ' . , ' ,,p. .z r.,w.+ ±; ~t..wirotMy .
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former will have greater choice in educational plan-

ning than will the latter. In this regard, I believe

the question of discrimination in educational quality must

be deemed to be an objective one that looks to what

the State provides its children, not to what the children

are able to do with what they receive. That a child
forced to attend an underfunded school with poorer

physical faeilties, les experienced teachers, larger Clase.
and a narrower range of courses than a school with sub-

stantiafly more funds--and thus with greater choice in

educational planning-may nevertheless excel is to the

credit of the child, not the State, ef. Missouri ez re.

Gaines v. Canada, 305 U. S. 337, 349 (1938). Indeed,
who can ever measure for such a child the opportunities
lost and the talents wasted for want of a broader, more
enriched education? Discrimination in the opportunity
to learn that is afforded a child must be our standard.

Hence, even before this Court recognised its duty to

tear down the barriers of state-enforced racial segrega-

tion in public education, it acknowledged that inequality
in the educational facilities provided to students may
be discriminatory state action as contemplated by the

Equal Protection Clause. As a basis for striking down
state-enforced segregation of a law school, the Court in
Sweatt v. Painter, 339 U. S. 629, 633-634 (1950), stated:

"[W]e cannot And substantial equality in the edu-
cational opportunities offered white and Negro law
students by the State. In terms of number of the
faculty, variety of courses and opportunity for spe-
cialisation, sine of the student body, scope of the

library, availability of law review and similar activ-
ities, the (whites-only) Law School is superior....
It is dilIeult to believe that one who had a free
choice between these law schools would consider the
question close."

84
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See also McLaurin v. Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education, 339 U. S. 637 (1950). Likewise, it is difficult
to believe that if the children of Texas had a free choice,
they would choose to be educated in districts with fewer
resources, and hence with more antiquated plants, les
experienced teachers, and a less diversified curriculum.
In fact, if financing variations are so insignificant to edu-
cational quality, it is difficult to understand why a num-
ber of our country's wealthiest school districts, which have
no legal obligation to argue in support of the constitu-
tionality of the Texas legislation, have nevertheless
zealously pursued its cause before this Court."

The consequences, in terms of objective educational
input, of the variations in district funding caused by the
Texas financing scheme are apparent from the data in-
troduced before the District Court. For example, in
1968-1969, 100% of the teachers in the property-rich
Alamo Heights School District had college degrees."
By contrast, during the same school year only 80.02% of
the teachers had college degrees in the property poor
Edgewood Independent School District." Also, in 1968-
1969, approximately 47% of the teachers in the Edge-
wood District were on emergency teaching permits,
whereas only 11% of the teachers in Alamo Heights were
on such permits." This is undoubtedly a reflection of the
fact that the top of Edgewood's teacher salary scale was

"See Brief of aii curue, inter aia, San Marino Unified School
District; Beverly Hills Unified School District; Brief of amici criase,
inter ai, Bloomield Hills, Michigan, School District; Dearborn City,
Michigan, School District; Grosse Pointe, Michigan, Public School
System.

" Answers to Plaintiffs' Interrogatories, App. 115.
"Ibid. Moreover, during the same period, 37.17% of the teachers

in Alamo Heights had advanced degrees, while only 14.98% of Edge-
wood's faculty had such degrees. See id., at 116.

46Id., at 117.I

, ,, , .-
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approximately 80% of Alamo Heights'" And, not sr-

,ri'ingly, theeestly
between the two districts" In other words, as might be

expected, a difence ain the funds available to districts

results in a difuence in.dan lcnal inputs available for

a chid's pubie education in Teeas. For constitunl

purposes, I believe this situation, whh is directly at-
tributable to the Texas financing sheme, rais a pave

question of stateereated discrimination in the provision

of public eduction. Cf.Gastos County v. United tas,

396 U. S. 235 298-21 (1960).
At the very least, in view of the substantial inter-

district disparities in funding and in resulting uedsutional

inputs shown by appellees to exist under the Texas

financing scheme, the burden of proving that these di.-

parities do not in fact affect the quality of children's
education must fall upon the appellants. Cf. Hobson

v. Honen, 327F. Supp. 844, 80-81 (DC 1971). Yet

appellants made no effort in the District Court to den-

onstrate that educational quality is not afected by vari-

ations in funding and in resulting input & And, in this

Court, they have argued no more than t at the relation-

ship is ambiguous. This is hardly aiient to overcome

appellees' prima face showing of state-created discrim-
ination between the schoolcbildren of Texas with respect
to objective educational opportunity.

Nor can I accept the appellants' apparent suggestion

that the Texas Minimum Foundation School Program
effectively eradicates any discriminatory effeets other-

wise resulting from the local property tax element of the

"Id., at 118.
* In the 1967-1968 school year, Edgewood had 22,862 students and

864 teaches, a ratio of 26.5 to 1. See id., at 110, 114. In Alamo

Heights, for the same school year, there were 5,432 students and 265

teachers for a ratio of 20.5 to 1. Ibid.

I
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Texas fnancing scheme. Appellants assert that, despite
its imperfections, the Program "does guarantee an ade-
quate education to every child."" The majority, in con-
sidering the constitutionality of the Texas financing

hme, seems to fnd substantial merit in this conten-
tion, for it tells us that the Foundation Program "was de-
signed to provide an adequate minimum educational of-
fering in every school in the State," ate, at 4, and that
the Program assurese) a basic education for every child,"
ante, at 49. But I fail to understand how the cnstitu-
tional problems inherent in the financing heenare eased
by the Foundation Program. Indeed, the precise thrust
of the appellants' and the Court's remarks are not alto-
gear 1'7clear to me.

The suggestion may be that the state aid received via
the Foundation Program sfintly improves the posi-
tion of property-poor districts vie--via property-rich dis-
tricts-in terms of educational funds-to eliminate any
claim of interdistrict discrimination in available educe-

tional resources which might otherwise exist if educe.
tional funding were dependent solely upon local property
taxation. Certainly the Court has recognized that to
demand precise equality of treatment is normally un-
realistic, and thus minor differences inherent in any
practical context usually will not make out a substantial
equal protection claim. See, e. g., Mayer v. City of Chi-
csao, 404 U. S. 189, 194-195 (1971); Draper v. Wash-
inton, 372 U. 8. 487, 406-496 (1968); Bain Peanut Co.
v. Piuson, 282 U. S.409,501 (1931). But, ashas already
been seen, we are hardly presented here with some de
sasiss claim of disriinatinn resulting the play

neuuusy in any functioning stem; to the contrary, it
is dew that the Foundation Program utterly fails to

Rephy Brief for Appelants 17. See also, id., at 5, 15-16.

I.



88 OCTOBER TERM, 1972

MAu Ant, J., dissenting 411 U. S.

ameliorate the seriously discriminatory effects of the local

property tax*
Alternatively, the appellants and the majority may

believe that the Equal Protection Clause cannot be of-

fended by substantialy unequal state treatment of per-

sons who are similarly situated so long as the State pro-

vid everyone with sm unspecified amount of education

which evidently is "enough."S The basis for such a

novel view is far from clear. It is, of course, true that

the Constitution does not require precise equality in the

treatment of all persons. As Mr. Justice Frankfurter

explained:

"The equality at which the 'equal protection' clause

aims is not a disembodied equality. The Fourteenth

Amendment enjoins 'the equal protection of the

laws,' and laws are not abstract propositions... .

The Constitution does not require things which are

different in fact or opinion to be treated in law as

though they were the same." Tigner v. Texas, 310

U. S. 141, 147 (1940).

See also Douglas v. California, 372 U. S. 353, 357

(1963); Goesaert v. Cleary, 335 U. 8. 464, 466 (1948).

*"Indeed, even apart from the diferential treatment inherent in

the local property tax, the significant interdistrict disparities in state

aid received under the Minimum Foundation School Program would

seem to raise substantial equal protection questions.
* I find particularly strong intimations of such a view in the

majority's eforta to denigrate the constitutional significance of

children in property-poor districts "receiving sa poorer quality educa-

tion than that available to children in districts having more assessable

wealth" with the assertion "that, at least where wealth is involved,

the Equal Protection Clause does not require absolute equality or

precisely equal advantages." Ante, at 23,24. The Court, to be sure,

restricts its remark to "wealth" discrimination. But the logical

basis for such a restriction is not explained by the Court, nor is it

otherwise apparent, see inre, at 117-120 and n. 77.

= - -. ,



SAN ANTONIO SCHOOL DISTRICT v. RODRIGUEZ 89

1 MAaswu., J., dienting

But this Court has never suggested that because some
"adequate" level of benefit is provided to all, discrimina-
tion in the provision of services is therefore constitution-
ally excusable. The Equal Protection Clause is not
addressed to the minimal sufficiency but rather to the
unjustifiable inequalities of state action. It mandates
nothing less than that "all persons similarly circum-
stanced shall be treated alike." P. S. Royster Guano
Co. v. Virginia, 253 U. 8. 412, 415 (1920).

Even if the Equal Protection Clause encompassed some
theory of constitutional adequacy, discrimination in the
provision of educational opportunity would certainly
seem to be a poor candidate for its application. Neither
the majority nor appellants inform us how judicially
manageable standards are to be derived for determining
how much education is "enough" to excuse constitu-
tional discrimination. One would think that the ma-
jority would heed its own fervent affirmation of judicial
self-restraint before undertaking the complex task of
determining at large what level of education is constitu-
tionally suwicient. Indeed, the majority's apparent reli-
ance upon the adequacy of the educational opportunity
assured by the Texas Minimum Foundation School Pro-
gram seems fundamentally inconsistent with its own
recognition that educational authorities are unable to
agree upon what makes for educational quality, see ante,
at 42-43 and n. 86 and at 47 n. 101. If, as the majority
stresses, such authoritiesare uncertain as to the impact of
various levels of funding on educational quality, I fail to
see where it finds the expertise to divine that the par-
ticular levels of funding provided by the Program as-
sure an adequate educational opportunity-much less an
education substantially equivalent in quality to that
which a higher level of funding might provide. Cer-
tainly appellants' mere assertion before this Court of
the adequacy of the education guaranteed by the Mini-
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mum Foundation School Program cannot obscure the

constitutional impliations of the discrimination in edu-

cational funding and objective educational inputs result-

ing from the local property tax-particularly since the

appensec ofered substantial uneontroverted evidence

before the District Court impugning the now much-

touted adequacyy" of the education guaranteed by the
Foundation Program."

In my view, then, it is inequality-not some notion of

gross inadequacy-of educational opportunity that raises

a question of denial of equal protection of the laws. I

find any other approach to the issue unintelligible and

without directing principle. Here, appellees have made
a substantial showing of wide variations in educational
funding and the resulting educational opportunity af-

forded to the scboolchildren of Teams. This discrim-
ination is, in large measure, attributable to signifcant

disparities in the taxable wealth of local Texas school

districts. This is a sufficient showing to raise a substan-
tial question of discriminatory state action in violation
of the Equal Protection Clause."

i See Answer to Interrogatories by Dr. Joel 8. Berke, Ans. 17,

p. 9; Ans. 4841, pp. 22-24; Ans. 88-89, pp. 41-42; Deposition of

Dr. Daniel C. Morgan, Jr., at 52-65; Affidavit of Dr. Daniel C. Mor-
gan, Jr., App. 242-243.

a It is true that in two previous cases this Court has summarily
affirmed district court diminna of constitutional attacks upon other

state eductional sning schemes. See Mclamis v. SApire, 293

F. Sapp. 327 (ND BM. 1968), af'd per curium, sub neom. Mclns v.

Ogie, 394 U. S. 22 (190); Burse v. Wilkersom, 310 F. Supp.

572 (WD Va. 1969), a'd per curiam, 397 U. &. 44 (1970). But

those decisions cannot be considered dispositive of this action,

for the thrust of those suits differed materially from that of

the present case. In Mclnnis, the plaintiffs asserted that "only a

financing system which apportions public funds according to the edu-

cational needs of the students satisfies the Fourteenth Amend-

ment." 293 F. Supp., at 331. The District Court concluded that

"(1) the Fourteenth Amendment does not require that public school
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C

Despite the evident discriminatory effect of the Texas
financing scheme, both the appellants and the majority
raise substantial questions concerning the precise charac-
ter of the disadvantaged class in this case. The Dis-
trict Court concluded that the Texas financing scheme
draws "distinction between groups of citizens depending
upon the wealth of the district in which they live" and
thus creates a disadvantaged class composed of persons
living in property-poor districts. See 337 F. Supp., at
282. See also id., at 281. In light of the data intro-
duced before the District Court, the conclusion that the
schoolchildren of property-poor districts constitute a
sufficient class for our purposes seems indisputable to me.

Appellants contend, however, that in constitutional
terms this case involves nothing more than discrimina-
tion against local school districts, not against individuals,
since on its face the state scheme is concerned only with
the provision of funds to local districts. The result
of the Texas financing scheme, appellants suggest, is
merely that some local districts have more available
revenues for education; others have less. In that re-

expenditures be made only on the basis of pupils' educational
needs, and (2) the lack of judicially manageable standards makes this
controversy nonjusticiable." Id., at 329. The Burres District
Court dismissed that suit essentially in reliance on Mcnlni which
it found to be "scarcely distinguishable." 310 F. Supp., at 574.
This suit involves no effort to obtain an allocation of school funds
that considers only educational need. The District Court ruled only
that the State must remedy the discrimination resulting from the dis-
tribution of taxable local district wealth which has heretofore pre-
vented many districts from truly exercising local fiscal control.
Furthermore, the limited holding of the District Court presents none
of the problems of judicial management which would exist if the
federal courts were to attempt to ensure the distribution of educa-
tional funds solely on the basis of educational need, see infra, at 1.30-
132.

-U

_ f , .3,. 8
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spect, they point out, the States have broad discretion

in drawing reasonable distinctions between their political

subdivisions. See Griin v. County Bchool Board of

Prince Edward County, 377 U. S. 218, 231 (1964);
McGowan v. Maryland, 368 U. S. 420, 427 (1961);
Sasburg v. Maryland, 346 U. S. 545,850-54 (1954).

But this Court has consistently that where

there is in fact discrimination against individual interests,

the situtional guarantee of equal protection of the

laws is not inapplicable simply because the discrimination
is based upon some group characteristicsuch as geographic
location. See Gordon v. Lance, 403 U. S. 1, 4 (1971);

Reynolds v. Sins, 377 U. 8. 533, 565--6(1964); Gray
v. Sanders 372 U. 8.368, 379 (1963). Texas has chosen

to provide free public education for all its citizens, and

it has embodied that decision in its constitution." Yet,

having established public education for its citizens, the

State, as a direct consequence of the variations in local

property wealth endemic to Texas' financing scheme, has

provided some Texas schoolchildren with substantially
less resources for their education than others. Thus,

while on its face the Texas scheme may merely dis-

criminate between local districts, the impact of that

discrimination falls directly upon the children whose

educational opportunity is dependent upon where they

happen to live. Consequently, the District Court cor-

rectly concluded that the Texas financing scheme dis-

criminates, from a constitutional perspective, between

schoolchildren on the basis of the amount of taxable

property located within their local districts.

In my Brother Swar's view, however, such a descrip-

tion of the discrimination inherent in this case is appar-

ently not sufficient, for it fails to define the "kind of

objectively identifiable classes" that he evidently per-

" Tex. Const., Art. 7, j1.

i,
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ceives to be necessary for a claim to be "cognizable under
the Equal Protection Clause," ante, at 62. He asserts
that this is also the view of the majority, but he is
unable to eiteenor have I been able tofind, any portion
of the Court's opinion which remotely suggeets that there
is no objectively identifiable or definable clas in this ease.
In any event, if he means to suggest that an essential

predicate to equal protection analysis is the precise iden-
tification of the particu!'er individuals who compose the
disadvantaged class, I fail to find the source from which
he derives such a requirement. Certainly such precision
is not analytically necessary. So long as the basis of the
discrimination is clearly identifed, it is possible to test it
against the State's purpose for such d rimination-
whatever the standard of equal protection analysis em-
ployed." This is clear from our decision only last Term
in Budlock v. Carter, 405 U. S. 134 (1972), where the
Court, in striking down Texas' primary filing fees as
violative of equal protection, found no impediment to
equal protection analysis in the fact that the members of
the disadvantaged class could not be readily identified.
The Court recognized that the filing-fee system tended
"to deny some voters the opportunity to vote for a can-
didate of their choosing; at the same time itgivesthe
affluent the power to place on the ballot their own names
or the names of persons they favor." Id., at 144. The

"Problems of remedy may be another matter. If provision of
the relief sought in a particular case required identification of each
member of the affected class, as in the case of monetary relief, the
need for clarity in defining the elam is apparent. But this in-
volves the procedural problems inherent in elass action litigation, not
the character of the elements essential to equal protection analysis.

We are concerned here only with the latter. Moreover, it is evident
that in cass such as this, provision of appropriate relief, which take
the injunctive form, is not a serious problem since it is enough to
direct the action of appropriate officials. Cf. Potts v. Fle, 313 F. 2d
284, 288-290 (CA5 1963).

.. .
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Court also recognized that thishs disparity in voting

power based on wealth cannot be described by reference

to discrete and precisely defined segments of the com-

munity as is typical of inequities challenged under the

Equal Protection Clause... ." Ibid. Nevertheless,

it concluded that "we would ignore reality were we not

to recognize that this system falls with unequal weight on

voters . according to their economic status." Ibid.

The nature of the claus nation in Btdock was clear,

although the precise membership of the disdvantaged
class was not. This was enough in BuRlock for purposes

of equal protection analysis. It is enough here.

It may be, though, that my Brother Srwaa? is not in

fact demanding precise identifiation of the membership

of the disadvantaged class for purposes of equal protec-

tion analysis, but is merely unable to discern with suffi-

cient clarity the nature of the discrimination charged in
this ease. Indeed, the Court itself displays some uncer-

tainty as to the exact nature of the discrimination and

the resulting disadvantaged class alleged to exist in this

case. See ante, at 19-20. It is, of course, essential to

equal protection analysis to have a firm grasp upon the

nature of the discrimination at issue. In fact, the absence

of such a clear, articulable understanding of the nature

of alleged discrimination in a particular instance may well

suggest the absence of any real discrimination. But

such is hardly the case here.
A number of theories of discrimination have, to be

sure, been considered in the course of this litigation.

Thus, the District Court found that in Texas the poor

and minority group members tend to live in property-

poor districts suggesting discrinmination on the basis of

both personal wealth and race. See 337 F. Supp., at 282

and n. 3. The Court goes to great lengths to discredit

the data upon which the District Court relied, and thereby

its conclusion that poor people live in property-poor die-

Mam

g4
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tricta."1 Although I have serious doubts as to the cor-
rectness of the Court's analysis in rejecting the data sub-
mitted below,"M I have no need to join issue on these
factual disputes.

" I assume the Court would lodge the same criticism against the
validity of the Ending of a correlation between poor districts and
racial minorities.

"The Court rejects the District Court's finding of a correlation
between poor people and poor districts with the assertion that
"there is reason to believe that the post familiesare not necemarily
clustered in the poorest property districts" in Ters. Ante, at 23.
In support of its condusion the Court ofers absolutely no data-
which it cannot on this record-concerning the distribution of poor
people in Texas to refute the data introduced below by appeflees;
it relies instead on a recent law review note concerned solely with
the State of Connecticut, Note, A Statistical Analysis of the School
Finance Decisions: On Winning Battles and inning Wars, 81 Yale
L J. 13M (1972). Common sense suggests that the basis for draw-
ing a demographi conclusion with respect to a geographically large,
urban-rural, State such as Texas from a
geographicaly smal, densely populated, highly industrialised State
such as Connecticut is doubtful at best.

Furthermore, the article upon which the Court relies to discredit
the statistical procedures enplayed by Professor Berke to establish
the correlation between poor people and poor districts, see n. 11,
supr, based its criticism primarily on the fact that only four of the
110 districts studied were in the lowest of the five categories, which
were determined by relative taxable property per pupil, and most
districts clustered in the middle three groups. See Goldstein, Inter-
district Inequalities in School Financing: A Critical Analysis of
Serrano v. Priest and its Progeny, 120 U. Pa. I.. Rev. 504, 524 n. 67
(1972). See also ante, at 26-27. But the Court fada to note that the
four poorest districts in the sample had over 50,000 students which
constituted 10% of the students in the entire sample. It appears,
moreover, that even when the richest and the poorest categories are
enlarged to include in each category 20% of the students in the sam-
pie, the correlation between district and individual wealth holds true.
See Brief for the Governors of Minnesota, Maine, South Dakota,
Wisconsin, and Michigan as mci curiae 17 n. 21.

Finally, it cannot be ignored that the data introduced by appellees
went unchallenged in the District Court. The majority's willingness

""'rI
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I believe it is sufficient that the overarching form
of discrimination in this case is between the schoolchil-
dren of Texas on the basis of the taxable property wealth
of the districts in which they happen to live. To under-
stand both the precise nature of this discrimination
and the parameters of the disadvantaged class it is
sufficient to consider the constitutional principle which
appellees contend is controlling in the context of educa-
tional financing. In their complaint appellees asserted
that the Constitution does not permit local district
wealth to be determinative of educational opportunity."
This is simply another way of saying, as the District
Court concluded, that consistent with the guarantee of
equal protection of the laws, "the quality of public edu-
cation may not be a function of wealth, other than the
wealth of the state as a whole." 337 F. Supp., at 284.
Under such a principle, the children of a district are
excessively advantaged if that district has more taxable
property per pupil than the average amount of taxable
property per pupil considering the State as a whole. By
contrast, the children of a district are disadvantaged if
that district has less taxable property per pupil than
the state average. The majority attempts to disparage
such a definition of the disadvantaged class as the product
of an "artificially defined level" of district wealth. Ante.
at 28. But such is clearly not the case, for this is the

to permit appellants to litigate the correctness of those data for the
first time before this tribunal-where elective response by appellees
is impossible-is both unfair and judicially unsound.

" Third Amended Complaint App. 23. Consistent with this
theory, appellees purported to represent, among others, a class com-
posed of "al . . . school children in independent school dis-
tricts . . . who . . . have been deprived of the equal protection
of the law under the Fourteenth Amendment with regard to public
school education because of the low value of the property lying
within the independent school :districts in which they reside." Id.,
at 15.

I.
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definition unmistakably dictated by the constitutional
principle for which appellees have argued throughout the
course of this litigation. And I do not believe that a
clearer definition of either the disadvantaged class of
Texas schoolchildren or the allegedly unconstitutional dis-
crimination suffered by the members of that class under
the present Texas financing scheme could be asked for,
much less needed." Whether this discrimination, against
the schoolchildren of property-poor districts, inherent in
the Texas financing scheme, is violative of the Equal Pro-
tection Clause is the question to which we must now
turn.

II

To avoid having the Texas financing scheme struck
down because of the interdistrict variations in taxable
property wealth, the District Court determined that it
was insufficient for appellants to show merely that the
State's scheme was rationally related to some legitimate
state purpose; rather, the discrimination inherent in the
scheme had to be shown necessary to promote a "com-
pelling state interest" in order to withstand constitutional
scrutiny. The basis for this determination was twofold:
first, the financing scheme divides citizens on a wealth
basis, a classifcation which the District Court viewed as
highly suspect; and second, the discriminatory scheme
directly affects what it considered to be a "fundamental
interest," namely, education.

This Court has repeatedly held that state discrimina-
tion which either adversely affects a "fundamental in-
terest," see, e. g., Dunn v. Blumstein, 405 U. S. 330, 336-
342 (1972); Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U. S. 618, 629-
631 (1969), or is based on a distinction of a suspect char-
acter, see, e. g., Graham v. Richardson, 403 U. S. 365, 372

"The degree of judicial scrutiny that this particular classification
demands is a distinct issue which I consider in Part II, C, infra.

i
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(1971); McLaughlin v. Florida, 379 U. S. 184, 191-192
(1964), must be carefully scrutinised to ensure that the

scheme is necessary to promote a substantial, legitimate

state interest See, e. g., Dann v. Blvmstein, supra,
at 342-38; Bhapire v. Thompson, supra, at 684. The
majority today eoncludes,however, that the Texas scheme
is not subject to such a strict standard of review under
the Equal Protetion Clause. Instead, in its view,
the Texas scheme must be tested by nothing more than
that lenient standard of rationality which we have tra-
ditionaly applied to discriminatory state action in the
context of economic and commercial matters. See, e. g.,
McGowan v. Marylad, 366 U. S., at 425-426; Morey
v. Doud, 354 U. S. 457, 465-466 (1957); F. 8. Royster
Guano Co. v. Virginia, 253 U. S., at 415; LindeLey v.
Natural Carbonic Gas Co., 220 U. S. 61, 78-79 (1911).
By so doing, the Court avoids the telling task of search-
ing for a substantial state interest which the Texas
financing scheme, with its variations in taxable district
property wealth, is necessary to further. I cannot accept
such an emasculation of the Equal Protection Clause in
the context of this case.

A

To begin, I must once more voice my disagreement
with the Court's rigidifed approach to equal protection
analysis. See Dandridge v. Willians, 397 U. S. 471, 519-
521 (1970) (dissenting opinion); Richardson v. Belcher,
404 U. S. 78, 90 (1971) (dissenting opinion). The Court
apparently seeks to establish today that equal protection
cases fall into one of two neat categories which dictate
the appropriate standard of review-strict scrutiny or
mere rationality. But this Court's decisions in the field
of equal protection defy such easy categorisation. A
principled reading of what this Court has done reveals
that it has applied a spectrum of standards in reviewing
discrimination allegedly violative of the Equal Protec-

98
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tion Clause. This spectrum clearly comprehends varis
tions in the degree of care with which the Court will
scrutinize particular classifications, depending, I believe,
on the constitutional and societal importance of the inter-
est adversely affected and the recognized invidiousness
of the basis upon which the particular celassiation is
drawn. I find in fact that many of the Court's recent
decisions embody the very sort of reasoned approach to
equal protection analysis for which I previously argued-
that is, an approach in which "concentration [is] placed
upon the character of the classification in question, the
relative importance to individuals in the class discrimi-
nated against of the governmental benefts that they do
not receive, and the asserted state interests in support
of the classication." Dandridge v. Wiliams, supra,
at 520-521 (dissenting opinion).

I therefore cannot/accept the majority's labored efforts
to demonstrate that fundamental interests, which call for
strict scrutiny of the challenged elassiiaetion, encompass
only established rights which we are somehow bound to
recognize from the text of the Cnstitution itself. To be
sure, some interests which the Court has deemed to be
fundamental for purposes of equal protection analyses are
themselves constitutionally protected rights. Thus, di-
crimination against the guaranteed right of freedom of
speech has called for strict judicial scrutiny. See Police
Dept. of Chicago v. Mosley, 408 U.S. 92 (1972). Fur-
ther, every citizen's right to travel interstate, although
nowhere expressly mentioned in the Constitution, has
long been recognized as implicit in the premises under-
lying that document: the right "was conceived from the
beginning to be a necessary concomitant of the stronger
Union the Constitution created." United States v.
Guest, 388 U. S. 746, 758 (1966). See also Crwedafl v.
Nevada, 6 Wall. 35, 48 (1868). Consequently, the Court
has required that a state classification affecting the con-



100 OCTOBER TERM, 1972

MAsALL., J., disting 411 U. S.

stitutionally protected right to travel must be "shown to
benecesary to promote a competing governmental inter-
est." Bapiro v. Thompson, 394 U. S., at 634. But
it will not do to suggest that the "answer" to whether
an interest is fundamental for purpose. of equal protee-
tion analysis is always determined by whether that in-
terest "is a right ... explicitly or implicitly guaranteed
by the Constitution," onte, at 33-34.

I would like to know where the Constitution guaran-
tees the right to procreate, Skinner v. Oklahoma, 316
U. 8. 535, 541 (1942), or the right to vote in state
elections, e. g., Reynolds v. Sion, 377 U. 8. 533(1964),
or the right to an appeal from a criminal conviction,
e. g., Grimm v. Illinois, 351 U. 8. 12 (1956). These
are instances in which, due to the importance of the
interests at stake, the Court has displayed a strong
concern with the existence of discriminatory state treat-
ment. But the Court has never said or indicated that
these are interests which independently enjoy full-blown
constitutional protection.

Thus, in Buck v. Beli, 274 U. 8. 200 (1927), the Court
refused to recognize a substantive constitutional guaran-
tee of the right to procreate. Nevertheles, in Skinner v.
Okhoum., eupra, at 541, the Court, without impugning
the continuing validity of Bck v. Bell, held that "strict
scrutiny" of state discrimination affecting procreation
"Is enential," for "[taarriags and procreation are funda-
mental to the very niieman and survival of the race."
Res., in bee . Wad., 410 U.8.113,152-154 (1973),

amid, the ist'teenry weald reader the established concept
of f -- aintre.eb in the eastat of equal protection analysis-ue~ss hre the estative aentItnal right itself r-uie
t Cth s tetdy m sr say maerted state interest for

iter ding ae t ay particular guaranteed right, see,
e.g., Uuiisd assev.Or'e , 31 U. &.367, 377 (1968); Coxv.
LosiasmSa, 3 U. S. a, 84-661 (1965).
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the importance of procreation has, indeed, been explained
on the basis of its intimate relationship with the con-
stitutional right of privacy which we have recognized.
Yet the limited stature thereby accorded any "right" to
procreate is evident from the fact that at the same time
the Court reaffirmed its initial decision in Buck v. Bell.
See Roe v. Wade, supra, at 154.

Similarly, the right to vote in state elections has been
recognized as a "fundamental political right," because
the Court concluded very early that it is "preservative
of all rights." Yik Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U. S. 356,
370 (1886); see, e. g., Reynolds v. Bis, supra, at 561-
562. For this reason, "this Court has made clear that
a citizen has a constitutionally protected right to par-
ticipate in elections on an equal basis with other citi-

sens in the jurisdiction." Dunn v. Blumstein, 406 U. S.,
at 336 (emphasis added). The final source of such
protection from inequality in the provision of the state
franchise is, of course, the Equal Protection Clause.
Yet it is clear that whatever degree of importance has
been attached to the state electoral procem when un-
equally distributed, the right to vote in state elections
has itself never been accorded the stature of an independ-
ent constitutional guarantee." See Oregon v. Mitchell,
400 U. 8. 112 (1970); Kramer v. Union School District,
395 U. S. 621, 626-$29 (1969); Harper v. Virginia Bd.
of Elections, 383 U. S. 663, 665 (1966).

"It is interesting that in its effort to reconcile the state voting
rights cases with its theory of fundamentality the majority can
muster nothing more than the contention that' "[t]he constitutional
underpinnings of the right to equal treatment in the voting process
can no longer be doubted ... .. " Ante, at 34 n. 74 (emphasis
added). If, by this, the Court intends to recognise a substantive
constitutional "right to equal treatment in the voting process" in-
dependent of the Equal Protection Clause, the source of such a right
is certainly a mystery to me.
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Finaly, it is ikewise "true that a State is not required
by the Fedral Cnstitution to provide appellate courts
or a right to appellate review at al." Grisi v. Ilines,
351 U. 8., at 18. Neverhel. , discrimination adversely
affecting sens to an appellate process which a State
has hoen to provide has been considered to require
close judicial scrutiny. Se, e. g., rsn v. I inois,
,Spre; Doglas v. California, 372 U. 8. 38 (196).

The majority is, of course, correct when it suggest that
the process of derminingwhich inkerswae funda-
mentallsadiets one I do not thinyetheproblem
is insurmnntalt And I certainly do not sept the
view that the press need eerily dqgenerate into
an upiniled, sbjetve "piehingand-ehoosing" be-
tween various interests or that it must involve this Court
in creating "sabstantive constitutional rights in the name
of guaranteeing equal protection of the laws," ante,
at 38. Although not all fundamental interests are con-
stitutionay arateed, the determination of which
interests m fundamental should be firmly rooted in the
text of the Constitution. The task in every a should
be todeterminethe extent to which constitutionayguar-
anteed rights are dependent on interests not mentioned
in the Constitution. As the nexus between the specie
constitutional guarantee and the nonconstitutional inter-
est draws closer, the nonconstitutional interest becomes

n'It is true that Grilt and Dogwel aso involved discriina-
tin apinst iSints, that is, wealth discr'mo tion. But, as the
majority points out, ans, at 28-29, the Court has never deemed
wealth di binati alone to be mAclest to require strict judicial
scrutiny; rather, suck review of wealth cluScatio has been ap-
plied only where the dieeieinatcn Afets an important individual
interest, oe, e. g., Hrspev. ViriniBd. of Zeation, 388 U. S.
6ON(19M). Thus, I believe Gri5a and Doeuqa. can only be under-
stood as paied on a recognition of the fnntad importance of
the criminal appellate process.

102
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more fundamental and the degree of judicial scrutiny
applied when the interest is infringed on a discriminatory
basis must be adjusted accordingly. Thus, it cannot be
denied that interests such as procreation, the exercise of
the state franchise, and access to criminal appellate proc-
esses are not fully guaranteed to the citizen by our Con-
stitution. But these interests have nonetheless been
afforded special judicial consideration in the face of dis-
erimination because they are, to same extent, interrelated
with constitutional guarantees. Procreation is now
understood to be important because of its interaction
with the established constitutional right of privacy. The
exercise of the state franchise is closely tied to basic civil
and political rights inherent in the First Amendment.
And access to criminal appellate processes enhances the
integrity of the range of rights" implicit in the Four.
teenth Amendment guarantee of due process of law.
Only if we closely protect the related interests from state
discrimination do we ultimately ensure the integrity of
the constitutional guarantee itself. This is the real lesson
that must be taken from our previous decisions involving
interests deemed to be fundamental.

The effect of the interaction of individual interests
with established constitutional guarantees upon the de-
gree of care exercised by this Court in reviewing state
discrimination affecting such interests is amply illustrated
by our decision last Term in Renstdt v. Baird, 405
U. S. 438 (1972). In Baird, the Court struck down as
violative of ' Equal Protection Clause a state statute
which denki unmarried persons access to contraceptive
devices on the same basis as married persons. The Court

" See, e. g., Dunca v. Louisiana, 391 U. S. 145 (1968) (right to
jury trial); WAriagton v. Texas, 388 U. S. 14 (1967) (right to
compulsory process); Pointer v. Teas, 380 U. 8. 400 (1966) (right
to confront one's accusers).
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purported to test the statute under its traditional stand-

ard whether there is some rational basis for the discrimi-

natian eected. Id., at 446-47. In the context of com-

merial regulation, the Court has indicated that the

Equal Protection Clause "is offended only if the da-
uficatian rests on grounds wholly irrelevant to the

achievement of the State's objective." See, e. g.,

McGowan v. Maryland, 366 U. S., at 425; Kotch v.

Board of River Port Pilot Corn'rs, 330 U. 8. 552, 557

(1947). And this lenient standard is further weighted in

the State's favor by the fact that "[a] statutory discrimi-

nation will not be set aside if any state of facts rea-

nably may be conceived [by the Court] to justify it."

McGowan v. Maryland, sepra, at 426. But in Baird

the Court clearly did not adhere to these highly tolerant
standards of traditional rational review. For although
there were conceivable state interests intended to be ad-

vanced by the statute-e. g., deterrence of premarital

sexual activity and regulation of the dissemination of po-

tentially dangerous articles-the Court was not prepared

to accept these interests on their face, but instead pro-

ceeded to test their substantiality by independent analy-

sis. See 406 U. S., at 449-454. Such close scrutiny of

the State's interests was hardly characteristic of the

deference shown state classic actions in the context of

economic interests. See, e. g., Goeseaert v. Cleary, 335

U. S. 464 (1948) ; Kotck v. Board of River Port Pilot
Comm'rs, aspra. Yet I think the Court's action was

entirely appropriate, for acess to and use of con-

traceptives bears a close relationship to the individual's
constitutional right of privacy. See 405 U. S., at 453-
454; id., at 463-40 (Warrs, J., concurring in result).
See also Roe v. Wade, 410 U. S., at 152-153.

A similaprocess of analysis with respect to the in-

vidioumess of the basis on which a particular classifi-

cation is drawn has also influenced the Court as to the
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appropriate degree of scrutiny to be accorded any par-
ticular case. The highly suspect character of classil-
cations based on race," nationality," or alienage* is
well established. The ransn why such elanntin

call for close judicial scrutiny are manifold. Certain
racial and ethnic groups have frequently been recog-
nized as "discrete and insular minorities" whare rela-
tively powerless to protect their interests in the political
process. See Graham v. Richardson, 403 U. 8., at
372; of. United State. v. Carotene Products Co., 30O
U. S. 144, 152-153, n. 4 (1988). Moreover, race, nation-
ality, or alienage is "'in most circumstances irrelevant' to
any constitutionally acceptable legislative purpose, Hire-
byahi v. United States, 320 U.S.81,10." McLaughlin
v. Florida, 379 U. S., at 192. Instead, lines drawn on
such bases are frequently the reflection of historic prej-
udices rather than legislative rationality. It may be
that all of these considerations, which make for par-
ticular judicial solicitude in the face of discrimination
on the basis of race, nationality, or alienage, do not
coalesce-or at least not to the same degree-in other
forms of discrimination. Nevertheless, these considera-
tions have undoubtedly influenced the care with which
the Court has scrutinized other forms of discrimination.

In James v. Strange, 407 U. S. 128 (1972), the Court
held unconstitutional a state statute which provided for
recoupment from indigent convicts of legal defense fees
paid by the State. The Court found that the statute
impermissibly differentiated between indigent criminals
in debt to the State and civil judgment debtors, since
criminal debtors were denied various protective exemp-

"See, e. g., McLaughlin v. Florida, 379 U. 8. 184, 191-192 (1964);
Loving v. Virginia, 388 U. S. 1, 9 (1967).

"See Oyasa v. California, 332 U. S. 633, 644-646 (1948);
Korematsu v. United States, 323 U. S. 214, 216 (1944).

"See Graham v. Richardson. 403 U. S. 365, 372 (1971).
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tions aforded civil judgment debtors." The Court sug-
es that in reviewing the statute under the Equal

Protection Csause, it was merely applying the traditional
requi ent that there be "'camerationality' "in the line
drawn between the different types of debtors. Id., at
140. Yet it then proceeded to serutinisethe statute with

lees than traditional deference and restraint. Thus, the
Court recognised "that state recoupment statutes may
betoken legitimate state interests" in recovering expenses
and disceur fraud. Never'e.Ies, Ma. JUsMca
POWsn,, speakingfor teCourt, . ,nuded that

"these interests are not thwarted by requiring more
even treament of indigent criminal defendants
with other lames of debtors to whom the statute
itself repeatedly makes reference. State recoupment
laws, notwithstanding the state interests they may
serve, need not blight in such discriminatory fashion
the hopes of indigents for self--uaiiency and self-
respect." Id., at 141-142.

The Court, in short, clearly did not consider the prob-
lems of fraud and collection that the state legislature
might have concluded were peculiar to indigent criminal
defendants to be either sufficiently important or at least
sufficiently substantiated to justify denial of the protec-
tive exemptions afforded to all civil judgment debtors, to
a class composed exclusively of indigent criminal debtors.

Similarly, in Reed v. Reed, 404 U. 8. 71 (1971), the
Court, in striking down a state statute which gave men

*The Court noted that the chalenged "provision strips from
indent defendants the array of protective exemptions Kansas has
erected for other civil judgment debtors, including restrictions on the
amount of dispoble earnings subject to garnishment, protection of
the debtor from wage garnishment at times of severe personal or fam-
ily sckne.s, and exemption from attachment and execution on a
debtor's personal clothing, books, and tools of trade." 407 U. S., at
135.
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preference over women when persons of equal entitlement
apply for assignment as an administrator of a particular
estate, resorted to a more stringent standard of equal pro-
tection review than that employed in cam involving
commercial matters. The Court indicated that it was
testing the claim of sex discrimination by nothing more
than whether the line draw bore "a rational relationship
to a state objective," which it recognized as a legitimate
effort to reduce the work of probate courts in choosing
between competing applications for letters of adminis
tration. Id., at 76. Accepting such a purpose, the Idaho
Supreme Court had thought the clissiation to be sus-
tainable on the basis that the legislature might have
reasonably concluded that, as a rule, men have more
experience than women in business matters relevant to
the administration of an estate. 93 Idaho 511, 514, 465 P.
2d 635, 638 (1970). This Court, however, concluded
that ' -]o give a mandatory preference to members of
either sex over members of the other, merely to ac-
complish the elimination of hearings on the merits, is
to make the very kind of arbitrary legislative choice for-
bidden by the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment ... ." 404 U. S., at 76. This Court, in
other words, was unwilling to consider a theoretical and
unsubstantiated basis for distinction-however reasonable
it might appear-sufficient to sustain a statute discrimi-
nating on the basis of sex.

James and Reed can only be understood as instances in
which the particularly invidious character of the classi-
fication caused the Court to pause and scrutinise with
more than traditional care the rationality of state dis-
crimination. Discrimination on the basis of past crim-
inality and on the basis of sex posed for the Court the
specter of forms of discrimination which it implicitly
recognized to have deep social and legal roots without
necessarily having any basis in actual differences. Still,
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the Court's sensitivity to the invidiousness of the basis
for is perhaps most apparent in its deci-
dons protecting the interests of children born out of wed-
lock from discriminatory state action. See Weber v.
Aetna Cauty & Surety Co., 406 U.S.164(1972); Levy
v. Louisiana, 31 U. 868(1968).

In Weber, the Court struck down a portion of a state
workmen's a-penation statute that relegated unac-
knowledged illegitimate children of the deceased to a
lser status with respect to benefits than that occupied
by legitimate children of the deceased. The Court ac-
knowledged the true nature of its inquiry in ases such
as these: "What legitimate tate interest does the elassi-
fcation promote? What fundamental personal rights
might the clasiiation endanger?" Id., at 173. Em-
barking upon a determination of the relative substanti-
ality of the State's justifications for the classfication, the
Court rejected the contention that the clasifatins re-
Seated what might be presumed to have been the de-
ceaesed's preference ofhnriar as "not compein.. .
where dependency on the deceased is a prerequisite to
anyone's recovery... ." Ibi. Likewise, it deemed
the relationship between the State's interest in encourag-
ing legitimate family relationships and the burden placed
on the illegitimate too tenuous to permit the classifica-
tion to stand. Ibid. A clear insight into the basis of the
Court's action is provided by its conclusion:

"[Ilmposing disbilities on the legitimate child is
contrary to the basic concept of our system that
legal burdens should bear some relationship to in-
dividual responsibility or wrongdoing. Obviously, no
child is responsible for his birth and penalizing the
illegitimate child is an ineffectual-as well as an
unjust-way of deterring the parent. Courts are
powerless to prevent the social opprobrium suffered
by these hapless children, but the Equal Protection

_r --
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Clause does enable us to strike down discriminatory
laws relating to status of birth ... ." Id., at 175-
176.

Status of birth, like the color of one's skin, is something
which the individual cannot control, and should generally
be irrelevant in legislative considerations. Yet ilegit-
imacy has long been stigmatized by our society. Hence,
disrimination on the basis of birth-particularly when
it afects innocent children-warrants special judicial
consideration.

In summary, it seems to me inescapably clear that this
Court has consistently adjusted the care with which it
will review state discrimination in light of the constitu-
tional significance of the interests affected and the in-
vidiousness of the particular clasinection. In the con-
text of economic interests, we find that discriminatory
state action is almost always sustained, for such interests
are generally far removed from constitutional guar-
antees. Moreover, "[tihe extremes to which the Court
has gone in dreaming up rational bases for state regulation
in that area may in many instances be ascribed to a
healthy revulsion from theCourt's earlier excesses in using
the Constitution to protect interests that have more than
enough power to protect themselves in the legislative
halls." Dandridge v. Williams, 397 U. S., at 520 (dissent-
ing opinon). But the situation differs markedly when
discrimination against important individual interests
with constitutional implications and against particularly
disadvantaged or powerless classes is involved. The
majority suggests, however, that a variable standard of
review would give this Court the appearance of a "super-
legislature." Ante, at 31. I cannot agree. Such an
approach seems to me a part of the guarantees of our
Constitution and of the historic experiences with oppres-
sion of and discrimination against discrete, powerless
minorities which underlie that document. In truth,
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the Court itself will be open to the criticism raised by
the majority so long as it continues on its present course
of effectively selecting in private which cases will be
afforded special consideration without acknowledging the
true basis of its action" Opinions such as those in
Reed and Janwe sem drawn more as efforts to shield
rather than to reveal the true basis of the Court's de-
cionns Such obfuscad action may be appropriate to
a political body such as a legislature, but it is not ap-
propriate to this Court. Open debate of the bases for
the Court's action is essential to the rationality and
consistency of our decisanmaking process. Only in this
way can we avoid the label of legislature and ensure the
integrity of the judicial process.

Nevertheless, the majority today attempts to fore this
case into the same category for purposes of equal pro-
tection analysis as decisions involving discrimination
affeting commercial interests. By so doing, the majority
singles this case out for analytic treatment at odds with
what seems to me to be the clear trend of recent decisions
in this Court, and thereby ignores the constitutional im-
portance of the interest at stake and the invidiousness of
the particular masiation, factors that call for far more
than the lenient scrutiny of the Texas financing scheme
which the majority pursues. Yet if the discrimination
inherent in the Texas scheme is scrutinized with the care
demanded by the interest and classification present in
this ease, the unconstitutionality of that scheme is
unmistakable.

B

Since the Court now suggests that only interests guar-
anteed by the Constitution are fundamental for pur-
poses of equal protection analysis, and since it rejects

0 See generally Gunther, The Supreme Court, 1971 Term, Fore-
word: In Search of Evolving Doctrine on a Changing Court: A
Model for a Newer Equal Protection, 86 Harv. L. Rev. 1 (1972).
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the contention that public education is fundamental,
it follows that the Court concludes that public edu-
cation is not constitutionally guaranteed. It is true
that this Court has never deemed the provision of
free public education to be required by the Constitu-
tion. Indeed, it has on occasion suggested that state-
supported education is a privilege bestowed by a State
on its citizens. See Missouri ex rel. Gaines v. Canada,
305 U. S., at 349. Nevertheless, the fundamental im-
portance of education is amply indicated by the prior
decisions of this Court, by the unique status accorded
public education by our society, and by the close rela-
tionship between education and some of our most basic
constitutional values.

The special concern of this Court with the educational
process of our country is a matter of common knowledge.
Undoubtedly, this Court's most famous statement on
the subject is that contained in Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation, 347 U. S., at 493:

"Today, education is perhaps the most important
function of state and local governments. Com-
pulsory school attendance laws and the great ex-
penditures for education both demonstrate our
recognition of the importance of education to our
democratic society. It is required in the perform-
ance of our most basic public responsibilities, even
service in the armed forces. It is the very foundation
of good citiznship. Today it is a principal in-
strument in awakening the child to cultural values,
in preparing him for later professional training,
and in helping him to adjust normally to his
environment...."

Only last Term, the Court recognized that "[p]rovid-
ing public schools ranks at the very apex of the function
of a State." Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U. S. 205, 213
(1972). This is clearly borne out by the fact that in 48

X%" .. _. ,>-.. . ~ - - 4,' N " ,___rr. .. ;:._a:cry_____-
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of our 50 States the provision of public education is
mandated by the state constitution." No other state
function is so uniformly recognised" as an essential
element of our society's well-being. In large measure,
the explanation for the special importance attached to
education must rest, as the Court recognized in Yoder,
id., at 221, on the facts that "some degree of education
is necessary to prepare citizens to participate effectively
and intelligently in our open political system ... ," and
that "education prepares individuals to be self-reliant
and self-suffient participants in society." Both facets
of this observation are suggestive of the substantial rela-
tionship which education bears to guarantees of our
Constitution.

Education directly affects the ability of a child to exer-
cise his First Amendment rights, both as a source and
as a receiver of information and ideas, whatever inter-
ests he may pursue in life. This Court's decision in
Sweesy v. New Hampshire, 354 U. 8. 234, 250 (1957),
speaks of the right of students "to inquire, to study and
to evaluate, to gain new maturity and understand-
ing. . . ." Thus, we have not casually described the
classroom as the "'marketplace of ideas.' Keyishian v.
Board of Regents, 385 U. S. 589, 603 (1967). The oppor-
tunity for formal education may not necessarily be the
essential determinant of an individual's ability to enjoy
throughout his life the rights of free speech and aeso-

"See Brief of the National Education Association it al. as Amici
Curiae App. A. All 48 of the 50 States which mandate public edu-
catin also have compulsory-attendance laws which require school
attendance for eight years or more. Id., at 20-21.

" Prior to this Court's decision in Brown v. Board of Education,
347 U. S. 483 (1954), every State had a constitutional provision
directing the establishment of a system of public schools. But after
Brown, South Carolina repealed its constitutional provision, and
Mississippi made its constitutional provision discretionary with the

state legislature.
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citation guaranteed to him by the First Amendment. But
such an opportunity may enhance the individual's en-

joyment of those rights, not only during but also follow-

ing school attendance. Thus, in the final analysis, "the
pivotal position of education to success in American so-

ciety and its essential role in opening up to the individual
the central experiences of our culture lend it an im-
portance that is undeniable." °

Of particular importance is the relationship between
education and the political process. "Americans regard

the public schools as a most vital civic institution
for the preservation of a democratic system of gov-
ernment." Abington School Dist. v. &hempp, 374
U. S. 203, 230 (1963) (BRENNAN, J., concurring). Edu-
cation serves the essential function of instilling in our

young an understanding of and appreciation for the prin-
ciples and operation of our governmental processes."'
Education may instill the interest and provide the tools
necessary for political discourse and debate. Indeed, it
has frequently been suggested that education is the domi-
nant factor affecting political consciousness and partici-
pation." A system of "[c]ompetition in ideas and gov-

t Developments in the Law-Equal Protection, 82 Harv. L. Rev.

1065, 1129 (1909).
" The President's Commission on School Finance, Schools, Peo-

ple, & Money: The Need for Educational Reform 11 (1972), eon-

eluded that * literally, we cannot survive as a nation or as individ-

uas without (education]." It further observed that:

"[Iln a democratic society, public understanding of public issues is
necessary for public support. Schools generally include in their
courses of instruction a wide variety of subjects related to the history,

structure and principles of American government at all levels. In so

doing, schools provide students with a background of knowledge
which is deemed an absolute necessity for responsible citizenship."
Id., at 13-14.

"Bee J. Guthrie, G. Kleindorfer, H. Levin, & R. Stout, Schools
and Inequality 103-106 (1971); R. Hess & J. Torney, The Develop-



114 OCTOBER TERM, 1972

M NALL, J., disnting 411 U.S.

ernmental policies is at the core of our electoral process
and of the First Amendment freedoms." Wilinsa v.
Rhodes, 398 U.8. 28, 32 (1968). But of most imme-
dimte and direct concern must be the demonstrated
effect of education on the eerise of the franchise by
the electorate. The right to vote in federal elections
is conferred by Art. I, $2, and the Seventeenth Amend-
ment of the Constitution, and aceses to the state fran-
chise has been aforded special protection because it is
"preservative of other beiic civil and political rights,"
Reyold. v.Sim, 877 U.S., at 5. Data from the Prei-
dential Election of 1968 clearly demonstrate a direct
relationship between participation in the electoral proc.
ea and level of educational attainment; t and, as this
Court recognised in Gaston County v. United Mtates, 396
U. S.28,290(1969), the quality of education ofered may

met of Political Attitudes in Children 217-218 (1967); Campbell,
The Passive Citisen, in 6 Acts Socioiogia, Nos. 1-2, p. 9 , at 29-21
(1962).

That education in the dominant factor in influencing political par-
ticipation and awarenes is suicient, I beliEre, to dispose of the
Court's suggestion that, in al events, there is no indication that
Texas is not providing all of its children with a sufficient education
to enjoy the right of free speech and to participate fully in the
political process. Ante, at 36-37. There is, in short, no limit on the
amount of free speech or political participation that the Constitu-
tion guarantees. Moreover, it should be obvious that the political
pro.es, like most other aspects of social intercourse, is to some
degree competitive. It is thus of little benet to an individual fran
a prop'aty-poor district to have "enough" education if those around
him have more than "enough." Cf.Sweatt v. Pointer, 339 U.S. 629,
633634 (1950).

"See United State Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Voting and Registration in the Election of November 1968,
Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 192, Table 4, p. 17.
See also Senate Select Committee on Equal Educational Opportunity,
92d Cong., 2d Sees., Levin, The Costs to the Nation of Inadequate
Education 46-47 (Comm. Print 1972).

en , .. <nemasen
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influence achild's decision to "enter or remain in school."

It is this very sort of intimate relationship between
a pa ulr personal interest and specirm constitu-
tional guarantees that has heretofore caused the Court
to attach special signifiance, for purposes of equal pro-
tection analysis, to individual interests such as procrea-
tion and the exercise of the state franchise.'

While ultimately disputing little of this, the majority
seeks refuge in the fact that the Court has "never pre-
sumed to possess either the ability or the authority to
guarantee to the citizenry the most efectite speech or
the most informed electoral choice." Ante, at 36. This
serves only to blur what is in fact at stake. With due
respect, the issue is neither provision of the most efec-
tive speech nor of the most informed vote. Appellees

*t I belief that the don nemuw between education and our estab-
libed aaettutional values with respect to freedom ef speech and
participation in the political process imka this a dieent case
from our prior decisions concerning discrimination afecting public
welfare, me, e. g., Dendridge v. Willess, 3@7 U. 8. 471 (1970), or
housing, see, e. r., Lindsey v. Noriswt, 406 U. 8.56 (1972). There
can be no question that, as the majority suggests, costitutional
rights may be lees meaningful for someone without enough to eat or
without decent housing. Ante, at 37. But the crucial difference
lies in the daeness of the reiatiomhip. Whateve' 'i severity of
the impact of insulcient food or inadequate hou ire on a person's
life, they have never been ncamidu=sd to bear the am direct and
immediaterela tionship to cometitutlmnal oencerse for free speeb
and for our political procs. as education has log been recognised
to bear. Pehas the best evids. of this fact is the unique status
which has been accorded public education as the siOge public service
neady uanimsly guaranteed in the costitution of our States, see
suprs, at 111-112 and n. . Education in terms of esstitutional
values, is much more analogous, in my judment, to the right to vote
in state elections than to public welfare or public honing. Indeed,
it is not without signilcance that we have long recognised education
as an essential step in providing the disadvantaged with the tools
necessary to achieve economic self-suficiency.

Li
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do not now seek the best education Texas might provide.
They do seek, however, an end to state discrimination re-
sulting from the unequal distribution of taxable district
property wealth that directly impairs the ability of some
districts to provide the same educational opportunity
that other districts can provide wish the sanm or even
substantially less ta effort. The issue is, in other words,
one of discrimination that affectsthe quality of the edu-
cation which Texas has chosen to provide its children;
and, the precise question here is what importance should
attach to education for purposes of equal protection anal-
ysis of that discrimination. As this Court held in
Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U. S.; at 493, the
opportunity of education, "where the state has under-
taken to provide it, is a right which must be made avail-
able to all on equal terms." The factors just considered,
including the relationship between education and the
social and political interests enshrined within the Con-
stitution, compel us to recognize the fundamentality of
education and to scrutinize with appropriate care the
bases for state discrimination affecting equality of edu-
cational opportunity in Texas' school districts "-a con-

76 The majority's reliance on this Court's traditional deference to
legislative bodies in matters of taxation fails wide of the mark in
the context of this particular case. See gate, at 40-41. The de-
csons on which the Court reles were simply taxpayer suits ehal.
lehging the constitutionality of a tax burden in the face of exemp-
tions or differential taxation afforded to others. See, e. p.. Alied
Store. of Ohio v. Boweer 388 U. S 522 (198); Moden v.
Kentueky, 308 U. 8. 83 (1940); Ca'mdkad v. Sowtnem Coa
& Coke Co., 301 U. 8. 496 (1937); Be's Gap R. Co. v. Penn-
syvama, 134 U. 8. 232 (10). There is no question that, from
the perspective of the taxpayer, the Equal Protection Clause "im-
poses no iron rule of equality, prohibiting the fexibility and va-
riety that are appropriate to reasonable schemes of state taxation.
The State may impose different species taxes upon different trades
and professions and may vary the rate of excise upon various
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elusion which is only strengthened when we consider
the character of the classifiation in this case.

C
The District Court found that in discriminating be-

tween Texasschoolhildren on the basis of the amount of
taxable property wealth located in the district in which
they live, the Texas financing scheme crested a form of
wealth discrimination. This Court has frequently recog-
nised that discrimination on the basis of wealth may cre-
ate a -lasa-+o of a suspect character and thereby call
for exacting judicial scrutiny. See, e. g., Grijta v. Ili.
nois, 351 U. 8. 12 (1956); Dougeas v. California, 372
U. S. 353 (1963); McDonald v. Board of Blection
Comm're of Chicago, 394 U. E. 802, 807 (1969). The
majority, however, considers any wealth cllaation in
this case to lack certain essential characteristics which
it contends are common to the instances of wealth dis-
crimination that this Court has heretofore recognised.
We are told that in every prior case involving a we.It'
clahification, the members of the disadvantaged class
have "hared two distinguishing characteristics: be-

products." Aased mor.. of Ohio v. Bowr, supra, at 526-627.
But in this cne we are printed with a claim of discrimination
of an entirely dibemst nature-a daim that the revenue-pro-
dia l mecha=ir diediserinates against the interests of some
of the int.wded sm is ; and, in contrast to the taxpayer suits,
the interest adwerudy deted is of substantial cosentitutianal and
-ocieal iplrtanma. Memm,, a di+ eent stadd of equal protee-
tion review than has been employed in the taxpayer suits is appro-
print. here. It is trin that a-ace of the District Court decision
would to some extent intrude upon the State's taxing power insofar
as it would be necesry for the State to at least raise taxable
district wealth. But contrary to the suggestions of the majority,
affiumance would not impose a straitjacket upon the revenuraising
powers of the State, and would certainly not spel the end of the
local property tax. See infre, at 132.
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am of their impecunity they were completely unable
to pay for some desired beneft, and as a consequence,
they sustained an absolute deprivation of a meaningful
opportunity to enjoy that benefit " Ante, at 20. I
annot agree. The Court's d may be sufficient

to explain the decisions in Wilisma v. Iusiess, 309 U.S.
235 (1970); Taftiv. Short, 401 U. 8. 396 (11i); and
even BuBock v. Carter, 406 U.8. 184 (1972). But they
are not in faet consistent with the in Harper v.
Virgisi. of Elections, 88 U. 8. 888 (18), or
Grifn v. Inocs, eaprs, or Doeise v. California, .vpra.

In Harper, the Court struck down as violative of the
Equal Protection Clause an annual Virginia poll tax of
$1.50, payment of which by persons over the age of 21
was a prerequisite to voting in Virginia elections. In
part, the Court reied on the fact that the poll tax inter-
fered with a fundamental interest-the exercise of the
state franchise. In addition, though, the Court em-
phasized that linesns drawn on the basis of wealth or
property... are traditionally disfavored." 383 U. S., at
8. Under the frst part of the theory announced by the

majority, the diadvantaged clam in Harper, in terms of
a wealth analysis, should have consisted only of those too
poor to afford the 1.50 neessaary to vote. But the
Harper Court did not see it that way. In its view, the
Equal Protection Clause "bars a system which excludes
[from the franchise) those unable to pay a fee to vote or
who fai to pqt." Ibid. (Emphasis added.) So far as
the Court was concerned, the "degree of the discriminatLion
[was] irrelevant." Ibid. Thus, the Court struck down
the poll tax in toto; it did not order merely that those
too poor to pay the tax bee empted; complete impecunity
clearly was not detmeninative of the limits of the died-
vantaged elas, nor was it essential to make an equal
protection claim.

118
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Similarly, Griasand Dougp. refute the majority's
contention that we have in the past required an abslute
deprivation before suia tn wealth el=mo tin to
strict scrutiny. The Court characterises GrIt as a case
concerned simply with the denial of a transcript or an
adequate m.btituts threfer, and Dowes as involving
the denial of counsel. But in both esses the question
was in fact whether "a State that (grants] appelate
review can do so in a way that diiniminatwn against
some convicted defendants on account of their poverty."
Grisn v. Ilisois, upe, at 18 (emphasis added). In
that regard, the Court concluded that inability to pur-
hase a transcript denied "the poor an adequate appe#Uate

review accorded to all who have money enough to pay
the costs in advance," ibid. (eaphasia added), and
that "the type of an appei a person is aorded . ..

hinges upon whether or not he can pay for the assist.
ane of counsel," Dougls. v. Californma, supra, at 365-
356 (emphasis added). The right of appeal itself was
not absolutely denied to those too poor to pay; but
because of the cost of a transcript and of counsel, the
appeal was a substant y less meaningful right for the
poor than for the rich." It was an these terms that the
Court found a denial of equal protection, and those terms
clearly encompassed degrees of discriminaion on the

" This does not amean that the Court has dmanded praise equality
a the treatment of the indict and the pasm of means in the
criminal prices. We have sever watunted, for bustance, that the
Equal Protatia Can requires the but lawyer moey n buy for
the indigent. We are hardly equied with the objective standards
which such a judgment would regirt But we have pursued the
goal of substantial equality of treatment in the face of clear dis-
parities in the nature of the appellate process aforded rich versus
poor. See, e. g., Draper v. Wesiagtoa, 372 U. S. 487, 496-496
(1963); ef. Coppedqe v. United States, 3609 U. . 438, 447 (1962).
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bsr of weuth which d not amount to outright denial
of the dstd ight r interest

This i not to y that the form of weath classifca-
tion in thisaree doss not diffe uinently from those
,reeisd in t tprius64"isOnoftisCourt. Our

prior a have dslt e nmmtiafy with diri*-ta on
the basis of personal wealth." Here, by contrast, the

" Even if I put aside the Coart a eding of Gr * and D1es,
the Coar fab toear any ramoned estitutional basis for restricting
eases involving w h diemminimati to instances in whiyh there is
an abslute deprivation of the inteest affeted. As I have already
dies sed, eeafpre, at d8-U, the Eq alProtection Claneguarantees
equality of entatamnt of these pam who are siniarly situated:
it dos not merely her se fom of exasive dierismination be-
tween uah posk. Outside the antext of wealth dioerimmination,
the Court rapportinneat decii ons eefdy isiale that relative
diecr iuation it within the purview of the Equal Protection Clase.
Thus, in ReyeIde v. iss, 377 U. S. 533, 562-863 (194), the
Court re ogried:
"It would appear extraordinary to smt that a State could be
censtitutiomaly permitted to enact a law providing that certain of
the State's voters could vote two, Ave, or 10 tuses for their legislative
representatives, whye voters living elsewhere could vote only
ne ... Of ewe. the eset of state lagiative districting schenes

which give the sesmber of representatives to unequal numbers
of sosutituents is identical Overweighting and overvaluation of the
votes of those living heie has the certain et of dilution and under-
valuation of the vote of those living there. . . . Their right to
vote is simpy not tae on right to vote as that of those living
in a fared pat of the State. ... One must be ever aware that
the Cetloutiis forbids 'spbiestietad as weft as siple- minded

See Ane Or v. Jidrw, 372 U. S. 364, 330-31 (1963). The
(Ort gives explanation why a cse involving wealth diserimina-
tion sh he treated any difaetly.

"But ec. a& A v. Carter, 446 U. S. 134, 144 (1972), where
prospective cadadtes' threatened exclusion from a primary balst
because of their inability to pay a Ailtg fee was sen as discrimina-
tion against both the impecunious candidates and the "les fluent

120
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children of the disadvantaged Texas school districts are
being discriminated against not necemarily because of
their personal wealth or the wealth of their families, but
because of the tamable property wealth of the residents
of the district in which they happen to live. The ap-
propriate question, then, is whether the same degree of
judicial riuitude and sutiny that has previously been
afforded wealth cla-atins is warranted here.

As the Court points out, ate, at 28-29, no previous
decision has deemed the presence of just a wealth elassi-
fiasion to be as t basis to call forth rigorous judi-
cial scrutiny of allegedly discriminatory state action.
Compare, e. g., Harper v. Virgin. Rd. of Elections,
supra, with, e. g., James v. Vierra, 402 U. S.137(1971).
That wealth close t- alone have not necessarily
been considered to bear the same high degree of sus-
poetness as have ca==iana ti OnA based on, for instance

race or alienage may be explainable on a number of
grounds. The "poor" may not be seen as politically
powerless as certain discrete and insular minority
groups." Personal poverty may entail much the same
social stigma as historiesly attached to certain. racial or
ethnic groups." But personal poverty is not a perma-
nent disability; its shackles may be escaped. Perhaps
most importantly, though, personal wealth may not
ne cesarily share the general irrelevance as a basis for
legislative action that race or nationality is recognized
to have. While the "poor" have frequently been a

segment of the community" that supported such candidates but was
also too poor as a group to contribute enough for the Sing fees.

" But ef. M. Harrington, The Other America 13-17 (Penguin ed.
1963).

"See E. BanaeM, The Unheavenly City 63, 75-76 (1970); cf.
R. Lynd & H. Lynd, Middletown in Transition 450 (1937).

III lip 01
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legally disadvantaged group," it cannot be ignored that
social legislation must frequently take cognisance of
the e d status of ourcitisa. Thus, we have gen
eram ane the invidiousness of wealth cla -"--on

with an awareness of the importance of the interests
being affected and the relevance of personal wealth to
those interests. See Harper v. Virginia Bd. of Ilection.,
supra.

When evaluated with these considerations in mind, it
seems to that discrimination on the basis of group
wealth in this case likewise cals for careful judicial
scrutiny. First, it must be recognized that while local
district wealth may serve other interests' it bears no
relationship whatsoever to the interest of Tema shool-
children in the educational opportunity afforded them
by the State of Texas. Given the importance of that
interest, we must be particularly sensitive to the invidious
ehara ises of any form of discrimination that is not
clearly intended to serve it, as opposed to some other
distinct state interest.Iscriminatin on the basis of
group wealth may not, to be sure, reflect the social stigma
frequently attached to personal poverty. Neverthees,
insofar as group wealth discrimination involves wealth
over which the disadvantaged individual has noesignifant
control," it represents in fact a more serious bask of
discrimination than does personal wealth. For such di..

" Cf. New York v. Mix, 11 Pet. 102, 142 (18317).
"Theoreticaly, at least, it may provide a mechanism for imple-

meeting Texas' alerted interest in local educational control, see
infra, at 126.

" True, a famy may move to escape a propeyty-poor school
district,euniqgithasthemesans to dowa. But such a viewwould
itself rais a serious -ottutioml question concerning an bupermis-
sibe burdening of the right to travel, or, more precisely, the con-
comitant right to remain where one is. Cf. ,A piro v. Thompson,
394 U. 8. 18, 821431 (19).

- r r
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crimination is no reaction of the individual's charac-
teristis or his abilities. And thus-particularly in the
context of a disadvantaged elass composed of children-
we have previously treated diseiination on a basis
which the individual cannot control as constitutionally
disfavored. Cf. Weber v. Aetna Casualty & Srety Co.,
40 U. S. 164(1972); Levy v. Loilana, 391 U. S. 68
(19).

The disability of the disadvantaged class in this case
extends as well into the political procenses upon which
we ordinarily rely as adequate for the protection and
promotion of all interests. Here legislative realocation
of the State's property wealth must be sought in the face
of inevitable opposition from signi gently advantaged
districts that have a strong vested interest in the preserva-
tion of the status quo, a problem not completely dis-
similar to that faced by underrepresented districts prior
to the Court's intervention in the procem of reapportion-
ment," see Baker v. Carr, 3609 U. S. 186,191-192 (1962).

Nor can we ignore the extent to which, in contrast to
our prior decision, the State is responsible for the wealth
discrimination in this instance. Gri5, Douglas, Wit-
Ksses, Tte, and our other prior cases have dealt with
discrimination on the basis of inignc which was at-
tributable to the operation of the private sector. But
we have no such simple de facto wealth discrimination
here. The means for fnancing public education in Texas
are selected and specified by the State. It is the State
that has created local school districts, and tied eduea-
tional funding to the local property tax and thereby to
local district wealth. At the same time, governmentaly

" nndeed the political dafculties that serioudy disadvantaged
districts face in securing leilative redres are augmented by the
fact that little support is likely to be secured from onmy mdly
disdvantaged districts. Cf. Orn v. Senders, 372 U. 8. 368 (1963).
See also n. 2, supra.

-RM-
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Imposed land use controls have undoubtedly encouraged

and rigided naturaltrendsin the alation of particular
areas for rmid trial or acnmereal use," and thus deter-
mined ea&h district's acnt of taxable property wealth.
In ahnt, this ee, in entrfl to the Courts previous
wealt as.mnatan denisn, can only be seen as "un-
usual in the extent to which erntal action is the
ause of te w al --- in--n--"N

In the Aal analysis then the invidiousa
of the oup wealth a pm t in this ease
merely serve to emphasize the need for careful judicial
scrutiny of the State'*nstilcations for the resulting inter-
district discrimination in the educational opportunity
aforded to the minhaLahdren of Texas.

D

The nature of our inquiry into the justifieations for
state discrimination is essentially the suenall a equal

protection ceses: We must consider the substantiality
of the state interests sought to be served, and we must
serautinise the raa-enes-of the means by which the

State has sought to advance its interests See Poice
Det of Chiesso v. Moey, 40 U.&, at 96. Difference
in the appliation of this test are, in my view, a function
of the constitutional importance of the interestsatstake
and the invidiousnes of the particular clasication. In
tern of the asserted state Interests, the Court has ind-
cated that it will require, for instance, a competingg,"
SApiO v. Thopson,304 U. S., at 084, or a "substantial"

ee Tar. Cities, Tows and Vilages Code, Ci. Stat. Ann.

5301l1a-1O11j (196 and Supp. 1972-1973). See also, e. g., Sknner
Y. Red, 2668. W.3d 860 (Tx Ct. Civ. App. 1964); Corpus Chriati
Y. Joes, 144 8. W. d 388 (Tea. Ct. Clv. App. 1940).

"&rrame v. Jeet, & Cat 3d, at ass, 487 P. 2d, at 1254. See also
Va Durts v. HatE 334 F. Supp., at 875-87.

ru
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or "important,"Dunn v. Bhmnuten, 406U. 8., at 30, state
interest to justify discrknination affecting individual in-
terests of constitutional signre ce. 'Whateve r the dif-

forese, if any, in these descriptions of the ahmmter of
the state interest necessary to sustain such i n,
basik to each it, I believe, a ecorn with the 11gi@i1 icy

and the reality of the mted state interest. Thus,
when interests of constitutional importance e at sake,
the Court does not stand ready to credit the 8tate'slmi-
samtin With any cone cable legihne purpose," but
daa a clear showing that there are legitaae sat
interswhi-hamtheta.ain was in fee nadd
to serve. Beyond the queson of the adequacy of
the State's purple for the classifiation the Court
tendit nally has be ne increangy nsitive to tae
man by which a State chooses to act as its action
affects mr directly interests of comeitutional sib-
niannasee, &. g., United States v. RObel, U. .
258, 265 (1967); Shelton v. Tucker, 864 U. 8. 479,
488 (1960). Thus, by now, "less restrictive alterna-
tives" analysis is firmly established in equal protection
jurisprudenot See Dunn v. Busstin, supro, at 88;
Krmer v. Union SMhool District, 306 U. 8., at 627. It

ems tone that the range of choice we are willing to
accord the State in selecting the means by whick it will
act, and the cr with which we serutiniea the etive
ness of the usans which the State selecs, also must re-
Bedt the conna e-an importance of the intent affecend
and the invidiousness of the partleuar elsesllcaton.
Here, both the nature of the interest and the eladeaton
dictate eloes judicial scrutiny of the purposes which Thus
seeks to serve with its present edutional Anacing

' Cf., e. g., Two Guy, from irroa-A eutoa v. McGisley,
366 U. S. 582 (1961); McGeeisY. Marylaud, 366 U. 8.420 (1961);
Gomeeert v. Cleary, 335 U. 8.464 (1948).

JUL. Jt!fl 1JP.*F
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scheme and of the means it has selected to serve that
purpo.

The only justification offered by appellants to sustain
the dis rmination in educational opportunity caused by
the Texas Snancing scheme is local educational control.
Presented with this juication, the District Court con-
cluded that "[njot only are defendants unable to demon-
strate compelling state interests for their classifications
based upon wealth, they fail even to establish a reason-
able basis for these classifations." 337 F. Supp., at 284.
I must agree with this conclusion.

At the outset, I do not question that kcal control of
public education, as an abstract matter, constitutes a very
substantial state interest. We observed only last Term
that directet control over decisions vitally affecting the
education of one's children is a need that is strongly felt
in our society." Wright v. Council of the City of
Emporia, 407 U. S. 451, 409 (1972). See also id., at 477-
478 (Bua oa, C. J., dissenting). The State's interest in
local educational control--which certainly includes ques-
tions of educational funding-has deep roots in the inher-
ent benefits of community support for public education.
Consequently, true state dedication to local control would
present, I think, a sub..ntial justification to weigh
against simply interdistrict variations in the treatment
of a State's schoolchildren. But I need not now decide
how I might ultimately strike the balance were we con-
fronted with a situation where the State's sincere con-
cern for local control inevitably produced educational
inequality. For, on this record, it is apparent that the
State's purported concern with local control is offered
primarily as an excuse rather than as a justification for
interdistrict inequality.

In Texas, statewide laws regulate in fact the most
minute details of local public education. For example,

1 126
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the State prescribes required courses." All textbooks
must be submitted for state approval," and only ap-
proved textbooks may be used." The State has estab-
lished the qualifications necessary for teaching in Texas
public schools and the procedures for obtaining certiica-
tion.'1 The State has even legislated on the length of
the school day." Texas' own courts have said:

"As a result of the acts of the Legislature our
school system is not of mere local concern but it is
statewide. While a school district is local in ter-
ritorial limits, it is an integral part of the vast
school system which is coextensive with the con-
fines of the State of Texas." Treadssay v. Whitney
Independent School District, 205 8. W. 2d 97, 99
Tex. Ct. Civ. App. 1947).

See also El Dorado Independent School District v. Tis-
dale, 38. W. 2d 420, 422 (Tex. Comm'n App. 1928).

Moreover, even if we accept Texas' general dedication
to local control in educational matters, it is difficult to find
any evidence of such dedication with respect to fiscal
matters. It ignores reality to suggest-as the Court
does, ante, at 49-50--that the local property tax ee-
ment of the Texas financing scheme refets a conscious
legislative effort to provide school districts with local
fiscal control. If Texas had a system truly dedicated
to local fiscal control, one would expect the quality of
the educational opportunity provided in each district to
vary with the decision of the voters in that district as

"Tex. Educ. Code Ann. i21.101-21.117. Criminal penalties
are provided for failure to teach certain required course. Id.,
1 4.15-4.16.
" Id., gi12.11-12.35.
'oId., 112.62.
"'Id., HI 13.081-13.048.
"Id., 121.004.

u.. J
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to the level of sacrifice they wish to make for public
education. In fact, the Tes scheme produces pre-
cisely the opposite result. Local school districts cannot
choose to have the best education in the State by impoe-
ing the highest tax rate. Instead, the quality of the
educational opportunity offered by any particular di.-
trict is largely determined by the amount of taxable
property located in the district-a factor over which local
voters can exercise no control.

The study introduced in the District Court showed a
direct inverse relationship between equalized taxable
district property wealth and district tax effort with the
result that the property-poor districts making the highest
tax effort obtained the lowest per-pupil yield" The
implications of this situation for local choice are illus-
trated by again comparing the Edgewood and Alamo
Heights School Districts. In 1967-1968, Edgewood, after
contributing its share to the Local Fund Assignment,
raised only $86 per pupil through its local property tax,
whereas Alamo Heights was able to raise 33 per pupil.
Since the funds received through the Minimum Founda-
tion School Program are to be used only for minimum
professional salaries transportation costs, and operating
expenses, it is not hard to see the lack of local choice-
with respect to higher teacher salaries to attract more
and better teachers, physical facilities, library books, and
facilities, special courses, or participation in special state
and federal matching funds programs-under which a
property-poor district such as Edgewood is forced to
labor." In fact, because of the difference in taxable
local property wealth, Edgewood would have to tax
itself almost nine times as heavily to obtain the same

"See Appendix II, infra.
"See Affidavit of Dr. Jose Cardenas, Superintendent of Schools,

Edgewood Independent School District, App. 234-238.

WMM"
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yield as Alamo Heights." At present, then, local control
is a myth for many of the local school districts in Texas.
As one district court has observed, "rather than reposing
in each school district the economic power to fix its own
level of per pupil expenditure, the State has so arranged
the structure as to guarantee that some districts will spend
low (with high taxes) while others will spend high (with
low taxes)." Van Dusartz v. Hat)Wd, 334 F. Supp. 870,
876 (Minn. 1971).

In my judgment, any substantial degree of scrutiny of
the operation of the Texas financing scheme reveals that
the State has selected means wholly inappropriate to
secure its purported interest in assuring its school districts
local fiscal control." At the same time, appellees have
pointed out a variety of alternative financing schemes
which may serve the State's purported interest in local
control as well as, if not better than, the present scheme
without the current impairment of the educational oppor-
tunity of vast numbers of Texas schoolchildren." I see
no need, however, to explore the practical or constitu-
tional merits of those suggested alternatives at this time
for, whatever their positive or negative features, experi-

"See Appendix IV, infra.
" My Brother Wasrr, in concluding that the Texas financing

scheme runs afoul of the Equal Protection Clause, likewise finds
on analysis that the means chosen by Texas-local property taxation
dependent upon local taxable wealth-is completely unsuited in its
present form to the achievement of the asserted goal of providing
local fiscal control. Although my Brother Wurra purports to reach
this result by application of that lenient standard of mere rationality
traditionally applied in the context of commercial interests, it seems
to me that the care with which he scrutinizes the practical effective-
ness of the present local property tax as a device for affording local
fiscal control reflects the application of a more stringent standard of
review, a standard which at the least is influenced by the constitu-
tional significance of the process of public education.

" See n. 98, infra.

w~**#~ ~ II
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ence with the present financing scheme impugns any sug-
gestion that it constitutes a serious effort to provide local
fiscal control. If, for the sake of local education control,
this Court is to sustain interdistrict discrimination in the
educational opportunity afforded Texas school children,
it should require that the State present something more
than the mere sham now before us.

III
In conclusion, it is essential to recognize that an end to

the wide variations in taxable district property wealth
inherent in the Texas financing scheme would entail
none of the untoward consequences suggested by the
Court or by the appellants.

First, affirmance of the District Court's decisions would
hardly sound the death knell for local control of educa-
tion. It would mean neither centralized decisionmaking
nor federal court intervention in the operation of public
schools. Clearly, this suit has nothing to do with local
decisionmaking with respect to educational policy or even
educational spending. It involves only a narrow aspect
of local control--nanely, local control over the raising of
educational funds. In fact, in striking down interdistrict
disparities in taxable local wealth, the District Court took
the course which is most likely to make true local con-
trol over educational decisionmaking a reality for all
Texas school districts.

Nor does the District Court's decision even necessarily
eliminate local control of educational funding. The Dis-
trict Court struck down nothing more than the continued
interdistrict wealth discrimination inherent in the present
property tax. Both centralized and decentralized plans
for educational funding not involving such interdistrict
discrimination have been put forward." The choice

"Centralised educational financing is, to be sure, one alternative.
On analysis, though, it is clear that even centralized financing would
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among these or other alternatives would remain with the

State, not with the federal courts. In this regard, it
should be evident that the degree of federal intervention

not deprive local school districts of what has been considered to be

the essence of local educational control. See Wright v. Council of
the City of Emporia, 407 U. S. 451, 477-478 (BuRasa, C. J.,
dissenting). Central financing would leave in tocal hands the entire

gamut of local educational policymaking-teachers, curriculum, school
sites, the whole process of allocating resources among alternative edu-
cational objectives.

A second possibility is the much-discussed theory of district power
equalization put forth by Professors Coons, Clune, and Sugarman
in their seminal work, Private Wealth and Public Fucation 201-242

(1970). Such a scheme would truly reflect a dedication to local fiscal
control. Under their system, each school district would receive a
fixed amount of revenue per pupil for any particular level of tax
effort regardless of the level of local property tax base. Appellants
criticize this scheme on the rather extraordinary ground that it would
encourage poorer districts to overtax themselves in order to obtain
substantial revenues for education. But under the present discrimi-
natory scheme, it is the poor districts that are already taxing them-
selves at the highest rates, yet are receiving the lowest returns.

District wealth reapportionment is yet another alternative which
would accomplish directly essentially what district power equaliza-
tion would seek to do artificially. Appellants claim that the cal-

culations concerning state property required by such a scheme would
be impossible as a practical matter. Yet Texas is already making
far more complex annual calculations-invohing not only local

property values but also local income and other economic factors-

in conjunction with the Local Fund Assignment portion of the Mini-

mum Foundation School Program. See 5 Governor's Committee

Report 43-44.
A fourth possibility would be to remove commercial, industrial,

and mineral property from local tax rolls, to tax this property on a
statewide basis, and to return the resulting revenues to the local

districts in a fashion that would compensate for remaining varia-

tions in the local tax bases.
None of these particular alternatives are necessarily constitu-

tionally compelled; rather, they indicate the breadth of choice which

would remain to the State if the present interdistrict disparities were

eliminated.
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in matters of local concern would be substantially less in
this context than in previous decisio in which we have
been asked effectively to impose a particular scheme upon
the States under the guise of the Equal Protection Clause.
See, e. g., Dandridge v. Wilis, 397 U. S. 471 (1970);
f. Richardson v. Belcher, 404 U. S. 78 (1971).

Still, we are told that this case requires us "to condemn
the State's judgment in conferring on political sub-
divisions the power to tax local property to supply reve-
nues for local interests." Ante, at 40. Yet no one in
the course of this entire litigation has ever questioned the
constitutionality of the local property tax as a device
for raising educational funds. The District Court's de-
cision, at most, restricts the power of the State to make
educational funding dependent exclusively upon local
property taxation so long as there exists interdistrict
disparities in taxable property wealth. But it hardly
eliminates the local property tax as a source of educa-
tional funding or as a means of providing local fisal
control."

The Court seeks solace for its action today in the pos-
sibility of legislative reform. The Court's suggestions
of legislative redress and experimentation will doubtless
be of great comfort to the schoolchildren of Texas' dis-
advantaged districts, but considering the vested interests
of wealthy school districts in the preservation of the
status quo, they are worth little more. The possibility
of legislative action is, in all events, no answer to this
Court's duty under the Constitution to eliminate un-
justified state discrimination. In this case we have been
presented with an instance of such discrimination, in a
particularly invidious form, against an individual inter-
est of large constitutional and practical importance. To
support the demonstrated discrimination in the provision

"See n. 98, eupra.
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of educational opportunity the State has offered a justifi-

cation which, on analysis, takes on at best an ephemeral
character. Thus, I believe that the wide disparities in
taxable district property wealth inherent in the local

property tax element of the Texasfinancing scheme render
that shetme violative of the Equal Protection Clause.*"

I would therefore affirm the judgment of the District
Court.

[Appendices I-IV are on the immediately following

pages.]

10 Of course, nothing in the Court's decision today should inhibit
further review of state educational funding schemes under state con-

stitutional provisions. See Miiken v. Green, 389 Mich. 1, 203
N. W. 2d 457 (1972), rehearing granted, Jan. 1973; Robinson v.
Cahill, 118 N. J. Super. 223, 287 A. 2d 187, 119 N. J. Super. 40,
289 A. 2d 569 (1972); ef. errano v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 584, 487 P. 2d

1241 (1971).

-_ _ _,_
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APPENDIX II TO OPINION OF MARSHALL, J.,
DISSENTING

TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS CATEGORIZED BY

EQUALIZED PROPERTY VALUES, EQUAL-
IZED TAX RATES, AND YIELD OF RATES

CATEGORIES EQUALIZED YIELD PER PUPIL

Market Value of TAX (Equalised Rate
Taxable Property RATES Applied to District

Per Pupil ON $100 Market Value)

Above $100,000 8.31 $585
(10 districts)

$100,000-50,000 .38 262
(26 districts)

850,000-830,000 .55 213
(30 districts)

$30,000-$10,000 .72 162
(40 districts)

Below $10,000 .70 60
(4 districts)

Based on Table II to affidavit of Joel S. Berke, App. 205, which

was prepared on the basis of a sample of 110 selected Texas school

districts from data for the 1967-1968 school year.
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APPENDIX IV TO OPINION OF MARSHALL, J.,
DISSENTING

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS, SCHOOL DISTRICTS
RANKED BY EQUALIZED PROPERTY VALUE

AND TAX RATE REQUIRED TO GENERATE
HIGHEST YIELD IN ALL DISTRICTS

Districts Ranked from
High to Low Market
Valuation Per Pupil

ALAMO HEIGHTS
JUDSON
EAST CENTRAL
NORTH EAST
SOMERSET
SAN ANTONIO
NORTH SIDE
SOUTH WEST
SOUTH SIDE
HARLANDALE
SOUTH SAN ANTONIO
EDGEWOOD

Tax Rate Per $100
Needed to Equal

Highest Yield

$0.68
1.04
1.17
1.21
1.32
1.56
1.65
2.10
3.03
3.20
5.77
5.76

Based on Table IX to afdavit of Joel S. Berke, App. 218, which
was prepared on the basis of the 12 school districts located in Bexar

County, Texas, from data from the 1967-1968 school year.
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