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Robin Hood Lingers In Texas

Public school funding, throughout the last decade in the state of Texas has been marked as huge fiasco, in the midst of a heated controversy pertaining to public school finance. Since the late 1980’s, Texas has been tagged as a poor and unaccredited state as far as public schools are concerned. These issues stem from the fact that in 1989 Texas’s method of raising revenue for public schools was declared “unconstitutional” by the Texas Supreme court. The current governor at that time, George W. Bush, was left in a tough and daunting situation. He was forced to raise sales taxes by .5%, something he had distinctly vowed not to do (Barro). However, after much heated debate the Texas Supreme Court adopted a program called “recapture”, also known as Robin Hood. Robin Hood is known as a policy in which wealthy public school districts financially support high poverty areas. Though in the beginning the plan seemed stable and cooperative, after being established for many years many districts seemed to recognize a change. The title wealthy district seemed to fall on vast numbers of districts; it seemed as if too much money was going into this pot available to poverty districts. Richer districts suffered many job cuts, an increase in classroom size, countless program cuts, and numerous other setbacks. However, poorer districts were still hit with a blow because additional revenue came from a significant hike in property taxes, which affected them greatly. Today, as a result the Texas government is left with an enormous dilemma, how to solve this problem known as Robin Hood. 

The burden of giving up important tax dollars has been most felt by the property-rich districts; due to the fact that the past eight years have brought nothing but negative effects on these wealthy school districts. In the Austin area from 2003-2004 six districts gave up about $223 million of tax money due to Robin Hood, about 20% of revenue brought in by taxpayers (Chavez, “Strength’).  With an increasing demand on wealthier school districts to give up more and more money, many changes to utilize the budget effectively have been made and proposed. 

With the quota on property rich districts almost doubling in millions every year, efficient budget planning has become very important. Each particular district is coming up with more and more ground-breaking ideas to get by with less. Many districts now have great involvement with the community, giving parents and teachers a chance to voice their opinions. Parents, who are taxpayers in these wealthier districts, considered the education system a chief priority in relation to where they moved. For example, I myself live in the Eanes district here in Austin, a major contributor to Robin Hood, and my parents made it their first priority to make sure we moved to a district where the school system was highly credited. Despite that fact, many parents and teachers are seeing wealthier districts in desperate effort having to see these cuts hit the classrooms.


With devastating statistics wealthier school districts have gone to extremes to get by with the bare minimum. The Irving/Plano area by itself was forced to move more than $1 to $2 million to their capital budget, which meant they were forced to borrow money for textbooks (Berard). Others districts went to equal or greater extremes to sustain their financial troubles. For example, the Austin area was sadly faced with cutting jobs and programs (Chavez, “Strength”).This was a devastating blow to classroom equality, not only does this make classroom sizes bigger but it also increases student to teacher ratios. In addition, many programs were cut to open up revenue for major sequence classes. This in effect does not allow students to choose from an array of alternate programs to broaden their horizons.  For example, in my senior year of high school many program cuts took place, and many teachers felt pressured by the increase in classroom sizes and the workload. In 2003-2004 programs in the Eanes district such as sign language had cut teachers down to one; also one vice principal seat had to be cut to open up revenue for important programs. 



Many believe that with the property-rich districts struggling with revenue, the poverty districts must be flourishing with revenue, better programs, and new teachers. Many of these poor school districts have seen a general increase in education, and an increase in programs. However, with a general rise in property taxes to increase more money to fund Robin Hood, the increase has also hit the poor communities. With families already struggling financially, even the slightest rises in taxes is affecting all members of these poverty areas (Chavez, “Strength”). “If a district does not have sufficient sources for providing an adequate education to its students, the state must step in to help, rather than allowing one district to take money from another. There are better sources of money in Texas” (Scharn). Although, poor districts throughout Texas do see a minimal gain in the equality of public school education, there are still kinks in the system. 

When the idea of Robin Hood was first proposed by the Texas state government, a sense of excitement seemed to strike all districts under the umbrella known as poor. Even though discrepancies still exist, many poverty districts supported Robin Hood, because without it many may would have not financially survived. Many districts throughout Texas have even gone to the extreme to say, without Robin Hood funding schools would have been forced to shut down (Chavez, “Property”). “Ninety percent of students go to schools that receive money from Robin Hood and property-poor school districts benefit from the sharing of wealth” (Chavez, “Property”).  With these poorer districts finally seeing a general improvement as a whole throughout all aspects of classroom activity, a heavy burden still seems to exist throughout the community, pertaining to property taxes.


Complaints and ridicule towards the Texas government’s public school financing policy, seems to be the general conformity of all citizens throughout Texas. The hostility seems to stem from one general aspect, the rise in property taxes. When looking at it from the aspect of property poor districts, a single dollar raised in property taxes meant multiple dollars towards education. However, from 1994-1995 a single poor district saw a rise from $12 million to $14.2 million, an unbearable amount for tax payers of these communities (“Robin Hood”). Then when looking at the opposition, property-rich districts seem to see a coinciding general fault. Community members of wealthier districts, who see a rise in property taxes, would like to see a general increase in the quality of education for their children. However, instead they see a significant drop in the quality of education in their respective areas, due to the fact that their revenue is now routed to poorer districts. In 2003 alone, more than $223 million of property-rich districts revenue was taken to give the less fortunate (Chavez, “Property”). In a general consensus, the idea of Robin Hood seems to contradict itself; both sides seem to be suffering financially more than gaining educationally.    

Ever since the first idea of Robin Hood was contemplated in the late 1980’s to the implementation of it today by the government, it has caused nothing but confusion and hostility throughout the state of Texas. The recapture policy known as Robin Hood is one of the most heated and debated arguments in the state. After, much speculation the case was taken to the Texas Supreme Court on the issue if the process is constitutional or not. After, over three-hundred school districts sent it written complaints, on 9-15-04 the Supreme Court stated that Robin Hood is unconstitutional (Cavaliere). Even though a verdict has been proposed, a set of lawyers have already started the appeals process against the courts decision. In addition, lawmakers now have one year to start from scratch and come with a new school finance plan (Cavaliere). With the Robin Hood entailments still in the back of the minds of many lawmakers and citizens, the process of a new proposal may be grueling and daunting. Communities and citizens are now very actively involved in the school finance process, and may be skeptical of a new plan due to the pervious plan of Robin Hood. 
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