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PREFACE

Hawaii's transition {rom territory ito state was accom-
plished with relative ease in many ways. The reorganized
state govermment, howsver, is not without its problems. Cne
of the major remaining tasks is the organization of the de-
partment of education and the establishment of a state board

of education.

Thig report was prepared in response to a request of
the House committee on education for information on powers
exercised by various kinds of school boards in different
jurisdictions so that appropriate powers might be assigned
to ihe board of education,

Since Hawaii's highly centralized system of public
education is quite unlike that of any other state, this re-
port, in addition to presenting information on the povers
of school boards, alse includes a discussion of the Ameri-
can pattern of school organization and of the various means
of financing public education, It concludes with a section
on "Implications for Hawaii which attempts to carry out
the House committee's request by indicating some areas in
which the legislature might consider alteration in organi-
zaticnal arrangsments or extension of board powers.

The Legislative Reference Bureau, in presenting this
report, does not recommend or advocate the adoption of any
particular policy regarding school organization or board
powers. It does, however, attempt to discuss several areas
for legislative consideration in sufficient depth so as to
indicate pertinent prohlems and conseguences.
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T. INTRODUCTION

This study was developed ia response to the reguest of the House Commit-
Lee on Educgtion for infompation ¢n the powsrs exercised ty the various types
of school boards in different Jurisdictions in America, so that zppropriate
powers might be assigned to the board of education of the State of Hawail.

In view of ths fact that the Mawail system of puhlic edueaticn is
erganizsed in a manner quite uniike that of any other state, a rather compre-
bénsive discussion ef the American pattern of schocl organization secmsd
essential to an understanding of the powars exercised by various types of
school toards in diffevent Jarlsdletions. Followingz this Giscussion is the
secLioﬂ which degls with the powers of state, intermediate, and local boards
of education. Since the financing of public education is an inportant part
of the relalionship between state governmsnts and elucabtlional bedles, o
segtion on public scheol finance is included.

The last section in this study, “Implications for lawaii®, attempis to
carry out the request of the House Committee on Education by indicating somw
pLysible powers whiceh mipht be assigned to Hawall's beard of education.

These possibilities will be derived from a cenzideration ofi (&) the features
of Hawgiif®s present organization of mublic education g4 set forth in legsl

and censtitutional provisions; (b) recommendations of the various studies of
educaticn in Hawaii; (¢} the differences angd similarities between the Hawsii
and typhcal American pattern of school erganication) ang {d) intergovernmeutal

relations in generai.



Aducation in the Territory of Hawaii

As a territory, the public schools in Hewail were managed by a board
of commissioners, appointed by the governcor, who was himself an appointee
of the President of the United States. This territorial agency was the only
school board in Hawaii; there were no local bogrds of education or interme-
diate boards of education. The entire Territory of Hawaii was considered as
being compesed of only one school district. Norman Meller in his study of
centralization in Hawail says: "Hawali's educational system lends especial
welght to the generalization that govermment in the Terriiery evidences more
centralization than is found in any state in the Union.®

The responsibility for the administration of public education was placed
in the department of public instruction. It managed the operation of all
public schools—-kindergartens, elementary schools, secondary schools, voca-
tional and technical schools. It determined educabional coursss of study,
supervised school building plans, established an approved list of texbooks,
and certified, hired, and paid teachers on a single salary schedule. It
elsc furnished school lunches for a charge below cost and supervised private
schools in certain respects.

The public schools were supported by state appropriations which furnished
slightly over 70 per cent of the total cost of public education in 1957,
Such appropriations covered general administrative costs for the Territory
and district offices; instructional and supervisory costs, computed on
tem cher-pupil ang overheaﬁ;pupil ratios; classroom supplies and teaching
materials; programs of special education; and the iike.

The Territory, however, asgsigned certain functions to the counties.

Each year the department of public instruction submitted a propossd special



school fund budget ito each of the counties in accordance with Sec. 39-2 of
the Revised Laws of Hawaii 1955. This budget included appropriations for the
following items: {(a) new buildings, additions and improvements; (b} repairs
and maintenance of buildings and grounds; {¢) school sites; (d} land improve-
ment; (e) furniture and equipment; (f) toilets; (g) janitor service and
supplies; and (h) paper towels, soap and toilet tissue.

Counties provided for school construction through appropriations of their
funds or through sums devoted to repay the Territory for the issuance of
ponds. The department of public instruction normally approved the size,
arrangement, diﬁensions, lighting of rcoms, and sanitary conveniences of new
buildings. In short, only nominally would the responsibility for the school
plant be considered primarily a function of the counties.

The counties also had the responrsibility for maintaining the public
schools; this involved providing for janitorial services, equipment, repairs,
cleaning supplies, restroom supplies, etc. Some counties alsc furnished free
transporiation for school children, and the department had the authority to
adopt regulations governing the operation of school busses which were publicly
owned or, if privately owned, under contract with the county.

In short, Hawaii's system of public education was unique in the United
States in its high degree of centralization. All of the Territory was con-
sidered as one school district, fiscally dependent on state and county govern-
ments, and administered by only one beard of education--the board of

commissioners——appointed by the governor who alsc appointesd the superintendent

of public instruction.



The Effects of Hawaii Statehood

Hawaii’s admission into the Union meant the substitution of its State
_Qonstitution for the Organic Act and necessitates some alterations in the
Laws of Hawaii. The following table compares the provisions deﬁling with
the state board of education as established by the State Constitution and
the board of commissioners as provided for by the laws of Hawaii.

The legislature of the State of Hawaii is faced with the necessity of
adopting legislation which will change the procedure for the selection of
members of the state board of education by establishing local school advisory
councils. These councils will submit panels of names to the governor who
will appoint board members, by and with the advice and consent of the senate.
The powers of the state board have been broadly defined in the Hawall State
Government Heorganmization Act of 1959. This report is submitted to aid the
iegislature in arriving at a decision on other powers which might be assigned

tc the state board of education.



A& Comparison of School Crganization i1n Hawaii

tunder Territerial and State Legal Provisions

Provisions

Territory of Hawaii
{Laws of Hawaii)

tate of Hawaii
{state Constitution)

1. Name

L4 - - - L4 @ a L4 L

2. Membership

a. Number

b. Sslection

Qualifica~
tions

Co

d. Restrictions

Geographical
representa—
tion

Co

Terms of
office

Compensation

he Chairman

i. Vacancy

LI L] . s » ¢ -

L
3:

Powers

4

de

i

Board of Commissioners of ;
Public Instruction

L L - * - ® - - - -

» - - L] L3 #*

&. Seven

b. Appointed by Governor

with consent of Ssnate.

Board of Education

& & * ® & W & + » LI I B

Unspecified. Superintendent
of public instruction an ex-
officio voting member.

Nominated and, by and with
consent of Senate, appointed

é by Governor from panels pre-
! pared by local school

Territorial citizenship for
five years next preceding
their appointment.

Ce

No minister or person in
holy order; no more than
three women; no more than
four of the same political
party; superintendent of
public instruction not on
board.

d.

€

one from Territory at-large.

f. Four years; staggered terms.

None except reimbursement
for necessary expenses in

attending meetings and in
discharging official duties.

Ee

h. Member selected at-large.

Governor makes appeintment
for unexpired term.

# +# & & & 3 9 4 B ¥ » = W & 8 ©

Has full authority and respon-
sibility for the administration

‘of the department of public
"instruction; states policies of
‘education; fixes curriculum;

prescribes dutles of superin-

tendent {who is appointed by
‘Governor and confimmed by the
‘Benate ).

Two each from Hawaii and Oalmy.
one each from Kaual and Maui;

advisory councils.

- - - th is not clear
whether the three-year resi-
dence requirement (Constitu-
tion, Article IV, Section 6)
applies to the board of
education.

O

ido"""

Part of board¥s membership
to represent geographic
subdivisions.

Ca

— -

1

1o
1

o L] L] L3 - L] - * Ll * L4 a

Formulates policies, exercises
control of public school systen
hy appointing ifts executive
officer, the superintendent of
public instruction.

& - L3

Sourees

Mildred D. Kosaki, Local School Adviscory Councils under the State

Constitution of Hawaii, Hawaii State Govermment Cr

¥al. Il (Honoluius
pe 19

Urdversity of Hawail, Legislati

nization Selected Memoranda,
ve Reference Burean, 1959?9






IT. THE AMERICAN PATTERN IN SCHOOL CRGANIZATION

The American pattern of education is characterized by a high degree of
decentralization. In the United States each state is free to manage education,
but most states have delegated varying degrees of authority to school districts
or other units of local government for the operation of scheols. The school
district seems to be the characteristic feature of the American system of
public education.

What the American pattern in school organigzastion encompasses is the
subject of this section. A brief historical review of the development of
public education in America seems essential to an understanding of the com—
plexities in school organization. A descripbion of the various kinds of school
districts in different parts of the nation is also presented so as to clarify

the multiplicity of agencies baving some managerial function in education.

Historical Development

Although schools in the colonial period were generally authorized by the
civil government, they had deep religious roots. During this period when
church and state were intimately related, education was required to be reli-
gicus in nature. As dissident religious groups arose, they demanded the right
to establish their own schools, and the 18th century ushered in a period during
which the state delegated power to establish educational institutions to pri-
vate corporations organized for this purpose. This solution seemed a logical
one in a day when Yit was commonly agreed that education must he religicus and
that a state religion should no longer be imposed upon all persons in violation

of thelr own religious beliefs.nt

lRa Freeman Butts and Lawrence A. Cremin, A History of FEducation in
American Culture (New York: Henry Holt, 1953), p. 9f.

-




In view of the fact that education was largely a private matter,
generally under the influence of the church, little time was devoted to edu-
cation by the delegates to the Cons*itutional Convention in 1787. The
Constitution of the United States did not provide for a national system of
education; it did not even mention Veducation™ or Hachoolst,

In New England the initiative for founding schools was usually assumed
by the town governments. Schools existed by authority of the civil govern-
ment which contributed lands and sometimes funds to their support, and they
were inspected and supervised by town officials. But the schools were not
totally supported by public funds, and it was not compulsory for children
to attend them.

The New England pattern was characterized by four principles: "ihe
state could require children to be educated; the state could require towns
to establish schools; the civil govermment could supervise and contrﬁl
schools by direct management in the hands of public officials; and public
funds could be used for the support of public schools. 2

An important develcopment fook place in the 18th century when colonial
legislatures gave towns the right to form small local districts for the
direct administration and supervision of schools. The early development of
schools is described below:

o « o Wherever half a dozen families lived near enough together to

make organization possible, they were permitted, by the early laws, to

meet together and vote to form a school district and organize and
maintain a school, Districts could be formed anywhere, of any size

and shape, and only those families or communities desiring schools need

be included in the district organigzation. The s%mplicity and the de-
mocracy of the plan made a strong appeals ¢ «

27bid., p. 103.

- 3Eliwood P. Cubberley, Public School Administration (Bostom: Houghton
Mifflin, 1929), p. 5.
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This transfer of power from the town government to local districts for
administering the schools was in response te frontier conditions which made
travel difficult so that parents in outlying areas objected to sending their
children to the town schools and to continuing their support of them. Thus
legislatures, by the end of the 18th century, were delegating to the local
districts full power to establish and maintain schools. Districts were
authorized to build the school house, to hire a teacher, to determine the
curriculum, and to provide whatever funds were necessary and possible to
raise, It was not until the 19th century, however, that public schools de-
signed for all children came into being.

At first school districts existed where there were settlements, but
gradually entire counties, and later entire states, were included in one
school district or another. Another feature of public education developed at
this time in American history was the tradition of establishing a separate
agency for the management of schools. bNembers of these agencies, commonly
referred to as school boards, were usually elected by the townspeople. These
school district trustees managed the schools as best as they could, with guid-
ance {rom the decisions of the community expressed in amnual and special
school district meetings.

Conneéticut in 1766 legalized independent local school districts.
Massachusetts did likewise in a series of laws enacted between 1789 and 1827,
The earliest of these laws was referred to by Horace Mann, one of the outstand-
ing early educators, as "the most unfortunate law on the subject of education
ever enacted by the state.¥ Mann was even then aware of how cumbersome the
district system was.

Although the school district plan brought with it aill the advantages

aceruing from the direct interest in and control of schools by parents and

s



local communities, it had some unfortunate results. "Inevitably, there was
considerable inequality between richer and poorer, or between more and less
interested localities. In many districts spathy and extreme resistance to
taxation quickly established economy as the chief goal of school policy, and
the resultant degeneration of school standards was immediately evident. "k

The struggle to control the district system began shortly after its
inception in Massachusetts where the serious defects of the system became
readily apparent. Massachusetis in 1837 created the state board of education
partly to check the district system, and in 1853 legislation was passed for
its abolition and the town government was once more made responsible for
education. After a series of laws repealing and re-enacting the 1853 law,
in 1882 legislation was finally secured to abolish permanently the district
system throughout the state. The five other New England states sbolished
the district system and restored to town govermnments authority to establish
schools.

In general, the New England states and somes states in the Northwest
Territory tended to follow the Massachusebts pattern of town {or township)
supervision of education as a means of rectifying some of the abuses of the
district system. In the South, where the county was the unit of local
government, it served as the unit for school control. In some of these
states, however, counties were further divided info districts.

The strengthening of the town, as cppesed to district, control did not
solve all of the problems of a decentralized system of education which
provided for numerous districts. It was felt that the need for equalizing

educgtional opportunity could best be handied on a state level. Thus began

kpstts and Cremin, op. cite, p. 254,
w



the efforts of state governments,; in the interest of raising educational
standards and equalizing educational opportunity, to regain some of the power
and authority they had delegated to local school districts. The gstablishment
of tax~supported public schools was not accomplished easily, and state legis-
latures were the scene of many debates over who should pay for education.

Another problem dealt with who should control education--state governments
or local districts. Those who favored centralization of control in the state
emphasized its advisory and regulatory role. They pointed out that centrali-
zation would result in better standards for schools through the diffusion of
new and improved teaching technigues; that appropriation of state funds would
make educational opportunity equal for all, that scheol data could be collectec
and disseminated. Those who favored decentralization--placing responsibility
for education on parents and local commnities--indicated that education
should be placed as close as possible to the people themselves.

In spite of the sharp differences of opinion, there was a general move-
ment toward the adoption of public support for education. FEllwood Cubberley
indicates that these features generally characterigzed this trend: Initially
‘education was supported by private individuals, churches, and benevolent
societies. The state then began to aid their undertakings with public funds.
Next, the state gave local districts aguthority to tax for schools, first for
the children of the poor only and then for all children. Compulsory legisla~
tion on minimum rates for school taxation then followed and finally there was
legislation which made the public schools entirely free.

By 1865 it could be said that the principle of public support of educa-
tion had taken root, glthough the states were in different stages in this
movement. While the northern states by 1850 and the western states during
their territorial status or at the time of stalehood had made provisions for

“11-



the public support of education, it was not until the post-Civil War period
that this was achieved in the South. There were also the beginnings of
public high schocls and state universities. It was not until the beginning
of the 20th century, however, that they became an integral part of the
American system of public education.

The attempts of the states to regain their power over education was
strengthened by two educational bodies that emerged during the post-Civil
War period, btoth of which are present today. One was the state superintend-
ency of education; the other was the state bosrd of education.

The first state board of education was formed in New York in 178L.
However, it was not until 1837 with the creation of the state board in
Massachusetts with Horace ¥ann ags its secretary that other states eventually
began ¢ organize state boards. These early state boards were usually
limited to act in an advisory capacity, to administer small literacy funds,
and to render statisticsl reports. State boards at present have other kinds
of functions, the nature of which will be discussed in Section ITI of this
report.

Although New York set up its state board in 1784, it was not until 1812
that it appointed a state superintendent of common schools. Other states
began to appoint chief state school officers in the 1850%s. These early
state superintendents performed the following duties: visiting the counties,
advising local school authorities, examining échool conditions, and advising
on school programs.

4s the scope of education was expanded, state superintendents began to
exert leadership in the development of the curriculum, codification of school
law, supervision of school finance, certification and in-service training of
teachers, collection and publication of educational statistices, and formulation

of new school legislation. 10—



The state superintendent alsc served as the chief of the state department
of education. As school systems became increasingly complex, the work of
state departments expanded. They usually are composed of various divisions to
aid and to supervise such general areas as elementary education, secondary
education, vocational education, teacher certification, guidance services, and
instruction in the various subject matter fields.

in examination of the growth of public education in America  is not
complete without some attention to federal participation in education. The
land ordinances of 1785 and 1787, the land and monetary grants during the
first half of the 19th century, and the Morrill Act were all attempts on the
part of the federal government to aid education without imposing its control.

The first land grant policy for education began in 1802 when Chio was
admitted into the Union. The inhabitants of each township (an area six miles
square, composed of 36 sections, each one square mile in area) were granted a
gection of lang for the use of schools. Variations developed in the land
grant poiicy in terms of the number of sections granted and the unit of goverrn
ment to which the land was granted. Thers were 3¢ states which received
benefit for public education through these grants, approximately totaling more
than 70 million acres.

Land grants for higher education, specifically to promote agriculture and
the mechanic arts, were previded by the Morrill Act of 1862 which granted to
each state 30,080 acres of public land for each Senator and Representative in
the Congress.

Another development was the establishment of the federal Department of
Education in 1847 for the purpese of collecting statistics on the status and

progress of education in the several states and berritories, of disseminating
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information on methods of teaching and various administrative organizations
of public education, and for promoting the cause of education in general.
This agency underwent several changes in title. It is now called the Cffice
of Education and is part of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Among the various acts providing federal aid to education are the
following: Hatch Act establishing agricultural experiment stations, second
Morrill Act granting annual approprigtions to land-grant colleges, Smith-
Lever Act promoting the dissemination of informatiocn on agriculture and home
economics, Smith-Hughes Act providing federal cooperstion in paying the
salaries of teachers in agricultural, industrial, and home economics courses,
%G, I. Bill" encouraging ex-service men and women to pursue academic and
cther training, and the National Defense Education Act providing federal
support in a variety of areas--loans to students, guidarce services, language
development, vocational education, science instruction, statistical services,
etc.

To summarize: During the early period in American history, education
was generally considered a private matter under the influence of the church.
In New England where church and state were closely connected, public funds
used for education were almost exclusively for the children of the poor.
Considerable autonomy was delegated to local towns and districts in the 18th
century in the operation of schools. However, the state gradually regained
more control in the 19th and 20th centuries as the negative effeclts of the
district system became apparent. Largely as a measure to raise educational
standards and to equalize educational opportunity, various state agencies
were formed--state board of education, state superintendency of education,

and state department of education.

Y.



The American Pattern

One of the most important functions of govermment is to provide schools,
publicly supported and open to all. All three levels of government--national,
state, and local--share in this responsibility insofar as the support of
education is concerned, but the control of education is left largely in the
hands of local and state units. One author described the relationship among
these three units of government as follows: *Primary legal responsibility
and sutherity for public education is vested in the states with specified
powers delegated to the local units and an increasing amount of financial sup-
port coming from the federal gnvernmenta"5

Education is generally accepted as a matter primarily of state concern.
Even in states where municipal home rule has been accepted in principle,
education is a function of the state unless responsibility for it is specifi-
cally assigned to other local units of governmenﬁ.é Each state legislature
determines what govermmental unit shall assume responsibility for financing
and administering the public schools. County districts are coumonly chosen
by the states in the South, local districts in the Midwest and West, and town
governments in New England.

The states, though supreme in educational matters, have generally pre-
ferred to vlace the actual management of schools in the hands of loccal units
of goverrnment and have retained certain functions.

In practice, states have generally retained the power of authorizing
or compelling the establishment of schools; fixing the minimum berm and
requiring attendance; certificating teachers, and legislabting as to

tenure, minimum salaries, and retirement systems; requiring and defining
certain subjects of instruction; offering suggestions as to curriculum

SIbid., ps 57L.

6pustin F. MacDonald, American State Government and Administration
{¥ew York: Thomss Y. Crowell Company, 1969}, p. 552.

~15-~




content and teaching methods; compelling and limiting the assessing of

school taxes and the voting of bonds; regulating school indebtedness;

prescribing textbooks (where uniformity exists); requiring reports;

and inspecting, classifying, and accrediting schools.

The local distriets, in turn, are generally authorized to vote
taxes and bonds within the minimum and maximum limits imposed by the
state; to select, appoint, assign, promote, and discharge teachers,
who must hold state certificates; to establish their own tenure re-
quirements and salary schedules in harmony with state basic regula-
tions; to enrich and supplement the legal courses of study; to exceed
minimum term requirements; to set up kindergartens and special
schools; to provide the physical plant and equipment; to employ ad-
ministrative and supervisory staffs; and to supervise instruction.

In the American pattern of school organization, the state usually fixes
minimum standards for public schools, exercises some supervision to see that
these standards are maintained, and grants a subsidy to each district for the
support of schools. The rest is left to local initiative and action. The
local units, whether they be county, city, town, or school district, generally
have a lay school board and a professional superintendent; and the larger
units may have a professional staff to assist him. The board generally has
authority, within the limits set by the state authorities (and federal in
some cases which involve federal funds), to manage the school system and to
determine the school tax.

Strictly speaking, a local school administrative unit is a Rquasi-
corporation® because it “is purely a political or civil division of the
state; as an instrumentality of the state, it is created in order to facili-
tate the administration of government."8 Since these units are creatures

of the state, they possess no inherent local rights; they possess only those

rights which are assigned to them by the legislature. Some state constitutions,

7Ben3am1n F. Pittenger, Local Public School Administration {New York:
MeGraw Hill, 1951), pp. 23-2h. :

8jewton Edwards, The Courts and the Public Schools; The Leggl Basis
of School Qrganlzatlon and Administration (Chicago: University of. Ghlcago

Press, 1941J, p. 3k
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however, provide for the creation and organization of school districts.
For example, Colorado®s constitution stipulates that the legislature shall
organize school districts of convenient sige, esach of which will have &
board of education of three or more directors elected by the people and em-
powered to *have control of instruction in.the public schools of their
respective districts.®

The local unit of government made responsible for education is not the
same in the wvarious states. For purposes of discussion, it might be helpful
to classify states in terms of the local unit which is employed. Hawaii is
the only state whose entire area comprises one school district; it has a
highly centraligzed system of state control. Delaware has tried to organize
its schools into one, centrally administered unit, but this attempt has not
been totally successful,? Maryland, North Carolina, Rhode Island, and
Virginia have no independent schocl districts, for they are all supporied
jointly by the state and county or by the state and city. In the remaining
L}y states the primary responsibility for providing scheols is imposed upon
Iocal government units of one kind or ancther, referred to in the statutes
by at least 64'différent names or titles, but usually divided into school

districts, towns, townships, or counties. 10

9By an act of 1921 the counties were deprived of all control over
educationsl matters, and their powers transferred to the state board of
education. School districts were retained for administrative purposes
only, while the state assumed financial responsibility for education.
The city of Wilmington and the larger towns were exempted from the provi-
sions of this act; they have local boards subject to general state
supervision. MacDonald, op, cit., p. 438.

10american Association of School Administrators, School District
Organization {Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1958),

Pe 8L
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It should be noted, however, that many states have more than one primary

unit responsible for education.
Three states (Florida, Nevada, and West Virginia) have but one
type of school district, county units. Twelve states have two types:

9 of the 12 have only county and city or independent units. TFifteen

states have three types of classes, six states have four, seven states

have five, three states have six, and two states have eight.ll

In view of the existence of various forms of local units in each state,
it is difficult to classify the states in terms of the primary unit held
responsible for education. According to a 1960 repert on public school
systems, the responsibility for the public schools in the 50 states is as-
signed as follows: (a) to independent school districts in 24 states; (b) to
independent school districts in 5 states (California, Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio,
and South Carclina), each of which has one or more institutions of higher
education operated by a city or county government; (c) to county, city, town,
or state governments in 5 states and the District of Columbia; and (d) to
voth(a) and (c¢) above in 16 states.i?

Table 2, based on 1960 data, presents the units of local governments
responsible for education in each of the 50 states and the District of
Columbla. It indicates that there are 40,054 independent school districts
and 2,375 dependent systems; a total of 42,429. ‘Independent® school dis-
tricts are those which are separate units of govermnment devoted solely to
the administration of public schools and free to levy taxes and incur in-

debtedness. The school systems which do not meet these criteria are called

"tdependent® school systems.

11Tbid., p. &5.

12y, S. Bureau of the Census, Public School Systems in 1960, State and
Local Government Special Studies, No. 44 (Washington, Da C.: Government
Printing Office, November 3, 1960), p. 1.
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A discussion of the different types of school administrative wixits which
exist will now be presented in terms of the following bases developed from the
work of the American Association of School Administrators (A.4.5.4.) in its

book on School Distriet Organization:

a. Geographical characteristics—-definition of btoundaries; that
is, whether they are local school districts, township or town
districts, or county districts.

b. Governmental characteristics~-nature of agencies established by

law; that is, whether they are local, intermediate, or state

agencies.

c. Educational scope--scope of their educational programs; that
is, whether they operate elementary schools, secondary schocls,

or no schools at all,.

Geographical Characteristics

Many school districts have boundaries which coincide with those of other
units of local government, but many do not. Only the more common types of
school organizational units will be presented in this brief discussion.

Tocal School Districts—-The Amerdican Association of School Administrators

describes the local school district or fcommon school districtt in these terms:

+ « « With rare exceptions it is a very small administrative unit; is
located in the open country; is not coterminous in boundary with any
cther unit of government; has a three-member board; and is organigzed
for elementary-school purposes only, most commonly a single ons-teacher
school, which in many instances has been closed. 1In fact, the majority
of nonoperating school districts are common school districts . . . some
common school districts are good sized 12-grade units, but this is an
exception to the general rule.l3

13tmerican Association of School Administrators, op. cite, pe 9.
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Table 2. Humber of School Systems, By Type
of Districts and States: 1960
Independent Dependent  Districts
States Districts i Town and Other
State County Municipal  Township

Alabama 114 - - - - -
Alaska 9 1l - 19 - -
Arizona 254 - k& - - -
Arkansas L22 - - - - -
California 1,720 - 1 - - -
Celorado 527 - - - - -
Connecticut 1 - - 17 151 -
Delaware 15 1 - 1 - -
D. C. - - - 1 - -
Florida 67 - - - - -
Georgia 197 - - - - -
HAWAII — 1 - - - -
Idaho 155 - - - - -
Illincis 1,719 - - - - -
Indiana 929 - 1 - - ~
TIowa 2,837 - - - - -
Kansas 2,57k - - - - -
Kentucky 215 - - 2 - -
Louisiana 67 - - 1 - -
Maine 19 i - 18 423 . -
Maryland - - 23 1 - -
Massachusetts 23 - 3 39 307 -
¥Michigan 2,213 - - - - -
Minnesota 2,741 - 13 1 - -
Mississippi 158 - - - - -
Missouri 2,036 - - - - -
Montana 1,091 - - - - -
Nebraska 3,722 - - - - -
levada 17 - - - - -
New Hampshire 221 - ~ 9 - -
New Jersey 510 - 7 58 5 -
New Mexico 92 ~ - - - -
New York 1,345 - 7 9 - -
North Carolina -— - 101 73 - -
Nerth Dakota 1,358 - - - - -
Ohio 953 - - 3 - -
Oklahoma 1,379 - - - - -
Oregon 5499 - - - - -
Permsylvania 2,281 - - - - 431

- - - g 31 -

Hhode Island
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Table 2. {Continued)

Independent Dependent Districts
States Districts Town and Other
State County Municipal Township

South Carolina 108 - - 1 -
South Dakota 3,034 - - - -
Tennessee 14 - 95 Lh - -
Texas 1,576 - - 7 - -
Jtah 450 - - - - -
Vermont 17 - - g 232 -
Virginia - - 98 3G - -
Washington 417 - - - - -
West Virginia 55 - - - - -
Wisconsin 2,795 - 21 67 - -
Wyoming 227 - - - - -

TOTAL 40,054 L 374 L1y 1,149 431

Source: tTable 3. Humber of Public School Systems,

By Type and Enrollment - Size, By States:

1960% as found in: U. S. Bureau of the Census,
Public School Systems in 1960, State and Local
Government Special Studies, No. 44 {Washington,
De Co: Government Frinting Office, November 3,

1966), pp. 9~10.

=21



The 1950 report on public school systems indicates that there were

42,429 school systems in the United States. In 1942 there were 108,579 school

districts, more than twice the number in 1%60.

The trend toward school administrative reorganization through the con-
solidation, annexation, and azbolition of school districts is especially
evident during recent years. Hach of five states (Towa, Michigan, Missouri,
Nebraska, and Wisconsin) had a decrease of more than 900 school districts
between 1957 and 1960. These states account for nearly three-fifths of the
total decrease in number of school districts since 1957. In 1960 Nebraska
led the nation with 3,?22-independénﬁ school districts: South Daketa also
had more than 3,000 and seven states‘h;a ﬁgréﬂ£han 2,000 school districts;;

' Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin.
Together these 9 states possess well over half (23,966) of all the public
school systems in the Unite@ Statesa '

Writers in the fields of -education and public administration are
generally critical of school district administrative units as evidenced by
the following:

Almost everywhere they exist, common school districts today are
outmoded units of school government--outmoded because they are ne longer
capable of froviding the educational opportunities that children of
today need. A

These districts are much smaller than either those under the
county or the town and township plan, averaging slightly more than
twenty square miles, with five teachers to the unit., This administra-
tive organigzaticon is considered the least efficient and the most
expensive. The majority of these common-school districts have only
one~room schools, and unusually low enrollments per teacher.

lb1pid., p. 95.

L54rthur B. Moehlman, School Administration (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1951), pt 125.
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« + + The school district plan of organization has several features
worthy of mention: it was one of the earliest schemes of school
management; it is unquestionably the worst; . . ..

In opposition to the district system it was pointed out that most
districts were too poor to warrant the employment of suitable teachers
and too small to permit the division of the studertbody into grades;
that schools were urwisely distributed; that educational facilities
varied widely from district to district because of unequal wealth and
uneven interest in education; that so many school trustees—-often five
hundred or more in a single county--were required by the plan as to
make the selection ¢f many mediocre persons almost inevitable; and
that in practice the scheme had proved inefiicient, wasteful, and a
barrier to educational advancemenb. o « 1

Township or Town School Districis--Some states established the township

(Illinois, Indiana, Yowa, Michigan, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin)
or town (New England states) as the school administrative unit and have
avoided some of the weaknesses of the district system.

Under the town and township plans, a school committee, elected by the

people, manages all the schools in the area except for larger municipalities

which may have their own city boards of education. In some cases school

districts are retained hut supervised by the township. When téwnship séhool
trustees have limited authority, the districts, in reality, serve as the
primary school administrative unit.

Township and town districts vary in size. OSome in Connecticut, Méssau
chusetts, and New Jersey are large, while half of those in Maine, New Hampshires
Rhode Island, and Vermont do not operate a high school. Town districts in
New England, except in New Hampshire, are fiscally dependent upon the town
government, while township districts in other states are fiscally independent.

Table 2 indicates that in 1960 there were 1,15 town and township districts

which were fiscally dependent.

161vgac]jom1d, on. cit., p. 553.
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Township school districts in Indiansz are managed in a different manner.
The control of the school system is vested in a single school trustee who is
elected by the people. As the chief administrative officer of schocls, he
has almost complebte powers in managing public education, but these are subject
to review by and supervision of state agencies.

County School Districis-~States, principally in the 3South, that employ

the county school district system manage and finance their schools on a
county-wide basis. Usually there is a county board of education, elected by
the people or appointed by the governor, and a county superintendent of
schools, appointed by the board or some other body (judges of county courts
in Tennessee) or elected by the people. All schools in the area, except those
in cities which might be separately incorporated for school purposes, are
under the Jjurisdiction of the county unit.

Although not many states use the county as the primary unit of school
administration, county school superintendents are found in 41 states, and in
most of these there are also eounty beards of education in addition to dis-
trict and township school authorities.

County school districts do not operate as a part of county government.
Without exception they are quasi-corporations created by the state for scheool
administration. In most states the county school districts are fiscally inde-
pendent, although those in Maryland, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia
ars fiscally dependent upon the county government.

The county plan, like the town and township unit, cannot guarantee the
absence of small, inefficient schools. It does, however, provide a more
nearly egualized basis for school financing than the district or township plans.

“Hecause of both financial and administrative advantages, there is a distinct
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trend today toward larger school units than those commonly used in the past,
and the county unit is steadily gaining in favor among educators and students

of school administration."l7

Governmentel Characteristics

The prevision of a public service as broad in scope as education has
resulted in a variety of administrative units: (a) local school districts,
(b) intermediate administrative units, and {c) state education agencies. Of
the 48 states 14 have only local and state administrative unifs; the rest

have intermediate units as well.

Local School Administrative Units~~Iocal school adpinistrative units are

the core of the American system of public education, for they are responsible

for the control and operation of the public schools. Individuals who support

a decentralized system of school administration contend thabt when local schocl
districts are organized on a sound basis, they are (a) capable of meeting the

minimon educational standards szt by the state and {b) able to exercise local

initiative so as to exceed these minimum standards.

Intermediate Administrative Units~-In 34 states out of the 48 in 1957

were found intermediate administrative units which function between the state
education agency and the local administrative units. In 27 stabes the inter-
mediate unit was the county, in New York and in the Hew Ingland states it was
generally the town or township.

These intermediate units provide administrative, supervisory, and supple-
mentary services to two or more local school districts. They do not operate
schools, but provide the basic units with specialized services (such as in
guidance, education of exceptional children) to make them function more

effectively.

17¢1yde F. Snider, American State and Local Government (Nsw York:
Apmleton~Century~-Crofts, 195U}, Do LBT.
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- State Bducation Agencies--The state education agencies include the state

board of education which is the policy-meking group, the chief state school
officer who 1s the executive officer of the board, and the staff of the state
department of education who carry out the policies of the board under the
supervision of the superintendent.

:The AJA.S.A. indicates that a different philosophy guides the activities
of the modern state department of education. No longer is its function
limited to the compilation of statistics and publication of reports. "Its
chief reason for existence lies in its capacity to serve and strengthen local
schxﬂ.dperating programs. 1t is g service agency."l8 As such, it disseminates
information on what is good educational practice, it has certain regulatory
%esponsibilities, it develeps standards in coopefatién with other school ad-
ministrative units. For a helpful discussion of the work of state departments

of education, the Midwest Administration Center's Consultative Service to

Local School Systems is a good source.

The Council of State Governments, in its 1960-61 edition of The Boock of
the States, indicates that in 1959 the selection of state boards of education
was provided as follows: 31 states, appointment by the governor; 9 states,
election by the people; 7 states, other methods. Three states {Illinois,
Michigan, and Wisconsin) had no state board of education. The same source
also reports that the selection of the chief state school officer in 1959 was
made as follows: 23 states, election by the people; 22 states, appointment by
stats board of education; 5 states, appointmént by the governor. In the three

states where no state boards existed, the chief state school officer was elected

by the pecple.

lBﬁmerican Association of School Administrators, The American School
Superintendency (Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1952/,
Pe 345. - C
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The Council of State Governments indicates that there is a trend toward

an elective state board and a board-appointed chief state school officer. To

illustrate: In 1947, only 3 states had elective state boards; in 1959 there

ware 9.

In 1947, 11 chief state school officers were board-appointed; in

1959 there were 22. These trends would probably be loocked upon favorably by

the A.A.5.A. whose position on this subject follows:

« » » some of the most significant changes in the state administrative
organigation have involved adopticn of organizational patterns which
have proved most fruitful at the local district level in the states
concerned. Thus, in recent years some states have established state
boards of educatlon elected by the pecple to function as the policy-
making boedy for state school administrative funcbions, with the chief
state school officer being appointed by the board as its chief execu-
tive officer. This development, generally considered desirable, is in
accord with a growing recognition of the importance of direct repre-
sentation of citizens in educational policy-making at all administrative

levels.1Y

The above point of view reflects thé thought that education is a unique

function of government which should be handled as a separale unit--apart

 from any other unit of local governmento‘ People who'cppose this principle of

school independence contend that:

« o « although they agres on the importance of educabtlion, a single and
comprehensive government should judge the relative merits of the
financial needs of the various public services in the community. They
deny that governmentally independent schools are subject to less politi-
cal pressure than dependent schools, and that education is any more a
state function than many other local services, particularly public
health, law enforcement, and public welfare. They believe, furthermore,

that significant economies result from the integration of sergéces,
such as purchasing, which are common to all functions. . . .

4 further discussion of the independence of school districts will be

undertaken in Section IV, Fublic School Finance, of this report.

195choel District Organization, p. 66.

2050mn C. Bollens, Speclal District Governments in the United States

{Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of (alifornia Press, 1957), p. 192.
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Educational Scope

Another way of classifying school systems is on the basis of the scope
of their educaticnal programs. In 1960, the 42,429 school systems provided

education and enrolled pupils as follows:

No. of No. of Pupils
School Systems (October, 1959)
FElementary grades only: 21,646 3,858,936
Secondary grades only: 1,286 14414, 409
Elementary and secondary grades: 12,480 30,267,508
Not operating schools: 74017

Table 3, based on 1960 data, shows the scope of educational programs in

each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Elementary School Administrative Units-—-More than half of all school

districts in 1960 operated elementary schools oﬁly (grades one to eight, .
kindergarten to six, or one to six), but enrolled only a little more than
10 per cent of all public achool pupils. Of the 50 states, 40 had some
school districts which operated elementary schools only, ranging in number
from one in Mississippi, Nevada, and Virginia to more than 2,000 in Nebraska
and Wisconsin. Most of these elementary school disiricts were small. A4Al-

though they were concentrated in rural areas, they were also located in

metropolitan centers.

High School Administrative Units—-These high school districis (grades 7-12

or 9-12}) are superimposed upon the area of one or more elementary school
districts. Although separately organized high school districts were found in
32 states, close to two-thirds of the total number in 1960 were found in

California, Illinois, and Kansas.
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While thess districts are larger than the elementary school districts,
some of them aré much smaller than the &iniﬁum nscessary for'providiﬁg adequéte
secondary education at a reasonable cost.zl For example, Wisconsin's Sé-high
school districts had an average enrollment of fewer than 300 pupils. California,
on the other hand, averaged more than 3,000 pupils.

Unified or Twelve-Grade School Districts——A school system which operates

both elementary and secondary schools may be called a unified district. In
1960 there were 12,480 unified districts enrolling more than 30 million pupils.
Although these represented only 29 per cent of the total number ¢of school
districts, they enrolled about 85 per cent of the public school population.

In seven states (Deslaware, Florida, Hawaii, Maryland, North Carolina, Utah,'
and West Virginia) all school districts were unified.

Although most of the publie school students are in unified districts,
many have fewer than the 1,200 recommended by the A.A.5.A. as adequate for a
l2-grade program. The large number of small 12-grade districts constitutes
a reorganization problem.

The A.A.85.A. favors unified school districts which are adequate in size
because it feels that it is desirable to have a single board of education,
instead of several, to develop policies for the total educational program
within a specific area. The Association also indicates that such districts
eliminate duplication in school business management and enable the community

better to utilize its financial resources for the total educational program.

zlEXPerts believe that school enrcllments between these figures are
large enough to offer comprehensive programs but not so large as to lose the
personal touch®™: junior high school, 300 = 1100; senior high school, 350 -
1500; junior-senior high schools, 350 « 1150. Calvin Grieder and William E.
Rosenstengel, Public School Administration (New York: Ronald Press, 1954},
ps l4e See also School District Organization, op. ¢it., pp. 130-32,
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Table 3. Hducational Scope of School
Systems, By States: 1960
States Educational Scope Nonoperating Total
Elem. Only Sec. Only Klem. & Sec.

Llabama 2 - 112 - 114
Alaska 8 - 2L - 29
Arizona 170 20 .63 5 258
Arkansas 19 - 102 1 122
California 1,340 251 106 2L 1,721
Colorado 206 21 207 93 527
Connacticut 62 - 107 - 169
Delaware — - 17 - 17
L. Co. —— - 1 - L
Florida —— - 67 - 67
Georgia L - 193 - 197
HAWAIT e - 1 - 1
Idaho L3 2 105 5 155
I1linois 1,061 259 357 33 1,710
Indiana 280 5 601 L 930
Tows, 536 1 614 886 2,037
Kansas 1,699 318 233 324 2,574
Kentucky 11 2 204, - 217
Louisiana — 1 67 - 68
Maine 234 5 188 34 1,61
Haryland — - 2L - 25
Massachusetts 131 26 212 3 372
¥ichigan 1,561 1 580 71 2,213
Minnesota 1,575 1 148 731 2,755
Mississippi 1 7 150 - 158
Missouri 1,042 7 520 LE7 2,036
¥ontana 733 16 150 192 1,091
Nebraska 2,797 30 400 495 3,722
Nevada 1 - 16 - 17
Hew Hampshire 139 1 78 1z 230
New Jersey 322 23 202 35 580
New Mexico 2 - 90 - Q2
New York 213 13 713 422 1,361
North Carolina — - 174 - 174
Korth Dakota 710 5 331 312 1,358
Ohio 126 14 814 2 956
Oklahoma 727 2 579 71 1,379
Oregon 376 bl o136 23 599
Pennsylvania 352 il 634 1,675 2,712
Hhode Island 10 - 25 - 3¢
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Table 3. (Continued)

Public School Enrollment, By Typs of System and
Kind of School Service Provided, By States:
1960* as found in: U. S. Bureau of the Census,
Public School Systems in 1960, State and Local
Government Special Studies, No. 44 (Washington,
D. C.: Government Printing Office, November 3,
1960}, pp. 13-1lh.

S5

States Fducational Scope Nonoperating Total
Elem. Only Sec. Only Elem. & Sec.
South Carolina - 1 108 - 109
South Dakota 1,812 8 243 971 3,034
Tennessee 21 - 132 - 153
Texas Lk 29 1,089 21 1,583
‘Utah - - 40 - L0
Vermont 167 - a1 9 257
Virginia 1 - 125 2 128
Washington 159 3 255 - 417
West Virginia — - 55 - 55
Wisconsin 2,406 82 342 53 2,883
Wyoming 13 17 64 3 227
Source: "lable 5. Number of Public School Systems and



Furthermors, the basic goals of reorganization of school administrative
units have been to: (a) divide the state into school districts so as to
make better use of its taxable wealth and (b) create local districts capable’
of operating at least 12 grades in accordance with acceptable standards.

Junior follege or Community College Administrztive Units—These units

are a relatively new development, but school administrators feel that they are
bound to become more widespread in the future. At least 26 states have legis-
lation enabling local governmental units, such as cities, schocl districts,

groups of school districts, or counties, to establish and operate community

or junior colleges.

The administrative pattern for the development of junior colleges is
somewhat varied. California, for example, has three types of districts

authorized to maintain junior colleges.

A. Junior College Districts. These are separate political sub-
divisions of the state. The sole responsibility of the governing boards
is the educational program for grades 13 and 14. 4 junior ccllege dis-

trict may be formed by two methods:
First, the governing board of one or more high school districts

may petition the State Board of Education for permission to cail
an election for the purpcse of forming a junior college district
composed of the petitioning districts.
Second, a county committee on school district organization may
make a recommendation for an election which, when approved by the
tate Board of Education, shall be called.

B. High School Districts. High school districts at one time were
anthorized to =sstablish and maintain junior colleges. The authority
for high schocl districts to establish junior colleges has been revoked,
bub the existinz junior colleges in high school districts were continued

in operation. .« « «

C. Unified School Districts. The governing board of any unified
scheol district having an assessed valuation of $100,000,000 and an
average daily attendance of 3,500 or more in grades 9-12 may establish
a Junlor colless on its own motion. Ths governing board is responsxble
for the educational program from kindergarten to grade 14. . . <2

zzca}ifcrnia, State Department of Fducation, Sureau of Junior College
Fducation and Bureau of 3School District Organization, The California Fublic
Jupior College System: The Current Situation and Future leeds (Mimeographed,
January 20, 1960}, p. 2.
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Nonoperating School Districtse—In 1960 there were 7,017 school districts

which did not operate any schools, These were found in 30 of the 50 states,
ranging in number from 1 to 1,675. These are classified as school districts
because they have governing bodies with the same powsrs as those in small
operating districts., Almost all of these nonoperating school districts once
operated schools, usually a one~teacher elementary school. The great majority
still have some pupils who are sent to another district on a tuition basis.
These nonoperating districts carry out their functions by financing tuition
and providing transportation to other school systems for school age children

under their jurisdiction.

Summary
Americans have developed a variety of ways of administering their schools.

Although the state has primary legal responsibility for education, it has
generally delegated specific powers to various units of local government. The
stéte, however, has kept certain functions. It has generally retained regu-
latory responsibilities, leaving local school boards of education as the
governing authorities. Through the state board of education, the chief state
school officer, and the state department of education, the states have managed
to some degree to raise educational standards, to equalize educational oppor-
tunity, and to offer specialized services to local sdministrative units.

In 29 states responsibility for public schools rests with independent
school districts. OQut of the 412,429 school systems in the United States in
1960, independent school districts numbered 40,054. Other school administrative
units were dependent upon the towns, townships, counties, and the state.
Hawaii is the only state so centralized 2s to make the state the basic unit of

school administration.
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School districts differ in the scope of their educational programs.

In 1960 21,646 systems provided only slementary education; 1,286, only
secondary grades; and 12,480, both elementary and secondary grades. The
last approach, the unified school district, is favored by many educators.

Educators and public administrators agree that reorganization of school
systems 1s necessary by abolition, anmexation, or consolidation sc as to
provide children with adequate educational opportunity at reasonable cost.
Reorganization is well under way as evidenced by the reduction of school
districts by more than one-~half since 1942. However, there still exist some
7,000 nonoperating school districts and also some 6,000 operating districts
with fewer than 15 pupilé apiece.

The participétion of the fedsral government is also part of the American
educational pattern. In recent years, an increasing amount of financial
support has come from the federal government through various acts of Congress.
At the present time growing attention is beiné given to the nature and degree

of federal participation desirable in education.



IIT. POWERS OF BOARDS OF EDUCATION

That the American pattern of school organization embraces a variety of
school boards is evident, and any discussion of their powers should be bassd
on a broad classification. For purposes of this section, the powers of
school boards will be discussed as they pertain to (a) state boards of educa-
tion, (b) intermediate boards of education, and (c} local boards of education.
The relationshipgjamong these different types of school boards are important

and affect school administration. Attention will first bs given to these

relationships.

Relationships Among State, Intermediate,
and Iocal Boards of Fducation

The existence of state, intermediate, and local boards of education is
egvidence of the multiplicity of agencies which have some responsibility for

public sducation. The primacy of the state government in the managsment of

education has been upheld in the courts many times. However, since each

state determines the nature of its relationships to its subordinate units,

these relationships are not identical in the various states.
This wide recognition of education as being primarily the responsibility

of state governments has given rise to a "Meentralist® theory of education

which makes the following contentions:

. » « The state agency, empowersd by proper legislation, would prescribe
the curriculum for all schools, supervise the preparation of teachers,
issue certificates {0 properly qualified persons, employ, &assign, and
transfer personnel, collect and disburse the school money, plan, con-
struct, and finance schcol plants, adopt and furnish textbooks, operate
pupil transportation, and so on. In brief, education in a highly cen-
tralized state, strictly speaking, would be administered in much the same
way as in a large city school district. :

loalvin Grieder and William B. Rosenstengel, Public School Administration
(¥ew York: Ronald Press, 1954), p. 28.
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The centralist position is generally supported by those who feel that
the state can best make educational opportunity available to all children,
in view of the discrepancies in financial ability to support public educa-
tion in the varicus school districts. Advocates of state centralization
point to increasing assumption of the states in such matters as the following:

1. Increased state centralization of control over education in
such matters as textbook adoption, courses of study, teacher tenure,

budgetary control.
2. Increased state responsibility for the support of education,

reflected in greater appropriations, aid for school plant construction,

and modification of tax systems.
3. More emphasis on efficient management, as shown by legislation

for state-wide standards of budgeting and accounting, district reorgan~
ization, and pupil transportation.?

In contrast to the centralist is the “decentralist" who emphasizes the
principle that "schools belong to the people," and argues that schools can
be responsive to the will of the people only if there is local centrol of
education. Many citizens and educational administrators share this view-
point. They generally fear that centralization will result in mediocre
schools because of greater standardization and a larger bureaucracy. Supe
porters of decentralization emphasize the importance of local initiative,
interest, and support as the best means of improving the educational system.

Present conditions seem to call for an effective partnership between
state and local administrative units,

« » « The consensus of experts is that the states should, by statute

and regulation, guarantee educational opportunities of an adeguate

standard to every child and youth--that is, a "foundation program.i

To achieve this, state authority must make it possible for school

districts to mest the standard without excessive effort. Herein lies
the key to the extent of state authority.’

2Ibid., p. 28.
3Ivid., p. 30.
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Fundamental to state-locai.relationships, many educators feel, is the
freedom of local units to exercise initiative so that they may exceed state
standards and develop new and better educational programs. In view of this,
present practice provides that state standards should be sufficiently high as
to be adecuate for the preparation of students, but not so high as to make
it impossible for lécal gchoel districts to exceed them through local initia-
tive. local school administrative units, as agents of the sﬁate, have the
legal function of providing the kind of education reguired or permitted by
the state and, as'aéénté of the local community, of making adaptations and
innovations éecessary to reflect community desires in the administration of
public schools.

The int@rmediate boards of education, operating between local and state
boards, profide supplementary services to two or more local boards and also

attempt to improve communication between state and local boards.

Powers of State, Intermediate, and Local Boards of Fducation

State Boards of Educationh

Tn 1959 state boards were found in 47 states; there being mone in

Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin. In states which do not have a board of

education, the chief state school cofficer is generally charged with the policy-
making functions of the state board and the professional administrative func-

tions of his position. Individuals who prefer having & state board in additicn

to a chiefl state school officer generally believe that there is Ma sharp

hsince an earlier report of the Legislative Reference Buresu, entitled
State Boards of Fducation, was distributed in September 1959, this
discussion on the powers of state boards will be brief and will supplement,
not duplicate, the earlier report.
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distinction between the lay control of education and the professional
administration of . . . educational systsms."5
- The powers of state boards ¢f education vary, “ranging from the promo-—

tional, advisory, or nominal supervision of the types as found in . . .
Indiana and Wyoming to the strong policy-msking and centralized administra-
tive control associated with the state boards of Connectisut, Delaware,
Idaho, New York, and California.n®

In general, centralization of responsibility for public education in
ona board, except for higher education, is favored. However, the development
of junior colleges has introduced a new element. In 1947 the report of the.
President's Commission on Higher Education recommended that public higher
education, with certain limitations, be placed under the supervision and
control of state boards of education.! The National Council of Chief State
School Officers recommended that a program of public community college
education should be offered by state boards of education.8

Inla survey of state boards of education in July 1954, it was found

that the general supervision of public elementary and secondary schools was

assigned as follows:

"Fred F. Beach and Andrew H. Gibbs, The Structure of State Departments
of Fducation, Misc. No. 10 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,
lgh?), P 6”70

byard W. Keesecker, State Boards of Education and Chief State School

Officers, Bulletin 1950, No. 12 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing
Office, 1950), p. 40.

74, S. President's Commission on Higher Education, Higher Fducation for
American Democracy, Vol. III, Organizing Higher Education (Washington, D. C.:
Government Printing Office, December 1947}, p. 71.

8¥ational Council of Chief State School Officers, Our System of
Education (Washington, D. C.: MNational Education Association, 1950), p. 9«
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Table 4. State Agencies Supervising Pullic Elementary
and Secondary Education: July 1954
Agent States Total
State Board of Alaska, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware,
Education Hawaii, Jowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachu-
setts, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, 20
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio,
Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, Vermont
State Board and Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida,
Chief 3tate Georgia, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, louisiana,
School Officer Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 22
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Tennessee, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia, Wyoming
State Board and
Vocational Colorado 1
Education Board
State Board, Chief
State School
Officer, and Indiana 1
Vocational
Education Beard
Chief State School Michigan, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 5
Officer South Dakota, Wisconsin
Chief State School
1

Officer and
Vocational
Bducation Board

I1linois

Sources:

Fred F. Beach and Robert F. Will, The State and
Education; The Structure and Control of Public
Education at the State level, Misc. No. 23
{Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,
1955), pp. 45-163. Also Baldwin's Ohioc Revised
Code Service, 1958 Cumulative Issue, Sec. 3301.07
and North Dakota Revised Code of 1943, 1957 Sup-
plement, Sec. 15~2117 and 15-2119.




Vocational Education--In most instances the c“ate board of education
serves also as the stéte board of vocational education and administers
'ﬁrdgfamé of vocational édﬁéation; In states where authority and responsi-
“bility are unified in the state board, the chisf state school officer is
appointed by the board, except in New Jersey and Alaska. In states where
responsibility is divided between tha gtate board and the chiaf state school
officer, he is generally elected by the people except in Nevada, New Mexico,
and West Virginia where he ls appointed by the state board and in Tennessse
and Virginia where he is appointed by the governor. In states where the
chief state school officer has key responsibility, state boards (if they
exist) serve in an advisory capacity to him as was true in South Dakota.
However, since 1954, South Dakota has passed an Education Revision Law
which gives the state board of education some broad responsibilities pre-
viously exercised by the state superintendent.

Table 5 describes the responsibilities of state boards of education in
the various states, as of July 1954, in terms of whether they supervise and
regulate elemertary and secondary scheols, vocational education, schools for
handicapped children, corrective institutions, and higher education.

Higher Education~-According to a recent report of the Office of

Education, 34 out of 47 state boards of education in 1959 had some responsi-

bility for higher education:9

16 served as Hgoverning-coordinating" boards (having legal
responsibility for "functioning both as a coordinating
board and a governing board for two or more institutional
unitst)

18 exercised other powsrs (Wsupervising, accrediting, certi-
fying, advising, or performing a similar function®)

95. V. Martorana and Ernest V. Hollis, State Boards Hesponsible for
Highsr Education (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Cffice, 1960),

- é 21‘
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State boards of education in Kentucky and Montana administered their state
universities; Idaho, its combined state university and land grant college;

5 states, their land grant colleges; and 18 states, their four-year or more
colleges. OQut of the total of 314 higher education institutions administered
by state boards of education, 217 or 69 per cent were two-year colleges.

Two~year colleges make up the largest number of higher education institu-
tions having soms relationship with state boards of education. However, a
great number of these th-year colleges are governed by other boards, although
state boards of education perform supervisory or accrediting functions for.
them. For example, in California the state board of education governs and
coordinates 13 state colleges and has supervisory responsibility for 63 two-
year colleges.

The need for setting minimum standards for licensing and operating insti-
tutions of higher educationw-especially those with degree~granting privileges—-
has been explored by the American Council on Education that feels that
trgsponsibility for administering these standards should be vested in the appro-

priate state educational authority.“le The Council recommends the passage of

federal legislation to supplement state action. Such legislation would curb

the development of "degree mills'" (minstitutions calling themselves colleges
or universities which confer Yquick-way', usually mail-order, degrees on

payment of a fee."), The Council of State Governments has prepared suggested

legislation to "prevent deception of the public resulting from fraudulent or

substandard degrees."ll

30Robert H. Reid, American Degres Mills; A Study of Their Operations and
of Existing and Potentia. Ways to Control Them (Washington, D. C.: American
“ounci. on Education, 1959), p. 77.

llﬂoancii of State Governments, Suggested Stats legislation Program for
19560 {Chicago: the Council, October 1959}, pp. 43-4b.
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Table 5.

Responsibilities of State Boards of Education,

By Type of Institution:

July 1954

Jurisdiction

Elementary

and Sgcondary

Education

Vocational
Educstion

Schools for
Physically
Handicapped

Correctivs
Institutions

Stataes:

Alabama
Arjzona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Idaho?

I1linois
Indiana
Towa
Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Mirmesota
Mississippi
Missouri
HMontana
Rebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
Hew Mexico
New York?

North Carclina
- North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
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Table 5. (Continued)
Eliementary Schools for
Jurisdiction and Secondary  Vocational Physically Corrsctive
Education Education Handicapped Institutions
Pennsylvania - — — _—
Rhode Island x x X
South Carolina Advisory x
South Dakota —_— — . —
Tennesses X X xt
Texas x X xt
Utah x x xt
Vermont X x
Virginia x x x>
Washington X X
West Virginia x x xk
Wisconsin — — — —_—
Wyoming x x
Territorises:
Alaska x x
HAWATT b4 x
Source: Fred F. Beach and Robert F. Will, The State én&

Education; The Structure and Control of Public

Fducation at the State Level, Misc. No. 23

{Washington, D. C.:

1955), ppe 45-163.

1These are schools for the blind and the deaf.

Government Printing Office,

2There are identical members on the three educational boards in

Idabho:

Regents of the University of Idaho, State Board of
Education, and State Board for Vocational Fducation.

3The Montana State Training School for Mentally Retarded.

byfontana State Industrial School for Boys and Montana State

Vocational School for Girls are corrective institutions. In
addition, the state board also administers the Montana State
Orphans Home.

541so operates state schools for Indians.
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Nonpublic Schools--In addition to higher education, some state boards

and departments of‘education have lsgai responsibilities for ncn?ﬁbiic
edgcational institutions., Arrecent publication on the relatiqnships between
the state and nonpublic schools discusses and sumnmarizes them in terms of
the following selected areas: 12

Establishment and supervision: The authority to incorporate

nonpublic schools is vested in the state departments of education in
every state except New York where the board of regents, which is ths
state board of education, is given this authority.

Compulsory education: Compulsory education legislation is found

in 46 states {except Mississippi and South Carolina) and nonpublic
schools must comply to these standards {length of school term, etc.).

Curriculum: Nonpublic, like public, schools must offer certain
instruction deemed essential in a democracy.

Records and reports: Nonpublic schools must keep attendance

records and wake reports to state boards of education in compliance
with compulsory educational laws.:

Teacher certification: Some states (Alabama, Nebraska, North

Carolina, and Ohio) have explicit legislation for state departments
to certify teachers in nonpublic schools serving children of
compulsory schocl age.

Pubiic transportation: State departments of education have

supsrvisory powers over school transportation as provided by local
districts. In 16 states (Alabama, California, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Kentucky, louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,

12Fred F. Beach and Robert F. Will, The State and Nonpublic Schools,
Misc. No. 28 (Washington, D. C.: Govermment Printing Office, 1958),

Ppe 22-27. e




New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, and Ehode
Island) free transportation for children attending nonpublic schools

is provided.

Health and safety: OState departments have responsibility for

health and safety programs--physical examinations for students, fire

drilles, etc.

‘Textbocks: Three states (louisiana, Mississippi, and New Mexico)
have statutes providing children with free‘textbooks. Nonpublic
schools using such books must comply with educational requirements of
the state.

Iibraries--A4 report of the Legislative Heference Buréau indicates that
the following 11 states place library extension service (phase of state
library service closest to the public library service in Hawaii) within the
framework of the department of education: Alaska, Czlifornia, Colorado,

Connecticut, Georgia, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York,

and Pennsylvania.lB

Summary--It is clearly evident that state boards of education vary in the
scope of their powers. Perhaps an illustration will be helpful. New York
is an example of a state which has granted its state board of education, the
Board of Regents, broad powers; its system has been referred to as "the most
comprehensive educational organization in the world.wik

The New York Boazrd of Regents under the Unification dct of 1904 became
responsible for all education--elementary, secondary, and higher--both public
and private. It also became responsible for other state undertakings, many

of which are not ordinarily assigned to z state board of education.

138niversity'cf Hawaii, Legislative Reference Bureau, State Organization
for Public Library Service, Request No. 7521 (July 21, 19597, p. 3.

14taroline K. Simon, Manual for the Use of the lesislature of the State of
New York, 1959 (New York, 1959), p. 529.
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Among their specific powsrs, the Regents are authorized to
exercise lsgislative functions concerning the educational system of
the State; to determine its educational policies, and make rules for
carrying into effect the laws relating to education and the powers
of the University. They are authorized to incorporate educational
institutions and organizations; they may confer degrees and regulate
their issuance within the State; they have power to visit and
inspect educational institutions of the State, conduct examinations
therein and require reports therefrom; they register domestic and
foreign educational institutions and fix the value of degrees,
diplomas and certificates from all parts of the world, when presented
for entrance to schools, colleges, universities and the professions;
they may establish and stimulate educational extension work and con-
duct examinations and grant credentials therein; and they supervise
the preliminary education requirements for admission to the practics
of law, medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, pharmacy, optometry,
podiatry, engineering and land surveying, architecture, ophthalmic
dispensing, psychology and to practice as a registered or practical
nurse, a certified public accountant, and a certified shorthand
reporter. The department has jurisdiction over all Indian schools.
The regulation of motion pictures came under the department on
January 1, 1927. . . .15

The scope of powers held by various state boards of education is related
to ?heir relationships with the chief state schoel officer. A clear legal
definition of this relationship is desirable. A recent'educatiOnal‘sufvey
of Kansas sheds some light on complications which may arise when the superin-
tendent is elected by the people and the state board is appointed by the
governor.lé Although the board wmay establish policies, the superintendent
tends to feel responsible to the people who elected him, rather than to the
board. It was therefore recommended that the board appoint the superintendent.

The Educational Policies Commission indicates that "the most important

single duty periormed by any board of education is the selection of its chief

1516id., pp. 529-30.

léKansas legislative Council, Education Committee, Comprehensive
Educational Survev of Kansas, Summary Report {a condensation of the five-
volume report) prepared by the Survey Staff (Otto E. Domian and Robert J.
Keller, directors) (Topeka: the Council, May 1960), pp. 106-07.
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executive officer. Its second most important task is to hold him responsible
for the program which he and it have worked together.317

In brief: Out of the 50 states, 47 have established state boards of educa-
tion that generally detsrmine educational policies for public elementary and
secondary schools. Although there are variations in the range of educational
programs which they administer, 34 state boards have some responsibility for
higher education, 17 for schools for handicapped children, and 2 for corrsctive
ingtitutions for minors. In 11 states, they alse administer the library exten—
sion service. In general, the centralization of responsibility for public
education, except for higher education, in one board is favored. Although
gome state boards of education supervise certain aspects of higher education
or coordinate the programs of several institutions, not one has governing
responaibilities for higher education throughout the state. It is imperative

that the duties of the state board and of the chief state school officer be

clearly defined.

Local Beards of Fducation

Local boards of education are the agents of the states as well as the msancs
through which local control of education is maintained. As agents of the state,

they exercise the particular powers granted them by state legislatures and

other state officials.

L recent study of the membership on local boards of education revealed

the following selected highlights.

Exclusive of small districts, school boards usually consist of

five or seven members.
Three~ to 6~year terms of office are most common for school board

members.
Mere than 95 percent of all local school boards are elected by

popular vote.

17#ducational Policies (ommission, The 3tructure and Administration of Fdu-
cation in American Democracy (Washingtom, D. C.: the Commission, 1938), p. 59.
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A majority of board members are chosen on a non-partisan basis .
at separate elections.

Most board members are chosen from the school district- at large.
Compensation for school board members is the exception rather
than the rule.l

Thers were more than 42,000 local boards of education in 1960, most
of which had fiscal independence. Table 6 indicates that in 1957 there
were 29 states whose local school districts were all independent, having
the right to levy taxes and to incur indebtedness. In all but one state
(South Carolina}, local school districts also have complete control over
their budgets. In South Carclina there is a different arrangement:
budgétary independence in some areas, review of the budget by the county
delegation to the state legislature, or review of the budget by other local
government boards. It is interesting to note that most scheel board members
are elected in these 29 states.

In the four states which have no independent school districts (Maryland,
North Carolina, Rhode Island, and Virginia), the county, town, or city
reviews the budget and is responsible for financing public education. In
Rhode Island all school board members are elected, in Virginia they are ail
appointed, and in Maryland and North Carolina they are either elected or
appointed.

Table 7 presents the method for selecting school board members and for
financing public education in 15 states which have both Mfiscally independent®
and "fiscally dependent™ school districts. Election is the common method

of selection in these states. It should also be noted that many dependent

school districts are found in municipal areas.

laﬁsrrill M. Hall, Provisions Governing Membership on lLocal Boards .
. of Fducation, Bulletin 1957, No. 13 (washington, D. C.: Government
Printing Office, 1957), inside.cover.
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The activities undertaken by local school boards can be classified as
follows: (a) effectuating the laws of the state and the regulations of state
authoritigs relating to school elections, taxétion, budgeting, pﬁrchasing,
contracting debt, school construction, pupil transportation, school attend-
ance, teacher qualifications, and the like; (b) establishing basic rules and
regulations for teachers and pupils in their school district; (c) observing
and evaluating the work of the schools; {d4) adjindicating differences between
staff members of equal rank, hearing appeals of a subordinate over his
superintendent, etc.; and (e) selecting a superintendent of schools to execute
board policies and administer the schools.t?

Despite the many powers given to lecal boards, they are limited by
state laws as interpreted by the courts, by rules and regulations of the state
board, sometimes by provisions of city charters, etc. For legal purposes,
the board of education has been considered a corporation or, more strictly, a
quasi-corporation "with the sole and only power of acting on matters pertain-

ing to the public schools.w0  The powers of local boards of education have

been described as follows:

The school board has and can exercise those powers that are
granted in express words; those fairly implied in or necessarily
incidental to the powers expressly granted, and those essential to
the declared objects and purposes of the corporation.

19¢charies E. Reeves, School Boards; Their Status, Functions and Activie
ties (New York: Prentice-Hall, 1954), pp. 139-40. Other sources include
Harl R. Douglass and Calvin Grieder, American Public Fducation; An Intro-
duction (New York: Ronald Press, 1948), pp. 166-67; and Maurice B. Stapley,
SChoOL Board Studies (Chicago: University of Chicago, Midwest Administration

Center, June 1957).
2OPeople v. Dupuyt, 71 I11. 651.

1poard of Education of Oklahoma City v. Cloudman, 185 Okl. 400,
92 P.2d 837 (1939) as quoted in Robert R. Hamilton and B. Fdmund Reutter, Jr.,
Legal Aspects of School Board Operation (New York: Teachers College, Columbia

[niversity, 1958), p. kL. ol G




Table 6. Selection of local School Boards

in 29 States Composed Solely of
Independent School Distriets: 1957

No. of School

Selection of

Districts States Board Membaers
112 Alabama Elected or appointed®
L23 Arkansas Elected
1,840 California Elected or appointadz
936 Colorado Flected?
67 Florida Electsd
198 Georgia Flected or appointed
168 Idaho Elected
1,993 I1linois Elected or appointed
1,030 Indiana Elected, appointed
or ex eofficio
3,665 Iowa Elected
3,140 Kansas Elected?
221 Kentucky Flected
67 Louisiana - Elected
3,214 Michigan Elected
3,234 Missouri Elected
1,149 Montana Elected
Ly 942 Nebraska Flected
17 Nevada Elected .
95 New Mexico Elected or appointedé
1,998 North Dakota Elected
1,168 Ohio : Elscted
1,643 Oklahoma Flected
726 Oregon?! Electad6
107 South Carolina® Flected or appointed
3,288 South Dakota Flected
40 Utah Elacted
471 Washington Elected®
55 West Virginia Elected
246 Wyoming Elected
Source: U. 5. Bureau of the Census, 1957 U. S. Census of

Government, Vol. I, No. 1, Local Government
Structure (Washington, D. C.: Government Print-
ing Office, 1957), pp. 7-85.

lEiected in 67 counties and appointed in 45 cities. County
boards can levy taxes and incur indebtedness; city boards
can levy taxes but bonds are issued by the city government
with the approval of the electorate.

50—



Table 6. {(Continued)

zAppointed only in San Francisco and Sacramento.

3Excapt in high schocl districts where board members are
elected from and by board members of the participating
districts.

AAppointeé only in Chicago.
SExcept in two municipal university districts.

6Except in union high school districts where boards are
composed of representatives from the boards of partici-
pating districts.

7o bonds can be issued by non-high school districts.

8There are several different plans for budgetary control:
(a) complete independence, (b) budget reviewsd by the
county delegation to the state legislature, and (c) budget
reviewed by county board of education.

51
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Table 7.

Selection and Fiscal Powers of Local School Boards in 15 States
Composed of Independent and Dependent School Districts:

1957

Independent School Districts

Selection of

Dependent School Districts

Selection of

Board Members No. States No. Board Members Fiscal Source
Elected 250 ARIZONA 3 County accommedation County
schools under county
, superintendent
Elected 3 CONNECTICUT 167 Elected City or town
Elected Or appointed 15 DELAWARE 2 R— —_—
Appointed2 8 MAINE 476 Electeds City or town
Determined by special L MASSACHUSETTS 349 Elected® City or town
legislation . ‘
Blected 3,46) MINNESOTA .15 Elected or ex officic City or county
Elected or appointed” 79 MISSISSIPPL 82 Elected County
Elected? 220  NEW HAMPSHIRE 9  Elected or appointed City
Elected 489 NEW JERSEY 7 Appointed City, town or
county
Elected or appointed 1,664 NEW YORK -6 Elected or appointed City
Elected or appointed 2,417 PENNSYLVANTIA AT S e
Determined by special 14 TENNESSER 137 Elected, appointed or City or county
legislation? : ex officio
Elscted 1,792 TEXAS 7 Elected, appointed or City
: ex officio
Elected® 16 VERMONT 24,2 Elected? City or town
Elected 3,758 WISCONSIN 90 Elected or appointed City or county

pource: U, S. Bureau of the Census, _3:357.{}_, S. Census of Government, Vol. I, No. 1, Local

Government Structure (Washington, D. C.:

IState Board Unit Schools are administered by the State Department of pducation.

Government Printing Qffice, 1957}, wp» T-85.

2In cooperative or regional districts, board members are chosen by participating districts.

Financial needs are determined, and the participating districts share expenses,
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Table 7. (Contirued)

BExcept for one “unorganized territory" administered by the State Department of Education.

&Except for three county agricultural schools whose boards are composed of members of the

board of county commissioners in an ex officic capacity plus others appointed by the
EOVernar,

Shmourt nesded is determined by school distriets, but city or county governing bodies
colloct funds., Donds are issued at the request of and in the name of school districts,
but by the local governing unit after the approval of the electorate is given.

6Joint schools are Joeintly undertaken by two or more governmental units which select
their boards from and support their schools through the participating districts.

TMaximun rate of taxation for each school district is set by the legislation ereating

the special school district. Bonds are issued by the county or fiscal body, not the
board of education.

8Excspt for cities which issus the bonds.



Discretionary powers, those involving the exercise of judgment in
promoting the legsl objectives of the school board, have generally been
interpreted liberally by the courts. The various rules and regulations
adopted by local boards usually have the force of law and provide the basis
for operating the public schoocls. In recent years written statements of
policy by boards of education have becoms popular.22 While this practice is
far from universal, indications are that more and more boards are seeing the
advantages of written school policies in promoting contimuity of board
action, informing school personnel and interested parents, contributing
toward greater efficiency and consistency, helping in the orientation of new
members, etc.

Just as the relationships between state boards and state superintendents
of education need clarification so do those between local boards and local
superintendents. A recent survey in 1952-53 conducted in Massachusetts
studied superintendents and school board members to tap their feelings about
their jobs.2> fAmong the findings were the following: (&) thers is need for
a clear statement of the responsibility of school board members and superine
tendents; (b) there is need for more effective leadership from superintendents;
(c) there is need for school systems to establish procedures by which citizens
might express their views with a minimum exertion of pressure.

Some areas have attempted to handle such problems as the above by
establishing citizens'! advisory commitiees on education, representing a large

segment of public opinion in the schoecl district.

23Alpheus L. White, Characteristics of local School Board Policy
Manuals, Bulletin 1959, No. 1k (Washington, D. C.: Govermment Printing
Office, 1959), pp. 1=2.

23Neal Gross, Who Runs Qur Schools? (New York: John Wiley and Sons,
1958), pp. 136-L6. 5




« « « Such councils should be composed of porsons from the principal
organizations or occupational groups of the community as determined

by the school board, but the number of members should lie between 20
and 30 in order that the group will be large enough to be effective

in action. If the representation of all important organizations will
require too many members, some can be selected to represent combina-
tions of groups, such as one to represent all service clubs, all labor
organizations, or all professional organizations. Preferably, all
members of the council should be laymen. If representatives of teachers
or other school organizationﬁhare on the council, they may be suspected
of exerting undue influence.

The work of such advisory committees is twofold: to inform the board about
community desires and to help the community understand board action.

To summarize: ILocal school boards are agents of the state and exercise

the particular powers granted them by their state constitutions and/or
legisiatures and the discretionary powers necessary to promote their legal
objectives. BSchool boards possess a wide range of powers, among which are

the following: effectuating the laws of the state and regulations of the

state board; formulating rules and regulations for teachers, pupils, and
other staff members; observing the operation of their schools with a view

to improving them; adjudicating disputes between staff members; appointing
a school superintendent; etc. Some school boards alsc have the power o
levy taxes and to incur indebtedness for school purposes. Such school dise

tricts are said to be fiscally independent. In 1960, 29 states had fiscally

independent. school districts exclusively, 5 had fiscally dependent schocl

districts exclusively, and the remaining 16 had both types of school districis.

Intermediate Boards of Fducation

Intermediate school districts are found in 34 states. There are none
in the 12 county-init states and in Nevada and Delaware, both of which have

state departments ¢f education furnishing administrative and supervisory

Zkﬁeeves, op. cit., peo 301,
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functions. There are three types of intermediate school districts: the
county in most states; the supervisory union or superintcndency district

in New York and in the New England states; the township as found in Michigan,
Wisconsin, and Illinois.

These intermediate zgencies function between the state boards and the
local school boards. They may have a board, a school officer, or both,
responsible for rendering certain services to the local units and for super-
vising their fiscal, administrative, and educational functions. Among the
activities of intermediate school agencies are the following: conduct of
school elections; supervision of the formation, alteration, or merger of
school districts; distribution of state funds; maintenance of records and
accounts; administration of school transportation; supervision of instruc-
tion; etc. Their responsibilities have been classified as follows:
general educational leadership; specialized educational services; and
management, accounting, and purchasing services for small school
districts,n3’

Organizabion of intermediate districts is based on the theory that
(a) some services (education for handicapped children, vocational education,
school transportation) can more economically be handled for a larger area
and population than those of the local school district and (b) an agent
between the state and basic units may contribute toward better communica-
tion. Over the years, the functions of the intermediate districts have
expanded. In some states intermediate school boards with elected members
have been established. OSupporters contend that when intermediate districts

function well, they enrich the educational program of local districts ard

25National Education Association, Department of Rural Education,

The County Superintendency of Schools in the United States (Washington, D. C.:
the Association, 1950, P« 128+ 56



foster local initiative. However, not all educational administrators agree:
Wany arguments are given in support of the intermediate district but, with
all deference to their proponents, not one contention can be upheld except
in the absence of satisfactory basic units. The intermediate district . . .
locks fine on paper, bubt solves no problems that can't be solved betier by
good local administrative districts."26 Another evaluation states: "In
general, these uniis ﬁfﬁiarmediate school boardg7 are comparatively power-—
less and poorly supported, and have served mainly as way stations for
transmitting funds and information between the basic districts and the

state agencies.“27

RéGrisder ard Hosenstengsel, op. cit., p. 17.

27Eenjamin F. Pittenger, Local Public School Administration (New York:
Moelraw-Hill, 1951), p. 32.
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IV. PUBLIC SCHOCL FIKLHCE

From all accounts of pfesent school needs and estimates of predicted

school needs, it is apparent that the financing of public schools is a

problem of growing magnitude. Total revenues for public education, for

example, have almost tripled from $4.3 billion in 1947 to $12.2 billion in

1957.

Most of this rise in schocl costs has been met by increasing state

expenditures, along with more extensive federal contributions. Among the

many factors identified as contributing to the need for greater funds are

the following:

1.

3.

Growth of population-~Since the end of World War II the population
for the entire country has grown by 35 million and an additional

25 per cent increase is anticipated by 1975. The school age popu-

lation has also risen and at a faster rate than the total populaticn.

Backlog of construction needs--In recent years there have been
three periods when school construction was restricted: (é) the
depression period resulted in delinquent taxes and reduced property
valuations and re%enues; (b) World War II was.a time when building
materials and labor were scarce; and {c) the post-war years ushered

in a period of high prices. The 1960 Municipal Year Book indicates

that the index of school building costs, using a base of 100 in

1939, reached 235.9 in August, 1959.
Incerease in operatiocnal costs--—Just about every aspect of school
operaticon has increased in cost~~teachers! salaries, custodial

services, school transportation, office help, textbooks, teaching

enpplies, etc.
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L. Expansion of educational programs-~The elementary and Secondary
school curriculum today is much broader than before; amwong the
new areas are vocational training, health and recreational activi-
-ties, guidance and counseling, and programs for excsptiongl
children.
A comparison of 1949 statistics and 1959 estimates on a few items
related to school expsnditures may help to illustrate further the magnitude

of the finance problem in education.

Table 8. Selscted School Statistics for 1949 and 1959

Per Cent of
Item 1949 1959 Estimate Increase
Qver 1949
Population 5-17 years of age  30,220,000% 4,3,400,000% 43.6
Public school enrollment 25,185,436 36,399,802 Lhe5
Instructional staff 962,17, 1,455,335 51.3
Average annual salary of
instructional staff $ 3,010 $ 5,160 714
Revenue receipts of
school districts 5,437 ,044,000 13,472,194,000 147.8
Total expenditures 5,802,028,000 15,543,109,000 167.9
Current expenditurs 4,687,274,000 11,910,269,000 154.1
Capital outlay expenditures 1,014,176,000 3,255,171,000 221.0
Expenditure for interest 100, 578,000 377,669,000  276.8

Source: National Education Association, Research Division,
Estimates of School Statistics, 1959~60, Rasearch
Report 1959-R23 (Washington, D. C.: the Associa-
tion, December 1959), pp. 7-17.

lExcludes Alaska and Hawaii. If included for 1959, the total
would be 43,566,000,

In view of the growing financial needs of education, the adequacy of

present sources of local taxation has been questioned. School districts in
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urban and suburban areas are finding the properir tax, the chief source of
revenue for education, increasingly inadequate in providing funds for school
operation. Proposals for meeting this problem include suggestions that local
school districts be authorized to levy other taxes for school purpeses and

that property tax assessment procedures be re-examined,

Fiscal Interdependence

As indicated earlier in this report, the states are responsible for
public education, and they have financed education through (a) allocations
of state funds directly to local school systems and (b) provisions authoriz-
ing local boards of education to levy taxes for school support.

William Anderscon in his recent study of intergovernmental relations

describes the fiscal interdependence characteristic of scheol support as

follows:

local governments in particular have increasingly lost their
fiscal autonomy in becoming so dependent upon the states. Indeed,
state and local governments have become more and more tightly bound
together in fiscal matters. The school districts throughout the
nation are moving toward a situation where 50 per cent or more of
their revenues will come to them as state ald or shared taxes. The
counties are somewhat behind, but they are moving toward a 4O per
cent dependence. Citles, in general, having been denied substantial
state aid in most states, have retained & larger measure of fiscal
autonomy, but to do so they have had to increase their revenues from
logcal service charges, license fees, fines, and other sources, and
to cut services below what many citizens and officials consider a
desirable level. And sven for so-called home-rule cities, those that
are entitled to make and alter their own city charters, home rule in
the sense of substantial power to shape their own fiscal powers. has
not been achieved and is not likely to be. Tax policy in particular
is for the states, not the local governments, to make, and even the
states are hemmed in to some extent by_ the national goverrnment's
dominant position in the fiscal field.

lwilliam Anderson, Intergovernmental Relations in Review, Research
Monograph No. 10, Intergovernmental Relations in the United States
{Minneapolis: University of Mimnesota Press, 1960), p. 111.
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State aid to local governments has been used to regulate, encourage,
.and equalize educational programs. Requiring a minimum local tax effort
before state aid is granted is an example of regulation. Allocating state
funds for a special purpose, such as gifted child programs, is an example
of encouragement. Providing a greater percentage of state aid to less
Financially able aschool districts in order to maintain minimum standafds

is an example of equalization.

The Foundation Program

Although the means employed by state goverrments to aid local school
districts vary, the "foundation program" approach has helped to clarify the
fiscal relationships between states arnd school districts. The foundation
program is developed by describing the level of educational services that
the people of a state feel is basic. Such factors as the following may be
considered: (a) upper and lower limits of the program, (b) length of
school term, (¢) curricular offerings, (d) cocurricular opportunities,

(e) teacher preparation, (f) teacher load, and (g) instructional aids and
serfices. The desired educational program, in turn, is translated into
monetary terms by considering the amount necessary to provide such services.

The foundation program thus designates "basic amounts that must be
made available to all school administrative units to support the basic
program of instruction defined as essential to children in all parts of
the State." The almost completely state-supported educational programs

in Delaware and North Carclina can be viewed as foundation programs.

2plbert R. Munse and Eugsne P. Mcloone, Public School Finance Programs
of the United States, 1957-58, Misc. No. 33 (Washington, D. C.: Government
Printing Office, 1960, p» 2.
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The suppor;_of the foundation program is ucually furnished by both the
state and locgi,sphool districts; the extent of stéte participation varies
with the financial‘ability of the school district.

. « » otate legislatures may provide that its [Ebundation progra§7

fingncing will be a partnership plan, with the State and the local

school administrative units mutually obligated to supply supporting

funds. The local districtt's share is generally an amount from a

calculated standard effort and the legisiature appropriates funds

for the State share to make up the difference between the local

contribution and the total cost of the foundation_?:ogram.

Since the foundation program is more than a means qﬁ apportioning
state ald for education but represents the quantity’anduquality of educa-
tional experiences to be provided for children throughout a state, it ié
aessential th§£ its levgl be such as to guarantee educational standards
deemed dezirable by that state and to encourage local initiative to improve
the schools even further.

‘Usually the major porti¢n of foundation program funds is uséd for
current operating expenses which cover Such items as instrudtion, adminis—
trabion, school plant operation and maintenance, pupil transportation, and
similar services. State aid for school transportation is provided by 42
states; in 19 states the allocation is made within the foundation program
for all school districts; in 21 it is not; and in 2 it is made within the
foundation program for some school districts and separate from the foundaticn
program in others.* Some states ave also included appropriations for
capital outlay and debt service.

Some provisions, which might be classified as grants, may also be ire

¢luded in the foundation program. Several states provide funds which enabls

3Tbid., pe 2.

Ly, Glenn Featherston, Characteristics of Stats Plans for Financing
Pupil Transpertetion, Circular Ho. 458 (Revised; Washington, D. C.: Office of
Education, November 1958), p. 1. 43




local school districts to pay the tuition bills of resident children attend-
ing neighboring schools. When community colleges are maintained as part of
a public school system, the foundation program expenditure per student may
be higher than that for the high school student. Additional funds are often
allocated to school districts offering special instructional programs, such
as trade, wvocational, and home economics education and education for
handicapped children.

The question of what services should be included in the foundation
program has no one answer; different states have made varying provisions.
However, the foundation program, by definition, includes all the services

and facilities that a state desires to assure to every community.

Calculating the Foundation Program

The appropriation for the foundation program is calculated in various
ways by different states. The Wlump sum" plan provides an approved sum
per pupil or classroom unit and local school boards have the right to pre-
pare and approve budgets for their schools. Another plan, the "budget
iten™ approach, grants allowances for numerous separate items in the budget
(teacher salaries, instructional supplies, school construction, etc.).

The appropriation for school construction is usually a fixed amount
per classroom or per pupil; for teacher salaries, a fixed amount per
teacher. The appropriation for pupil transportation is based on various
formulas approved by state legislatures. These generally take into acecount
all or some of the following factors: number of pupils, number of busses,
number of bus miles, density of transported population, road conditions,

and bus depreciation.

wbly



The portion of the foundation program desigiated to cover current
operating expenses is based generally on per pupil or per classroom units.
Average daily attendance is also used by some states. In determining the
per unit cost, such factors are considered: (a) What relationship is there
between the expenditures for an elementary pupil and those for a high school
student? (b) What modificaﬂion should be made for extremely small schools
in sparsely populated areas? To answer such questions as these, some
writers have felt that the most desirable means of calculating the founda-

tion program is through the development of standard units of cost based on

extensive research and experience. These units of cost would be composed

of items, properly weighted, which affect the operation of schools. Two of
the most frequently used measures are the fweighted classroom unit® and the
"welghted elementary pupil unit®. They both represent similar approaches;

the difference is only in the basic unit chosen.

For example, each high school student in average daily attendance might

be defined as the equivalent of 1.3 elementary pupil units. Fach of the

following might be considered the equivalent of one classroom unit:

e « « 20 kindergarten pupils in average daily attendance (ADA); 20

high school pupils in ADA; 24 elementary pupils in ADA; 3 vocational,
agriculture, or home economics teachers employed on a 12-month

contract; one superintendent of schools; 2 full—timg, fully certificatec

principals, supervisors, librarians, or counselors.

In the majority of states, the foundation program is expressed in a

specified monetary sum per unit. 4 few examples are given below to illustrats

5William E. Rosenstengel and Jefferson N. Eastmond, School Finance;
Its Theory and Practice (New York: Ronald Press Co., 1957), pp. 73=7ka
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the variety of ways in which foundation programs are provided and the

difference in funds distributed in 1958:°

California. $212 per elementary unit of average daily attend-
ance (§232 for poor districts). Small districts approximately
$5,300 per teacher employed. High school, $280 ($350 for poor
distriets). Adult same as high school. Junior college $380 per
unit of average daily attendance. Transportation aid added on
equalization basis. ‘

Comnecticut. Average daily membership weighted according to
size, amounting to $52.50 at average daily membership of 1,000.
Small schools more. Schools of 125, $100 per average daily member-
ship. Transportation cost ignored.

Florida. Instruction units determined on average daily

- attendance basis; varies with school size. Then cost computed by

allowing from $2,900 to $3,950 according to the degrees held by
staff., less for those without degrees. One-fifth added for those
employed for twelve months. For each instruction unit $300 added
for operation and $400 for capital outlay.

HDlinois. $200 per unit of average daily attendance.
Transportation aid added.

Maryland. Amount of state minimum salary schedule, teachers
and principals, increased by 25 per cent. OSupervisory allowances
and transportation added. Teachers allowed based on membership in
October, weighted for school zize.

Ohio. Average daily membership. Elementary $137.50; high
school (9 to 12) $160. Plus portion of transportation cost.

Determining State and local Contribution

The foundation program is a program guaranteed by the state in which

school districts may participate, provided they meet the requirements

deemed necessary by the state to qualify for state aid. One of these re-

quirements is the contribution of the school district to the foundation

program.

Determination of the local shsre is usually approached in one of

two ways: (a) a statewide total is established &s the local share; this

inance;

F ; %

6Pau1 R. Mort, Walter C. Reusser, and John W. Polley, Public School
Its Background, Structure and Operation (Third edition; New York:

HeGraw-Hill, 1960j, pp. 246-47.
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is distributed among school districts by specifiing fixed amounts as their
share or by applying a specified millage rate to the state's total assessed
valuation; (b) the local contribution is determined by basing it on proceeds
of a specified tax rate on property or on percentage of the foundation
program cost; the 'sum of these contributions makes up the statewide local
contribution.

ostinn another approach is for the state to determine its contribution
first. This is done by fixing the amount of the state contribution to the
foundation program or by specifying a certain percentage of the foundation
program to be borne by the state.

" Basic to an effective and equitable financing of the foundation program
is an accurate measure of the fiscal ability of local units. Ideally the
local share représsnts a uniform lécal:effort in all of the school districts
participating in the foundation program;"ﬁccording to a publication of the
Office of Education, the fiscal ability of local units is usually determined
by one of four common methods:’

l. local property aséessad,valuations-—This method Mreliss
éompletely on the local valuation of taxable property and is considered
the least desirable.v

2. Local assessments determined under state supervision--This
approach appéars "to be the most satisfactory measure of local Financial
capacity.“ ‘The local valuation of taxable property is determined under
an effective plan of state supervision of assessments. This procedure

results in a broadening of the tax base through assessments which more

closély approximate markebt values.

7Eunse and McLoone, op. cit., p. 7.
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3. State ecqualized assessed valuations of local property--This
method makes no attempt to correct the differences in assessment
practices existing within local communities. Instead "the State comw
pares the assessed valuations with market wvaluations and determines
ratios which are used to calculate equalized valuations of property.
These valuations place all districts at the same percentage point in
relation to the actual market values of property. From these equalized
vaiues, the State then determines the fair local share in the foundaw
tion program.!

ko Economic indexes of local taxpaying ability--These are calcu-
lated by considering several economic factors associated with the
market values of property in order to determine the relative ability
of school districts. OSome of the following items are incliuded in the
calculation of taxpaying ability: "sales taxes; passenger car licenses
paid; state personal income taxes paid; assessed valuation of public
utilities; value added by manufacture; value of farm products; number
of gainfully employed workers, excluding agriculture and government;
agssessed value of nonexempi property; consumer purchasing power;
scholastic population; payrolls; value of minerals producéd.“ Vhile
t?e index of financial ability has certain advantages, its chief dis~
advantage is its lack of relationship with the property tax, the source
from which leocal revenues are presently derived. Furthsrmore, tax rate
limitations on the property tax and low assessed valuations of property
may make 1t impossible for the school district to raise the necessary
funds based on its economic indexes of taxpaying ability. The substiw
tution of other local taxes should be considered if measures of economic

capacity are to determine local fiscal ability.
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Ten states use local property assessed valuziions; 19, local assessments
determined under state supervision, although only 7 use these to determine

the required local tax effort; 22, state Mequalized™ assessmenis; 7, economic

indexes of taxpaying ability.

Distributing State Aid

State funds are distributed to local schocl districts in several ways.

The first is in terms of the purpose of the distribution. Such grants can be
for: (a) general purposes—-funds allotted to further educational purposes

or {b) special purposes-~funds allotted to support some portion or specific
feature of a school program. The former type of distribution gives local
boards of education liberty to use funds as they see fit. The latter distribu~-
tions place certain restrictions on the use of funds and are usuwally for
expenditures on transportation, education of handicapped children, health
services, school lunches, etc.

Another way of distributing state aid is based on recognition of the
financial ability of individusl school districts in terms of the whole state.
The two types of grants are: (a) flat grants--distribution on basis of such
measures of the educational program as number of children, teachers, or class-
room units, percentage of total educational cost, etc., or (b} equalization
grants—~distribution on basis of both need and financial ability of the schoocl
district.

In terms of the distribution patterns described above, the numerous grants
made by the 48 state governments during the 1957~58 school year can be classi-

fied as follows:
1. General-purpose flat—grant distributions + . . « « . 56
2. General-purpose equalization distributions . « « . . 4§
3. Specialepurpose flat-grant distributions . . « « . . 236
Ls Special-purpose equalization distributions . . . . . 42
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To illustrate how complex is the distribution system of state aid, a

description of California's program is given in Table 9.

Summary

Federal, state, and local govermments contribute to the support of
public education. Although the major portion of school support has tfadi-
tionally come from local school districts, this picture is changing as
state governments are begimming to furnish slightly more than 4O per cent
of school revenues.

There are various forms of state aid, but the foundation program
approach is commonly used. The foundation program designates basic amounts
to support a program of instruction considered essential to all children
in the state and is made available to all school districts, provided they
are willing to bear their share of the cost. The foundation program con-
cept has been considered helpful because it clarifies fiscal relationships
between the state and its school districts and establishes the lavel of
educational services deemed essential by that state. Distributions are in
terms of general purpose or special purpose grants as well as flat or
equalization grantas.

States differ in the services they consider desirable for inclusion
in the foundation program. The following are usually included: operational
cogts, transportation needs, and construction needs. Another area requiring
consideration is the calculation of the necessary amount to effectuate the
desired program. Various bases are used: number of pupils, size of teach-
ing staff, number of classroom units and the like, but the weighted classroom

unit or weighted pupil unit is considered a more desirable basis.
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beterminatiog of what should be the state :share énﬁrthe local share
in supporting the foundation program is undertsaken in différent ways.,
Basic to this financing is an accurate measuraqu the fiscél ability of
the.local units, for ideally the local share rééresents a uniform local
effort in all of the school districts part;cipéiing in the foundation

program.

Sources of Revenue

fhe-éarlier discussion of the historical dévelopment of the American
pattern of school organization indicated that if vas not until the period
following the Civil War that the principle of public support of education
took root. In 1890, for example, 5.5 ber cent of public séhool support
came from the national govérmment, 18.4 per ceﬁt from the States, énd the
balance from local communities. In 195758, 3.3 per cent came from the
national government, 40.7 pér;centufrom the sﬁétes, énd‘55,5 pérAcent from
the local communities. Alﬁhoﬁgh lqbal;funds_étiil make up the largest
portion of school revenues, tﬁey héfe declined in relative importance.
State governments have gradually begun to provide progressively larger
portions of school support. |

Reasons- for the increase in state support are generally the followihg:
(a) the state has more sources of reveﬁﬁe than the locai”governmani which
depends largely on the=property tax and (b) state aid has been used to
minimize inequalities in edﬁcational opportunity bet%eéﬁ rich and ﬁoor

school districts.
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Table 9. California=-~Summary of State Grant Distributions: 1957-58

This tabular presentation identifies the various state school fund distributions, describes thelr use, states the
amounts for the 1957-58 school year, gives the percent of the total state aid for each one, indicates the bases of
distribution, and shows the number and percent of districts participating.

Clasgification, Name, State Aid Razgis?é:;tzid
and Use of Distribution Amount. Percent Bases of Distribution Namber  Porcent
1,944 100,0
Total (1957-58) $534,251,328  100,0 41,818 100.0
GENERAL-PURPQSE FLAT-GRANT 342,860,870 642 1
1. Basic Aid for Flementary School 249,284,675 Lé.6 Average daily attendance, K-8 1,560 80.2
Districts Fund {general use, K-8). 1
Yy 2. Basjc Aid for High School Dis= 76,687,080 1haly Average daily attendance, 9-12 329 16.9
tricts Fund (general use, 9~12). 1
3. Basic Aid for Junior College Dis- 16,889,115 3.2 Average daily attendance, 13-14 55 2.8
tricts Fund (general use, 13-14).
GENERAL-PURPOSE BQUALIZING-FUND 149,444,974 28,0
L« Bqualization Aid for Elementary 93,913,310 17.6 Foundation program minus local
School D%stricts Fund {general contribution (ADA, X-8) 1,095 156,3
use, K-8).
5. Growth Fund (gensral use, K-li) 34,439,553 6.5 ADA increase, distributed in propor- 1,160 263.8
X tion to basic and equalizing aids. 1
6. Equalization Aid for High School 16,806,440 3.1 Foundation program minus local 216 11.1
Districts Fund (general use, 9-12). contribution (ADA, 9-12) 1
7. Equ§lizatlon for Junior College Dis~ 3,500,850 o7 Foundation program minus local 16 .8
tricts Fund (general use, 13~14). contribution (ADA, 13-14) 1
8. Final Adjustment Fund (general use, 784,821 .1 ADA, supplement to MEgualization for 1,327 68.3

K~8)

Elementary Schoolsit distribution.
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Table 9., {Continued)

Pistricuy
Classification, Name, State Ald - ) _ 1vir 14
and Use of Distribution Lmount. Percent Bases of Distribution Ni;;i; 'igeiceﬁg
SPECIAL-PURPOSE FLAT-GRANT $ 31,199,730 5.8
%. County School Service Fund 14,697,014 2.7  Size of county, no. of school
10. Education of the Physically districts, services offered 5
Handicapped Fund (K-12) 7,957,416 1.5 Average daily attendance 661 236.A
1i. Education of Mentally Retarded 4,735,833 .9 Average daily attendance 298 164
Fund (K-12) y
12. Driver Training Fund 2,336,287 ok Cost to maximum per ADA _42 124
13. Iransportation of the Physically and 1,473,180 «3 Excess cost to maximum

Mentally Handicapped Fund (K-12).

SPECTIAL-PURPOSE EQUALIZING-GRANT 10,745,754 2
lie Transportation Fund (K-14) 10,745,754 2

-

0
W0 Approved cost minus locel share 1,340 2?3.7

Source: Albert R. Munse and Eugene P, Mcloone, Public School Finance Programs of the

United States, 1957~58, Misc. No. 33 (Washington, D. C.: Govermment Printing
Office, 1960), p. 81,

l?ercenﬁ refers 4o 1,944 school districts by level.

zPercen% refers to 1,818 school administrative units.



The amount of support for education in 1957 from local, state, and
federal governments is given in Table 10 for each of the 48 states and
then-existing territories.

It is obvious that there are wide variations in state appropriations
for the support of education. The states with less than 20 per cent of
their school revemues from state governments include: Iowa, Nebraska,
New Hampshire, and South Dakota; the highest percentage is in Delawars
{93.5). The states with less than 20 per cent of their school revenues
from local districts include: Delaware, New Mexico, Alaska, and Hawaii;
the highest percentage is in Nebraska (88.5). The percentage of federal
participation is greatest in Alaska and lowest in Delaware (26.3 and
1.4 per cents, respectively). These variances are due partly'to the
different ways in which the educational system developed in each of the
states and partly because people have varying thoughts on how schools
should be supported. | |

States authorize the levying and collecting of taxes in interme-
diate and local school districts; These authorizations are usually
expressed in terms of limits on taxes, based on the assessed valuation
of property. In general, the support of public education is composed of
(a) taxes for current operating costs and (b) taxes for capital outlay
and debt service. The latter will be discussed subsequently.

Table 11 provides information on the maximum rates for intermediate
and local school district taxes which can be levied for current operat-

ing costs. Note that twenty states provide an intermediate district tax;



l, of thése requiré-the approval of the electorate. Forty-two states
reduire thé“éﬁpfﬁval of "the” electorate in determining the maximum tax
rate for local school districts.

The ﬁational Municipal League believes that tax and debt limits have
a “deleterioust effect on state and local governments.® It indicates that
tax liéits have been used to transfer responsibility to the fede?al govern-—
ment or to ad hoc authorities. For these reasons, the League has not

included tax and debt limits in its Model State Constitubtion or its Medel

City Charter.

A more detailed account now follows on how state and 1ccal;gOVernments
provide the necessary funds to support public education. Since the federal
government provides leés than 4 per cent of the revenues for pﬁblic educs-
tion, and since its funds are allocated through appropriations by Congress
from available gsneral revenues in most cases (revenuss from national
foresté represent oné iﬁstance of earmarked funds),no discussion of federal
funds is provided here. It might be nbﬁad that federal appropriatiéns
generally are allocated for programs SuCh as vocational education, assist-
ance to federally affecﬁsd school distriéts, and cash and commodity

distributions for the school lunch and school milk prOgrams.9

Sﬁational Municipal League, American Intergovernmental Relations As
of 195/ {New York: the Lesgue, October 1, 1954}, p. 20.

4lbert R. Munse and Edna D. Booher, Federal Funds for Fducation,
1956-57 and 195758, Bulletin 1959, No. 2 (Washington, D. C.: Governument
Printing Office, 1959}, p. 8l. ~




Table 10. Per Cent of 5School Revenues for Public Flementary and
Secondary Schools, By Source and State: 1957-58
Intermediate and
Jurisdiction Local Districts State Fedaral

States:

Alabama 20.3 T0.5 9.2
Arizona 62.4, 31.8 5.8
Arkansas 41.2 50,8 8.0
California 57.6 39.1° 3.3
Celorado 71.9 22.6 5.5
Connecticut 70.5 27.2 2.3
Delaware 5.1 93.5 1.4
D. C, 87.6 0 12.4
Florida 35.6 60.2 L2
Georgia 22.4, 70.9 6.7
Idaho 65.3 28.2 6.5
Itlinois 67.9 29.1 3.0
Indiana 65-1{- 31-3 3-3
Jowa 83,7 13.2 3.1
Kansas 75.2 20.1 4.7
Kentucky Lb.d, L7.9 5.7
Iouisiana 26.5 69.2 L.3
Maine bl.b 30.3 5.1
Maryland 60.4, 33.7 5.9
Massachusetts 694 2645 Lol
Michigan 49.3 L7.9 2.8
Minnesota 5L.7 L2.8 2.5
Mississippi 37.8 5Lty 7.8
Missouri 63.3 32.9 3.8
Montana 72.6 24,0 3.4
Nebrasksa 88.5 6.8 L7
Nevada LL.0 k6.2 9.8
New Hampshire 85.5 9.4 el
Hew Jersey 72.1 26.1 1.8
New Mexico 12.1 73.8 4.1
New York 58.8 39.5 1.7
North Carolina 26.5 68.9 Leb
North Dakota 63.2 31.6 .2
Qhio 66.8 30.4 2.8
Qklahoma 66.2 26.6 Tl



Table 10. {Continued)}

Intermediate ard

Jurisdiction local Districts State Federal
Oregon 67.5 29.3 3.2
Pennaylvania 549.6 L84 2.0
Rhods Island £8.7 24.9 Baly
South Carolina 26.1 bb.5 Toh
South Dakota 81.3 10.9 7.8
Tennassee 31.8 62.0 6.2
Texas 42.9 53.0 Lal
Utah 52.3 43.3 L.6
Vermont Bl 33.0 2.7
Virginia 53.7 36.1 10.2
Washington 46,2 50.2 3.4
West Virginia 37,0 58,9 L.l
Wisconsin 76.1 21.2 2.7 -
woﬁu’.ﬂg 50-2 M'? Snl
AVERAGE 55.5 L0077 3.8
Territories:

Alaska 8.8 b4.9 26.3
HAWATL 17.4 71i.1 il.5

Source: MTable 2-«Percent of school revenue for public
elementary and secondary schools from intermediate
and local district, and from State and Federal
sources: 1957-58 and 1953-54" in: Albert R. Munse
and Eugene P. Mcloone, Public Schecol Finance Pro-
grams of the United States, 1957-58 (Washington,

Db. C.: Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 13.




-gl-

Table 11. Maximum Intermediate District and Local School District Tax Rates
Which May Be Levied for Current Operating Expenses: 1957558

Maximum Iocal School District Tax Rate
Which May Be lLevied

Maximum Intermediate District Tax Rate
Which May Be Levied

Jurisdiction Without Vote or With Vote or Without Vote or - . With Vote or
Special Approval _ Special Approval Special Approval Special Approval

States:
Alabama No provision 4 mills No provision 10,5 mills.
Arizons No limit No prevision No provision .No limit,
Arkansas No provision No provision No provision - No limit.
California No limit No 1imit 3.5~20 mills No limit.
Colorado 12 mills No provision 10 mills=-105% of 12 millse-no limit.

previous levy. ‘ :
Cornmecticut No provision No protision City: no limit Ro 1imit.
Delaware No provision No provision No provision No limit,
Florida No provision No provision 10 mills 20 mills.
Georgia No provision No provision 5=15 mills No provision--no limit.
Idaho 10 mills No provision 15«25 mills 15«30 mills.
I1linois No provision No provision 8.375=15.0 mills 16.5=33.0 mills,
Indiana No provision No provision 12,5-20,0 mills 36.5 mills.
Iowa 75 millsl No provision $14,0-$200 per child $189-$270 per child.
Kansas 8-13 mills No provision 6-31.5 mills 6-31.5 mills,
Kentucky No provision No provision 15 mills No limit.
louisiana No provision No provision 5 mills 12 mills.
Maine No provision No provision City: no limit No limit.
Maryland No provision No provision No limit No provision.
Massachusetts No provisien No provision City: no limit No limit.
Michigan No provision No provision 15 mills 50 mills,
Minesota No limit Ne provision $315 per resident pupil - Yo provision.
Mississippi 25 mills® ‘No. provision 25 mills? -~ . No provision.
Missouri No provision No provision 6.5-10 mills No limit.
Montana 20 mills No provision 30% above foundation No limit.

program.
Nebraska No limit No provision 12 millsewno limit No limit.
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Local Revenues

As indicated earlier in this report, local revenues for education are
largely derived from the proceeds of the property tax. There is, however,
some dependence on nonproperty taxes. Table 12 shows the psrcentages of
school revenues from property and nonproperty taxes on local, intermediate,
and state lsvels.

The percentage of school revenues derived from the property tax by
local school districts ranged from less than 10 in Delaware and New Mexico
to more than 80 in Iowa and New Hampshire; the average was 52 per cent for
the continental United States. In 25 states, local school district property
taxes accounted for more than 50 per cent of all school revenues.

In 15 states, local school districts derived no scheool revenues from
other sources. In the remaining states the percentage ranged from 0.5 per
cent in South Carolina to 25.5 per cent in Washington (Distriet of
Columbia, 59.2 per cent). |

Of the 22 states with an intermediate district property tax, ll states
(Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Mississippi, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, and Wisconsin) required this income to be

contributed to the foundation program in the local districts.

State Revenues

States generally rely little on property taxes for school revenues,
while they depend heavily on nonproperty taxes. These taxes include sales
taxes, income taxes, and a varlety of business licenses and taxes. Only
Arizona, Nevada, Texas, and Wyoming reported state revenues from property

taxes amounting to 5 per cent or more.
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The percentage of school revenues derived from nonproperty taxes by
state governments ranged from less than 10 per cent in Nebraska and
New Hampshire to more than 80 per cent in Delaware (94.8) and New Mexico;
the average was 41.5 per cent for the continental United States. In 14
states, state nonproperty taxes accounted for more than 50 perrcent of all
school revenues.

In addition tp nonproperty taxes, the states rely on earmarked state
taxes for education, and a small portion of state aid comes frpm the income
of permanent school endowments. Table 13 presents the variousisources of
revenue used by the state for school purposes. It shows that 73.6 per cent
of state grants to school districts was provided by state appropriations,
24.8 per cent by earmarked state taxes, and 1.6 per cent from permanént
school endowments. There are wide variations among states, however. In
Georgia, Maryland, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Hawaii,
legislative appropriations provided 100 per cent, and in 22 other states
more than 30 per cent, of the state granﬁs. In contrast, more than'93 per
cent of state grants came from earmarked taxes in Alabama, Kansas, Michigan,
and Minnesota.

Earmarked state taxes for education vary from state to state. They
include taxes on property, individual income taxes, sales taxes, liquor taxes,
and taxes on alcoholic beverages, motor vehicle licenses, poll taxes,
severance taxess, estc.

As Table 13 reported, all states, except Georgia, Maryland, South
Carclina, and Hawaii, have permanent endowment funds for the sﬁppqrt of
public elementary and secondary schools. New Hampshire and Nofth Carolina

use their income from permanent endowments for other scheol purposes. In

w8lm



Table 12. Per Cent of School Revenue from Property Taxes and from Other Sources Derived
from Local District, Intermediate District, and State Levels: 1957-58

Per Cent from Property Taxes Per Cent from Other Sources
" local Inter- ‘ ‘ Tocal Inter—
Jurisdiction Total School mediate State Total School mediate State
. District District E : District District

States:
Alabama 22.0 17.6 e b 73.0 - 4.9 —— 73.1
Arizona 70.0 58.3 6.2 5.5 30.0 0 1.8 28,2
Arkansas L4.8 i1 .8 0 0 55.2 0 0 55.2
California 58.6 57.8 .8 0 Ll 1.0 0 LO.L
Colorado The5 56,0 18.5 0 25.5 1.6 0] 23.9
Commecticut 72.2 72.2 0 0 27.8 0 0 27.8%
D@l&w&re 5 o2 5102 0O 0 914-08 0 0 91{-08
District of Columbia 40.8 40.8 o 0 59.2 59.2 0 0
Florida 35.2 35,2 0 0 64.8 2.0 0 62.8
Georgia 24,0 2L.0 0 0 76.0 0 0 76.0
I.daho 6800 521--5 13-5 O 3200 1'3 06 3001
Illinois 70.0 7C.0 o 0 33.0 0 0 30,0
Indiana T0.1 66.9 ol 3.0 27.9 W6 —— 29.3
Towa 85,5 84.3 1.2 ¥] 145 .9 0 13.6
Kansas 7.7 61.0 16.7 0 22.3 1.2 Y] 21.1
Kentucky 36.3 36.3 0 0 63.7 12.9 0 50.8
LOlliSiana ' . 25. ¢ 21 o'f e 303 7500 600 0 69 0
Maine 67.3 66,9 0 o 32.7 1.2 0 3l.5
Maryland . L48.3 L8.3 0 0 51.7 15.8 0 35.9
Massachusetis 72.4 2.4 0 0 27.6 0 0 27.6
Michigan ‘ , 50.7 50.6 .1 0 49.3 0 o 49.3
M?.l’mesot& . 55-2 l+9.l+ 307 2.1 M{-og 2:6 95 1-&1»7
Mississippl 34.1 32,0 2.1 0 &5.9 6.8 o1 59.0
Missouri 55.4 54.8 o2 ek Lhob 10.8 0 33.8
¥Montana 72.9 L .6 28.3 0 271 2.3 0 24L.8
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' 1
91.3 79.2 10.1 2.0 g.7 2.5 1.1 5.
g:zzgzka 51.9 L6.9 0 5.0 L3.1 1.8 0 L3
New Hampshire 84.6 84.0 0 6 15.4 6.1 0 22.2
New Jﬂrsey 72:0 71..1& 06 o 2800 lcl{. G M
New Mexico 14.9 5.4 8.6 .9 85.1 0 :l 85.0
New York 58.7 58.7 0 0 Ll.3 0 1.1 40.2
sz£héCarolina 18.2 18.2 0 0 gl.8 9.5 0 72.3
Yorth Dakota 67.2 39.8 26.9 5 32.8 0 0 32.8
Ohio 67.8 67.8 0 0 32.2 .9 0 31.3
Oklahoma 51.2 L5.3 5.9 0 L8.8 1.3 18.9 28,6
- O 30.3
Oregon 69.7 508 14.9 0 30.3 0
Permsylvania 37.9 37.9 0 0 62.1 12.7 0: L9.4
Rhode Island TL.3 71.3 0 0 28,7 2.1 03 26.6
South Carolina 27.7 27.2 e5 0 T2.3 «5 0 l7l.8
Seouth Dakota Bl.h 1.0 20.4 0 18.6 5.8 l¢0 11.8
Termessee 28,4 284 —_— 0 7L.6 5.5 e 66,1
szaa 51.0 L2.9 0 8.1 49.0 1.8 .1 L7.1
Utah S5kl 50.4 0 4.0 4h5.6 bol 0 hl.2
Vermont 66.0 66.0 0 0 340 v 0. 34.0
Virginia 59.8 59.8 9] ] LO.2 o ] L0.2
Washington 20.0 19,9 o .1 80.0 25.5 2.6 51.9
West Virginia 37.3 37.3 G 9, b62.7 1.3 0, 61l.4
Wisconsin . 78.2 75.4 2.8 0 21.8 o 0 21..8
Wyoming 66.9 L6.2 0 20.7 33.1 6.7 0 2644
RV‘MG’E 514'-6 5200 1»8 o8 ‘ zl—S'L} Boll» 15 41-5
Territories:
Alasks 8.1 8.1 0 s 91.9 3.9 0 88.0
HAWAIT 10.0 10.0 0 0 90.0 9.6 0 80.4
Source: -

"Table l2--Percent of school revenue from.prOperty taxes and from other sources derived from
1957-58" in Albert R. Munse and

local district, intermediate district, and State levels:
‘Bugens P, Mcloone,

D.

Cat

Public School Finance Programs of the United States,

Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 2i.

1957-58 (Washington,



Table 13. Per Cent of State Grants to School Bistricts,
By Source of Revenue: 1957-58
Total State Permanent Earmarked State Appro-
Jurisdiction Grants Endowments State Taxes priations

States:

Alabama 3 88, ‘?26; 563 o3 99.7 0
Arizona 23,605,809 8.8 0 9l.2
Arkansas 39,347,692 o2 0 99.8
California 534,251,328 o7 0 99.3
Colorado 29,073,348 10.9 0 89.1
Connecticut 47,667,892 ol 0 99.8
Delaware 53,977,076 .1 0 99.9
Florida 172,066,421 o2 18.4 8l.4
Georgia 134,191,167 0 G 100.0
Idaho 12,105,900 7.3 2 92.5
Illinois 139,585,400 .1 0 99.9
Indiana 92,578,000 1.1 5.4 93.5
Iowa 22,961,012 .6 0 99.4
Kansas 33,348,025 1.8 95.6 2.6
Kentucky 58,819,500 o2 0 99.8
Louisiana 141,565 ,47k 1 82.7 17.3
Maine 11,000,276 ol 0 99.6
Maryland 514,175,000 0 0 100.0
Massachusetts 51,767,300 ol 87.1 12.5
Michigan 263,620,000 .2 98.5 1.3
Minnesota 104,701,275 6.0 93.6 ok
Mississippi 45,557,768 o1 0 99.9
Missouri 78,637,426 2 17.9 81.9
Montana 12,636,329 29,6 19.8 50.6
Nebraska 3,922,122 bliu 21.7 13.7
Nevada G,708,534 1.2 0 98.8
New Hampshire 2,224,873 0 8.2 91.8
llew Jersey 85,182,356 6 52.6 46.8
Hew Mexico 47,423,862 25,7 The3 0
New York 501,419,000 <1 0 999
North Carclina 176,417,100 0 0 100.0
North Dakota 10,748,212 16.8 83.2 0
Ohic 183,520,000 «1 0 G9.9
Oklahoma 36,000,000 5.8 0 4.2
Oregon 45,361,362 .9 o 99.1
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Table 13. (Continued)

Total State Fermanent Farmarked State Appro-

Jurisdiction Grants Endowments State Taxes priations
Pennsylvania $ 305,433,598 1 0 100.0
Rhode Island 8,763,100 o1 0 99.9
South Carolina 71,638,076 0 0 100.0
South D&kota &}597,968 35-1 O 6[&09
Ternessee 87,878,000 o2 87.3 12.5
Texas 290,060,900 5.8 53.3 40.9
Utah 31,583,381 3.2 779 18.9
Vermont 7,145,257 o6 0 99.4
Virginia 66,536,155 1.1 1.7 97.2
Washington 153,238,000 1.6 6.9 91.5
West Virginia 57,497,839 .1 65.3 346
WiSCOnSin [{'2,363’800 100 2?02-[- ?lcé
Wyoming 11,700,000 17.1 78.4 L.5
TOTAL $4,480,329,476
AVERAGE 1.6 2L.8 7346
Territories:
Alaska $ 10,946,090 1 14.2 85.8
HAWAII 24,,101,48), 0 0 100.0

Source: #Table l4.--Amount and percent of State grants to

school districts by source of revenue: 1957-58%

in: Albert R. Munse and Hugene P. Mcloone, Public
School Finance Programs of the United States,
1957-58, Misc. No. 33 (Washington, D. C.: Government
Printing Qffice, 1960}, p. 28.

iLess than .05 per cent.
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only Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, and South Dakota did more than 25 per
cent distributed to schools come from the income of permanent sndowments.
These permanent endowments generally are: (a) reserve funds invested and

. earning interest for the schools and (b) unsold school land producing ine
~come through land lease, mineral rights, and other land use and sales.,
Although the revenues from these endowments now provide a small portion of
funds necessary for education, they were at one time a more important

source of incone.

Summary
In 1957-58, 3.8 per cent of public school support for the nation as

a whole came from the federal government, 40.7 per cent from the states,
and 55.5 per cent from intermediate and local school districts. The pro=-
portional amounts from these three sources vary from state to state; there
were 4 states, for example, wherein less than 20 per cent of school revenues
came from local dis;ricts and 4 other states wherein less than 20 per cent
came from state governmenis.

Local éﬁd intermeéiate districts derive authority to levy taxes from
the state. Maximm local school district tax rates for current operating
expenses are determined by approval of the electorate in 42 states. Ioecal
districts generally derive their income from the proceeds of ths property
tax; this source furnished 54.1 per cent of nonfederal school revenues for
the entire nation in 1957-58.

States rely heavily on nonproperty taxes for school revenues. They
depend much less on earmarked state taxes for education and on the income

of permanent school endowments.

=G



Capital Qutlay

The problem of providing adeguate school facilities has been accentuated
because of the growth in school population, inflation in building costs, and
the lag in school construction in previous years. In 1923-24, slightly over
one-fifth of the total expenditures for public education was spent on capital
outlay; in 1933 the proportion dropped to 3.4 per cent, rose to 11 per cent
in 1939~40, and began dropping after 1941; in 1943-44, it dropped to a low
of 2.2 per cent and continued to rise thereafter, reaching a high of 23.9
per cent in 1956=57. Over the 34~year period from 1923-24 to 1956-57, ex-
penditures for school plant facilities (capital outlay, debt service, and
rental payments) averaged 19.9 per cent of the total expenditures for
schoolsolo

Traditionally, local schocl districts have provided the necessary funds
for capital outlay. As late as 1939 no state was furnishing as much as a
million dollars for school plant construction. Since 1945, however, more
states have begun to assume greater responsibility for financing capital
outlay. In spite of this, the need for new school facilities is so great
as to force local units to provide greater financial support than they can
afford on a pay-as-you-go basis. Borrowing money seems to be the common

alternative; it enables school districts to acquire the needed facilities

and allows them to spread the cost over a number of years.

Loecal, State, and Federal Approaches

iocal Approaéhes—~Schocl districts, in their attempts to provide ade-

quate sums for construction needs, have tried (a) to broaden their tax base

lOCIaytcn D. Hutchins and Flmer C. Deering, Financing Public School
Facilities, Misc. No. 32 {Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Uffice,

}.9595; ?e 8: 87




through ammexing other school districts by consolidation or by being
authorized by the state legislature to levy certain nonproperty taxes and
(b) to increase their valuations of taxable property so as to enable the
collection of greater revenues as well as to inecrease their borrowing
capacity. Capital outlay is financed in several ways by local school dis-
tricts. The more common approaches are deseribed below.

The pay-as-you-go plan provides for the payment of capital outlay

costs from the current income of local school districts. The chief advan-
tages of this approach are twofold: {a) money is saved on interest charges
on borrowed money and {b) the financial responsibility for capital outlay

is placed on those who authorize it. In spite of these advantages, it is
difficult for many school districts to operate on a pay~as-you=-go basis
because of the magnitude of their building needs or because of past indebted-
nesss This approach is feasible in a district with a high valuation of
taxable property, a low tax rate, moderate building needs, and a small
indebtedness. One alleged disadvantage of the plan is that it may not
preduce sufficient funds to meet the bullding needs of a community

adequately.

The building reserve plan permits spreading the cost of school con-
struction over a period of years before the buildings are erected. This
approach is especially advantageous during periods of high building cost,
high interest rates, or both. Few school districts, however, can postpone
their building needs until a reserve fund can be accumulated. Whenever'a
school district is free of debt and does not need a school plant immediately,

the building reserve plan is feasible.
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- The ‘bonding plan--borrowing money~-is the most widely used approach for
financing capital ocutlay. Although the payment of the interest results in a
greater total cost, the plan has the advantage of spreading the cost over a
periocd of years, of providing that users be payers, and of giving some assur-
ance that the current building needs of the schoel districet will be met.
Critics of the bonding plan usually point to (a) higher cost and (b} the
alleged tendency to be extravagant under z system of deferred payment.

State Approaches-—Although states have generally entrusted the respon-

8ibility for financing education to local boards of education, state aid for
school construction has begun to supplement local efforts. Such financial
assistance has usually taken the following forms.

By and large emergency grants were used in the early years of state

assistance to keep classrooms usable when conditions were such that the local

district was unable to provide the necessary funds. Oftentimes these euner-

gency funds were made available as loans to be repaid over the ensuing years.
As school districts began to consolidate, oftentimes encouraged by

state legislatures, many widely scattered one-teacher schools had to be re~

placed by new school buildings at central locations. States thus began to

make district reorganization aid available to assist cooperating school

districts in their construction program.

As indicated earlier, the lag in school construction and the growth in
the school population have resulted in a classroom shortage of serious magni-
tude. 1In 1957 there was a shortage of 142,300 classrooms; two million
children were attending school on a part-time basis or handicapped by crowded
conditions. Since 1944, 26 states, Alaska, and Hawaii have begun to make

grants for school facilities to give relief for the critical building shortage.
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5t111 another form of state aild is the raising of bonding limitations.

All states, through their constitutions or statutes, have placed limitations
on indebtedness that can be incurred for school construction. These limita-
tions vary widely among the states. Limitations are expressed in per cent
of assessed valuation and give some indication of the freedom allowed
school districts to borrow money. Since assessment practices vary widely,
comparisons of bond limitatiens should be undertaken with caution. See
Table 14 for further information on the practices of each state.

A means of financing school structures outside the debt limit is

through the establishment of local and state school building authorities.

This plan involves the creation of a school building authority or holding
company which sells bonds, builds the school sﬁruqture, and leases it to
the board of education at a rental sufficient to cover interest and amor-
tize the debt. Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Georgia, and Maine are among the
states which have created such authorities. In recent years, however,
some plans have essentially provided that the rentals not exceed the sums
allotted under the foundation program; thus authorities derive their in-
come, in the final analysis, from general taxes.

In an evaluation of school building authorities, the following ideas
were presented.ll The only advantage generally claimed is that the
authority gets the job done; it enables urgently needed school plants to
be constructed despite inability to finance within the legal debt limita-
tions. The disadvantages, this report indicates, far oubtweigh this one
advan;age. In the first place, the use of rental revenue bonds means

higher interest rates because (a) school building authority bonds do not

11pavid M. Ellinwood, "Use of Special Authorities to Finance School
Improvements," Municipal Finance, Vol. XXV, No. 1 (August 1952), pp. 48-54.
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have the same marketability as general obligation bonds and (b) the credit
standing of the authority is subjected to greater cuestioning than is that
of the general governmental body. Second, financing costs are higher and
more bonds need to be sold because some supervision of the relations between
the local district and the authority is necessary, more legal work is en-
tailed in developing and operating the authority, etc. Third, the general
credit structure of local government is weakened. Fourth, and most impor-
tant, the authority plan denies voters the privilege of reviewing proposed
capital outlay expendiﬁu}ese The author concludes that the best answer is
to put "some realism into legal borrowing powers.w

On the other hand, those who‘favor the school bulilding authority consider
it as an alternative to federal éid for school construction. They point to
the increasing use of authorities to cohstruct public works projects during
the last two decades.

.The'Office of BEducation reports that it is difficult to obtain accurate
Tigures oﬁ how much money actually goes into ths financing of school build-
ing authorities because they are organized separately from public school
agencies, However, it indicates that in 1956-57, more than $3.3 billion
was expended for capital ocutlay, debt service, and rental payments to school
building authorities.

Federal Appreaches--Some federal assistance to school districts for

capital outlay has been given. In the 1930!'s these efforts were chisfly
designed to relieve unemployment. A somewhat different approach was provided
by P.L. 815, 8lst Congress (64 Stat. 995). Under this law the federal
government appropriates funds to help school districts whose construction

needs are increased by the presence of Wederally~connectad® children
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(enildren living on federal property and/or children whose parents, mili-
tary or civilian, are employed on federal property). In the period 1950~57
a total of more than $600 million was distributed.

In nearly every recent session of Congress, proposals for more exten~
sive federal aid to education have been advanced. More attention will be

given to this guestion in a subseguent section.

Indebtednsss for School Purposes

The construction of school bulldings has customarily been financed
through the issuance of bonds which can be repaid over a period of time.
Although boards of education are authorized to incur indebtedness, they
ares subject to limitations on school district indebtedness, as specified
by constitutional or statutory provisions.

Limitations on Debtw-As indicated in Table 14, debt limits are written

in the constitutions of 21 states; such limits usually take a longer time
to alter since constitutional amendments are necessary. Most of the other
states have statutory provisions setting debt limits, although five have
both constitutional and statutory provisions.

Limits on school indebtedness are usually expressed in percentage of
assessed valuation of property, and these limits vary greatly from state
to state. Debt limitations in Hawail are set in its constitution for the
state and counties; there are no limitations specifically on school indebte
edness. Among the 48 states, there are 18 whose school debt limitations
are under 10 per cent of assessed valuation, 16 whose limitations are 10

per cent, and 14 whose limitations are over 10 per cent.
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One trend discernible in limitations on school debt is the increasing
percentage of assessed valuations -designated as the limit. The median in
1927-28 ﬁés 6 per cent; in 1956-57 it was 10 per cent of assessed valuation.

A comﬁérison of debt limitations among the states is difficult to make
since (a). limitations may be an over-all maximum for all governmental sub-
divisions or may apply to each subdivision individually and (b) assessment
procedures, whichlvgfy greatly from state to state, are the basis for these
iimitations. Thirﬁy—four states (including Alaska) use locally assessed
| vaiuations;'ijkstétes (Colorado, Illinois, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, Missouri,
Montana, New Hampshire, New York, North Dakota, Oregon, Utah, and Wisconsin)
use state equalized valuations, 2 states (Minnesota and Mississippi) use both
iocally assesséd.and state equalized valuations, and Hawaii alone assesses
property at the state level. In view of the fact that debt limitations are
set by the state, it is felt that through equalized valuafions states can

apply limitations equitably throughout all school districts.

Types of Bonds--Bonds may be classified in different ways. For school

purpeses a helpful classification deals with the conditions for payment of
principal and interest. According to the classification on method of payment
on the principal, there are two chief types of bonds: (a) the term bond or

sinking-fund bond and (b} the serial bond.

¢ o « A term bond is one which is issued for a perioed of years, the entire
principal being payable at the end of the term and no part of the princi-
pal being payable before the end of the term unless the bonds also

contain the callable feature. Interest payments may be mede annually or
semiannually. Frequently term bonds are accompanied by a provision that

a8 sinking fund must be created which will yield a sufficient amount to
retire the bonds when they become due. Interest payments on sinking~
fund bonds may be made annually or semiannually, but the whole principal
is payable at one time, that is, at the end of the term.

The serial bond is one that is retired by pzyments at certain
regular intervals, usually one or more bonds coming due each year
throughout the entire term. Inferest E&yments are made armually or
semiannually as the bonds may require.i2

12Mort, Reusser, and Polley, op. cit., p. 437.
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Table 14.

Regulations Pertaining to the Issuance of Bonds for

Public School Capital Outlay Purposes:

1957-58

legal Limitation of

Maximum School Bond Indebtedness
School Bonds Only Years Per Cent of
o Issued By Serial local Provided Ine- Property Valuation
States Local A Non~ Bonds School Approv-
: School School May Be  Bonds fonsti- Stat- Standard abls in
Boards Apsncy Issued May Run tution utes Iimits Emergency
Alabama b4 - b 4 30 - x Taxl —
Arizona x - X 20 - X 10 e
Arkansas x - - No limit - x 15 o
California X - X 25 - X 5-15 —
Colorado X - X 25 - x 510 10-15.
Connecticut - x X 20 - X 10-12.5 -
Delaware X - x 25 - S X 2«10 —_—
Florida x - x 20 X - 10 20.
Georgia X X % 30 X - 7 -
Idaho b'd - X 20 - X b=15 —
Illinois b'e - X 20 x - 5=10 -
Indiana X - b'e No limit b'e - 2=l ——
Iowa b e - x 20 X x 5 -
Kansas X - X 20 - X b7 12«1k,
Kentucky X - - 40 - x 2-10 -
Louisiana x - - L0 b 4 - 25 -
Maine - X - 50 x - el o b —
Maryland - X x 25 - x Leg< —
Magsachussetts - X X 20 - X 2.5<5 5=10.
Michigan x - x 30 - 15«=No limit  ~-
Minneasota X - b'd 30 - X 7o 5=50 _—
Mississippi X - x 25 - X 15 -
Missouri b'd - X 20 x - 10 —_—
Montana X - - 20 bd X 5 -
Nebraska x - - No limit - X LOm-No 1limit ==
Nevada X - X 20 - x 10 —
New Hampshire x - X 30 - x L 6=G 6
New Jersey X x - 10=40 - b4 13=-15 No limit.
New Mexico x - x 20 x - 6 No limit.
New York x - x 30 b's x 510 No limit.
North Carolina - % - 20=40 b'd - 5-8 —
North Dakota x - X 20 X x 10 w—
Ohio x - X 25 - X 9 —
Qklahoma X - X 25 x - 10 —
Oregon b d - x 25 ~ x 3-8.9 —



Table 14. (Continued)
legal Limitation of
Maxdimum School Bond Indebtedness
School Bonds Only Years Per Cent of
Issued By~ Serial lLocal Provided Inw- Property Valuation
States Local A Non- Bonds School Approve

School School May Be  Bonds Consti~ OStat- Standard able in

Boards Agency Issued May Run tution utes Limits Emergency
Pennsylvania = b'd - No limit - X 7 —
Rhode Island - X - No limit - X 3 —
South

Carolina X - - 20 X X 8 —
South Dakota x - b'd No limit x - 10 —
Tennessee - x - 25 - X 10--No limit o=
Texas X - x L0 - x 10 —
Utah b & - - 20 - x Ly : ——
Vermont x - x 20 - X 10-No 1imi —
Virginia x - - 30 X - 18 No limit ==
Washington x - bd 23=40 x - 10 e
West Virginia x - x 3L x - 5 -
Wisconsin x x - 20 x - 5-8 —
Wyoming X - - 2530 - X 4=10 —
TOTAL L0 11 32 - 21 32 - —
Source: Wlable 37.--Hegulations pertaining to the issuance of

bonds for public school capital outlay purposes:
in: Albert R. Munse and Eugene P. Mcloone, Public School

1957-58%

Finance Programg of the United States, 1957-58, Misc. No. 33

{Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1960),

Pa 59-

1Bonds may not be issued in an amount which would require more than
80 per cent of the proceeds pledged to debt service.

2The legislature votes on all bond issues proposed by the schocl dig-

tricts; in essence, it authorizes a new debt limit for each school

district when it approves the issuance of a new bond for school

construction.



The disadvantages of sinking-fund bonds are many, according to some
writers, and several states have made the creation of sinking funds illegal.
Serial bonds, on the other hand, are generally favored. Table 1k indicates
that 33 states (including Hawaii) provide for the issuance of serial bonds
only. The term of years for which serial bonds are issued varies greatly
among the states. The range is from 10 years in New dJersey to no limit in
Arkansas, Indiana, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, and
Alaska. A maximum of 20 years is reported in 17 states and is the common
limit. Most school districts issue serial bonds for relatively short terms.
This enables school districts to recover their bonding capacity more
' _rapidly and to save on the high costs of interest.

When serial bonds are used, it is important to set up a schedule for
retiring bonds which will not work an undue hardship on the school district.
The type of bond alone will not be a sufficient guarantee of sound financing;
sfficient debt management will enhance the advantages of the serial bond.

School Bond Flections--One of the general requirements for the issuance

of bonds by school districts is that the issue be approved by the electorate
in a regular or special school bond election. Such approval is seen as a
check upon the incurring of indebtedness and a pledge of good faith on the
part of the community whose property is being taxed to redeem the bonds and
to pay the interest.

The percentage of voters required to approve the bond issue varies
among the states, but in most cases a simple majority is necessary. Before
calling for a school bond elsction, pertinent information should be fur-
nished the electorate--assessed valuation, bonding capacity of the distriet,

attorneyts report, type of bond to be sold, etec.
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The usual procedure for the issuance of bonds is as follows: After the
votefs hé&e given the séhooi ﬁcaéd permissién to réise more‘money for school
construction, the board passes a bond resolution describing the details of
thé pr0pdsed bond issue. The maturity date must be decided. State and
local laws. on bonds must be considered. The bonds must be publicized, Bids
must be received, and the bond must be sold before a construction contract
can be signed. Because of the time regquired to approve and float a bond,
it is certainly imperative that effective school building programs be planned
several years in advance.

Tabie 15 provides information on the activities of state agencies in
approving bond issues and in assisting with bond sales. In 21 states
{including Hawaii) the approval of the state is required for the issuance
of bonds; 11 states require approval before the schooljbOnd election,

10, after the election. Approval of state agencies prior to the election is
generally preferred since diffefences.can be handled before the voﬁe;”thus
minimizing the chance of invalidating an election.

Only 6 states provide that bonds must fi;st be offered to z state
agency; such states generally have agencies with fundé to invest, such as
the staté toachers retirement system. Although only 5 states assist school
districts in the sale of school bonds, it is generally felt that more states

should offer assistance in this area of school finance.

Sumnary
The sudden growth of the school population, the rise in building costs,

and the lag in school construction in recent years have all contributed to

a critical shortage of school buildings. Tra&itionally, local school



Table 15.

State Approval and Assistance With the Sale of Local
Bonds for Public 3chool Capital Outlay:

1957-58

Jurisdiction

State Approval of
Local Bond Issues Required

Bonds Must
First be
Qffersed to a
State Agency

State Assists
With Sale of
local Bonds

Yes

Before

Election

Yes

No

Ko

Yes No

Yes No

States:

Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
{olorado

Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Idaho

Illinois
Indiana
Towa
EKEansas
Kentucky

louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetls
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

Kevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
Hew York

Morth Carclina
North Dakota
Ohic

Oklahcma
Qregon
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Table 15.

{Continued)

Bonds Must
Pirst be State Assists
State Approval of - Offsered to a With Sale of
Local Bond issues Required State Agency local Bonds
Before :
Jurisdiction Yes Election No Yes No Yes No
‘ : - Yes No :

Pemnsylvania x - - X - - x - - x
Rhode Island - - - X - x - x
South Carclina - ~ - x - X - x
South Dakota - - - x - X - x
Tennessee - - - x - X - X
Texas - - - x X - - X
Utah - - - X - X - x
Vermont - - - X - X X -
Virginia - - - x - x - x
Washington - - - x - x - X
West Virginia X x - - x - - x
Wisconsin - - - X - X - X
Wyoming - - - - x - x - x
TOTAL 20 il G 28 6 L2 5 43
Territories:
Alaska - - - X - x - X
HAWAIT X - X - - X - X

Source:

“Table LO.--State approval and assistance with the
sale of local bonds for public school capital outlay:

1957-58" in:

Albert R. Munse and Bugene P. Mcloone,

Public School Finance Programs of the United States,

1957-58, Misc. No. 33 {(Washington, D. C.:
Printing Office, 1960), p. 62.
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districts have assumed primary responsibility for capital outlay, but since
1945 more states have begun to shoulder part of this obligation.

The financing of school construction by local districts is undertaken

in several ways. The bonding plan, however, is the most commonily used
- since it enables school districts to accquire needed facilities and to spread
the cost over a number of years. Furthermore, it requires the approval of the
electorate in a regular or special school bond election. State govern-

ments have contributed to local efforts through emergency grants, district
reorganization aid, and the raising of bonding limitations.

School boards, although authorized to incur indebtedness, are subject
to the school district debt limits as set forth in constitutional or
statutory provisions. ILocal districts may also be restricted by the type
of bond that might be issued; 33 states, including Hawaii, provide for

the issuance of serial bonds only.

School Budgets and Audits

The preparation of school budgets is generally a complex, timew
consuming task involving a number of people working in different capacities
in several governmmental agencies., Time is needed to assess the needs of
public education, to translate them into financial terms, and to estimate
the available revenues. Time is also required for the budget to be
approved by the board of education, to be published, to be discussed at
hearings, to be submitted to noneducational agencies when legal provisions
so specify, and to determine tax rates enabling local school districts to

meet their portion of the budget,

«100=



Althoeugh most states provide budget forms, in the followlng states
school districts develop their own forms: WMaine, Michigan, Missouri,
New York, South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wisconsin.

Table 16 indicates the nature of state and local participation in the
review and approval of local school district budgets. Twenty-seven states,
including Alaska, specify that local school budgets are to be reviewed by
some kind of county or local nonschool agency, although in some of these
states approval is required for only a portion of school districts
(e.g., city council is required to approve the city school budget). The
extent of responsibility given to these agencies varies from state to
state.

« « » in some instances, the nonschool agency may only verify the

accuracy of the budget, confirm its compliance with legal require-

ments, and levy the taxes required to support the proposed school
budget; in some other instances, these nonschool agencies have
unlimited control and may change all or any part of the budget..

Perhaps the middle ground, where the nonschool agency compiles the

budgets for all county and local governmental services and relates

these budgets to tax rates and legal limitations, is the more
typical procedure,13

Table 16 also indicates that 37 states, including Alaska and Hawaii,. .
require local school systems to submit their budgets to a state ageney,
while Oregon and Wisconsin require this only under certain conditions.
The state agency is the state educational agency in 24 statas, a noaschaol
state agency in 10 stastes, and a combination of educational -and nonschbéi'

agencies in 5 states.

Lpunse and McLoone, op. cit,, p. bh.
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Table 16.

Approval of the School Budget by local and State Agencies:

1957-58

Jurisdiction

County or local Nonschool
Agency Which Must Act on
the School Budget

»tate Agencles

Name

Extent of Authority

%LQ 3;(‘3& :

Alabamg
Arizons

Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware

District of
Columbls,
Florida

Georgia

fdaho
I1ilinois

Indiana

Iowa,
Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
¥assachusetts

None.
None, except board of

supervisors for emergencies.
Hone.,

None.
None.

Board of finance; board
of selectmen.
None.

None.
None.

None, except city council for
fiseally dependent districts,

None.
Hone.

County tax adjustment board.

Hone.
County clerk.

Fiscal court; county
commission; city council.

None,

Town meeting; city council;
administrative district.
County commissioners.
Municipal appropriating body.

Dept. of education
Dept. of publie ingtruction

Dept. of eduecation

Dept. of public instruction
Tax commigsion

Budget commission

Dept. of education

Dept. of education

Board of education

.

Board of tax commissioners

State controller
Budget director; accountant

Board of sducation

State budget committee
Dept. of education

Dept. of education

A ot e

Approval by state superintendent.
No authority.

Approval of all budgets is
required,

No authority.

Approval of increages over
5 per cent,

- ——

Used to determine state
appropriations

o b

Requires revision, if incorrect;
recommends changes.

Reviews and approves for
conformance with laws.

Receives for filing and audit.
Reviews budgets; can require

tax levy reductions.

No authority; receives for filing.
No authority.

Determines conformance with laws.

May change any item in the budget.
No authority.

Approves estimates of state aid.



)

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippl
Missouri
Montana

Nabraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

Hew Jersey

New Mexico

New York
North Carolina
Forth Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma

Oregon

Permgylvania
Bhode Island

South Carolins

South Dakota

County tax allocation board.
None.

None.

None.,

County. commissicners.

Noné.
None.

In larger districts,
municipal officials,

Town counecil in chap. VI
digtricte, if levy is
over 15 mills.

Special budget commission.

For citiea, the city council.

County commigsioners.
Board of budget review and
county auditor.

County budget commission.

County excise board.

County tax supervising and
conservation board.

None.

Town meeting; city council.

None.

County auditor, enforces
levy limits; spreads
required levies,

—— -~

Dept. of education
Pept. of education

— v

Dept. of public instruction

Tax comm.; dept. of education;
legislative auditor
Tax comm.; dept. of education

Dept. of education

Dept. of finance

Board of education
Dept. of public instruction

s o s

Auditor
State tax commission

Dept. of public instruction
Dept. of education

——

No authority; receives for filing.
Reconcilea expenditures and income,

ikt b

Determines compliance with laws.

o s

Determines that levies are
adequate.
Verify conformance with laws.

Verifies proper use of state
funds.

May change any amount in the budget,

— s 2

Ixemines for fiscal soundness.
Reviews, adjusts, and approves.

———

No authority.

On appeal, comm. has authority
to determine legality.

No authority.

Verifies that amount ig average
of 3 preceding years.

A e

v
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Table 16.

(Continued)

Jurisdiction

County or Local Hongchool
Agency Which Must Act on
the School Budget

State Agencinps

Name

Extent of Authority

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Waghington

West Virginisg

County, city fiscal
authorities.
None.

Hone,

Annual meeting for budget
approval,

City couneil; county board
of supervisors.

Reviewing committee

Hone,

Dept. of education

Dept. of education

Auditor; dept. of public
instruction

e ——

Board of education

Municipal corporation;

dept. of public instruction
Board of school finance
Dept. of public ingtruction

Examiner--lgt class
dist. only

Dept. of education

Bureau of the budget;
dept. of public Tnstruction

No authority.

Approvel of all budgets is
required.
Supply uniform budget forms.

Reviews and files.

Receive and file,

Revises and approves budget.
Reviews, if state ald exceeds

50% of receipts or operating
expenditures excead 15 mills.
Verifies for compliance with
laws.

Adjusts reimbursable items only.
Reviews and approves the budget.

Wisconsin City council; cities;
fiscally dependent school
districts.

Wyoming None.

Territoriegs

Alasks City council

BAWAIT None.

Source:

for school administrative unitss
of loeal school district budgets:

1957-58" in:

{a) "Table 41.--Fiscal years, budget forms, and local nonschool agency budget approval
1957-58" and (b} "Table 42.~~State review and approval
Albert R.

Munse and Eugene P. Mcloone,

Public School Finance Programs of the United States, 1957-58, Misc. No. 33 (Washington,

D, C.:

Government Printing Office, 1960), pp. 63, 65.

tthe county governments do approve an annual special school fund budget which provides for school

maintenance and constructicn as set forth in Sec. 39-2 of the Revised laws of Hawaii 1055.

How-

aver, the state congtitution provides that physieal facilities will be provided by the state
government.



Table 17 summarizes provisions for public¢ school auditing. School audits
are required in 39 states, including Hawaii, as well as in the District of
Columbia. In 5 states some school districts are required to have periodic
financial audits, while in 6 states (Iilinois, Kansas, Mississippi, Nebraska,
South Carolina, and Alaska) no school districts are required to do so.

Various officers are designated by state laws to perform the audits. When
audits are required,rit ig advisable to make some provision for their

financing.

Issues.in Public School Finance

Two issues prominent in ?ublic.school finance today are (a) federal
aid to education, especially in light of the increasing need for revenues
to support educatiocn and the relative decline in the taxing powers of local
and state governments and (b) the fiscal independence of school districts

and the characteristics of desirable public school finance plans.

Federal Ald to Educationlb

Federal aid to support elementary and secondary schools has:iong been
a topic of Congressional discussion, *Since 1872 there . have beén:several
hundred school aid bills before the Congress; many were debateé at great
length. Few topics have been more extensively and intensively discussed for
over three-cuarters of a century and few are more controversial.

The National Education Association in 1919 recommended the appropriation

of $100 million annually for the support of elementary and secondary schools,

s tudy Committee on Federal Responsibility in the Field of Fducation,
Federal Responsibility in the Field of Education, Report submitted to the
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (June 1955), and Charles A.
Quattlebaum, Federal Aid to Blementary and Secondary Fducation (Chicago:
Public Administration Service, 1948),
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Tawle 17. Provisions for Auditing Public School Financial Accounting Records: 1957-58

School Districts Are
Required to Have

Frequency of

Jurisdiction Periodic Financial Audits School Fund Auditors Designated by State Laws
All Sone None Audits '

gtates:

Alabene b4 - - Annuaily Examiner of public accounts; privete auditing firm,

Arizona X - - Annually State Examiner, school audit division.

Arkensas x - - Annually Office of State compbroller; independent suditing
agency.

California X - - Anmually Department of finance,

GColorado - x - Annually State auditor; independent auditing agency.

Connecticut x - - Annually Tax commigsion; independent public accountant.

Delaware X - - Annually Auditor; budget commission.

Digtrict of Columbia x - - Continuous General acecounking office.

Florida X - - Annually State suditing depariment,

Georgia X - - Annually State depertment of audits.

Idaho X - - 4 years Bureau of public accounts of the State auditor's
office; public accountant,

Illinois - - X — -

Indians X - - 2 to 4 years State board of accounis.

Iowa - x - Annually State auditor; spproved registered certified public
accountant.

Knnsas - - x —— —

Kentucky x - - Annually State department of education.

Louigiana X - - Annually State gupervisor of public funds.

Maine % - - Annmually State department of audits; public accountant,

Maryland bs - - Annually Auditors approved by State superintendent of schools,

Massachusetts ¥ - - Biennislly State bureau of accounts.

Michigan b4 - - Annually Certified public accountant; auditors general.

Minnesota - - x —— —

Migsissippi X - - Annuallg State auditor; ?rivats auditing firm,

Misgouri . x - - Biennially Independent audit agencies.

Montana X - - Annually State auditor; county treasurer;

C.F.A. or public accountant.
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Hebraska

- - * o v J—

Nevadsa X - - Biennially Public accountant. :

Hew Hampghire X - - Annually State tax commission; locally selected auditor.

New Jersey x - - Aoroally fertified public school asccountant; C.P.A. or R.M.A.

New Mexico X - - Annually State auditor,

New York x - - Biennially State department of audit and control.

North Carclina bls - - Annually Independent auditing agency.

North Dakota - p e - Anmually State examiner; independent auditing agency.

Chio P - - Biennially Bureau of inspection and supervision of public cffices.

Oklahoms x - - Annually State board of education appointed examiners.

Oregon x - - Annually County auditor; ecity auditor; competent accountant,

Penngylvania e - - Annually City, borough, town, or itownship auditor.

Rhode Island X - - Anmaally State bureau of audits; C,P.4.

South Carolina - - X — w———

South Dekota - X - Biennially Qualified auditor approved by State compiroller.

Tennessee - x - dnnuaily State controller; C.P. A,

Texas x - - Amnually C.P.A, or licensed accountant. :

Utah X - - Annually Independent auditing agency or auditor.

Vermont X - - Annually State auditor; locally elected board of auditors.

Virginia X - - Annually State auditor; private auditor.

Washington x - - Biennially State auditor.

West Virginia X - - Annually State tax commiscioner,

Wisconsin x - - - Annuelly Special auditing committees; State auditor; independent
‘ auditor,

Wyoming X - - ~ Annually State examiner.

TOTAL 39 5 5 §

Territories:

Aleska - - X o ——

HAWATT X - - Annually Territorial comptroller,

"Table 43.-~Frovisions for auditing public school financial accounting records:

1957-58" ing

Albert B. Munse and Eugene P. Mcloone, Public School Finance Programg

of the United States, 1957-58, Misc. No. 33 (Washington, D. C.: Government

Printing Office, 1960), p. 66,



and since then it has made a concerted effort to encourage Congress to enact
a broad program of federal aid to education. The proposed bills have in-
cluded various kinds of provisions, but not one has been enacted into law,
Although many reasons may be advanced for these failures, probably the

ma jor difficulty has been the awareness that a number of fundamental issues
are involved in thé problem. Among the more prominent issues are the
following:

1; Equalization--States differ widely not only in their ability to
finance education but also in the educational opportunities they are willing
to proﬁide ("rax qffort"). Since states with low per capita income gener-
ally have a greater number of children, supporters of federal aid to
education contend that inadequate and unequal educational opportunities
result in a tremendous waste in undeveloped talent——a situation of such
importance that the efforts of the federal government are necessary to
maintain the nation's general welfare. Opponents to federal aid emphasize
the difficulties in assessing the fiscal ability of states, point to the
tendency for lobbyists to exaggerateleducational needs, and indicate that
very few aid to education bills have equalization provisions.

2. States! rights-~Public education is legally a function of the

state. Advocates of federal aid to education feel that its history illuse-
trates that federal aid can be granted without jeopardizing states?! rights.
Opponents maintain that federal aid is an infringemwent since education
thus becomes a partially federal function. Furthermore, they point to the
waste in sendiﬁg tax money to Washington where the federal government uses
a portion of:it to sustain itself and returns the rest to state governn

ments; & better pattern would be for the federal government to decrease its



revenues and increase the taxing powers of the states. In fiseal 1959 the
federal, state, and local governments collected $100 billion; $467.3 billion
for the federal government, $16.9 billion for the local governments, and
$15.8 billion for the states. ‘

3. Control of education--Many supporters of federal aid to education

realize that feﬂer&l g;ants in the form of blanket appropriations without
“specific accountihg is nét good administratiOn. They, however, feel that
federal aid can be provided in such a way that state and local control can
be maiﬁtéined and efficiency and initiative in scheool management can be
encoufaged. 4 frequently mentioned suggestion to achieve this is for the
federéi government to establish some generally accepted, clearly defined
educational standards relating to such factors as the preparation of teachers,
school district reorganization, etc. Supporters also indicate that "federal
control over education is a strawman™ and that authoritative studies show
that many programs of federal assistance have been administered without
imposing undesirable federal control.t? People who oppose fsderal aid point
out that federal aid without federal control is impossible and indicate
their fears that the federal government might slowly begin to exert greater
control, though it may do so unintentionally. Furthermore, they contend that
the various levels of government were created to divide the major areas of
responsibility not to furnish multiple participation in governmental

asctivities.

15Library of Congress, legislative Reference Service, Beneficial Effects
of Federal Aid to the States for Education, prepared at the request of the
chairman and several other members of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, United States Senate, 85th Congress, 2d Session (Washington, D. C.:
Government Printing Office, 1958), p. 25.
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L. Effect on nonpublic schools-wSome plans would extend federal aid

to nonpublic schools. Those whe favor support of nonpublicrschﬂols gener-
ally do so on the basis of the Yehild benefit® theory; i.e., many of the
services of the public schools, like recreational activities, health
inspections, transportation, guidance services, etc., are really community
services which every child is entitled to utilize. Sinée 60 per cent of
nonpublic elemantéry and secondary school enrollments is in schools under
the jurisdiction of some church organization, this issue also involves

the question of appropriating public funds for sectarian schéols. Those
who oppose federal aid for nonpublic schools see such aid as a violation
of the federal Constitution which provides for the separation of church
and state.

5. Raclial segregation-~Some supporters of federal aid to education

favor inclusion of the provision requiring desegregation of schools.
Although such a provision is in conformity with the recent decision of the
Supreme Court, the inclusion of such an amendment is generally considered
politically unwise because it would align the southern states against_the
adoption of a federal aid to education bill.

The Committee for the White House Conference on HEducation in 1956
recommended that federal funds should be expended for school construction
during the current emergency.lé The report of one study committee of the
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, on the other hand, reached the
general conclusion that "Federal aid is not necessary either for current

operating expenses for public schools or for capital expenditures for new

léThe Committee for the White House Conference on Education, A Report
to_the President (April 1956), p. 6.
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school. facilitiesu"l7 The Commission®s report to the President included the

following recommendation:

The Commission recommends that responsibility for providing
general public education continue to rest squarely upon the States
and their political subdivisions. The Commission further recommends
that the States act vigorously and promptly te discharge their
responsibility. The Commission does not recommend a general program
of Federal financial assistance to elementary and secondary education,
believing that the States have the capacity to meet their educational
reguirements. However, where, upon 2 clear factual finding of need
and lack of resources, it is demonstrated that one or more States do
not have sufficient tax resources to support an adequate school system,
the National Government, through some appropriate means, would be
justified in assisting such States temporarily in financing the con-
struction of school facilities=--exercising particular caution to avoid
interference by the National Government in educational processes or
programs. :

In recent years three bills providing federal aid under certain condi-
tions were enacted: (&) Public Law 815 passed in 1950 provided that the
federal government would furnish financial assistance for the construction
of schools in “federally-affected areas; (b) Public Law 874 passed in 1950
provided tﬁat the federal govérnment would furnish financial assistance for
the operation and mainténance of schools iﬁ "fedefélly—affected“ areas;

and (c) Public Law 864 (National Defense Fducation Act) passed in 1958,
composed of 10 titles, provided fedefal support for programs important to
the nation's defense by appfopriating funds for certain arsas of géneral
education (science, mathematics, and modern foreign languages), for fellow-
ships for graduats students interestedzin collega teaching, for the furiher
growth of guidance, counseling, and testing services, ete.

B8ills on federal aid to education have generally included appropriation

of funds for school construction., However, there is current interest in

17Study Committes on Federal Responsibility in the Field of Education,
O« Cito, Pe 97¢

187The Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 4 Report to the
President for Transmittal to the Congress (June 1955), p- 1%L«
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raising the salaries of teachers, possibly through federal aid. In 1960,
for example, the United States Senate passed S. 8, which provided $20

_per child of school age or about $900 million in grants to the states for
each of two years to pay, at the discretion of the state, for sphgol con=-
istruction or teachers! salaries. The House during that same year passed
H. R, 10128 which authorigzed $325 million a year for four years on federal
grants to states for school construction. Since the House Rules Committee
rejected a request for a Senate-House Conference Committee to eliminate
the differences between these two bills, no legislation was enacted. The
fact that both houses passed bills providing for federal aid for school
construction is noteworthy, and the action of the 87th Congress will

warrant observabion.

Fiscal Independence

There has been much discussion of the relative merits of fiscal
independence and fiscal dependence of school districts. Fiscal independ-
ence exists in areas where boards of education, within the limits set by
states, have full authority to determine how much money is necessary to
operate the schools and have the power to levy taxes to raise the recuired
amount. of money. When school boards do not have this authority, they are
fiscally deperndent on some city, county, or other local unit of government.
School districts whose boundaries are coterminous with those of counties
or cities are usually fiscally deperdent.

In general, "educators, and especially school administrators, endorse
fiscal independence, while public administrators and students of govern-

ment favor the fiscal dependence of schools.“19 Educators and political

19kenjamin F. Pittenger, Local Public School Administration (New York:
McGraw~Hill, 1951), p. 34
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scientists agree that many taxing units are too small and that tax reforms are
necessary, but they disagree on pooling school funds with the rest of public

ravenues.

The reasons advanced for fiscal independence and dependence are varied
and have been discussed by numerous writers. The following by Bollens
summarizes the basic points usually presented in such discussions.

The proponents of school independence from general local govern—
ments support their position in several ways. FEducation is so
important, so basic to other governmental functions, and so deserving
of substantial financial support that it should be kept free of the
uncertainties of local politics. It is a state and not a local govern~
ment function. Since it must stay as close as possible to the peopie,
it should not be removed one step from their control by being made
dependent upon another government. The opponents counter by arguing
that -although they agree on the importance of education, a single
and comprehensive government should judge the relative merits of the
financial needs of the various public services in the community.

They deny that governmentally independent schools are subject to less
political pressure than dependent schools, and that education is any
more a state function than many other local services, particularly
public hegalth, law enforcement, and public welfare. They believe,
furthermore, that significant economies result from the integration
of services, such as purchasing, which are common to all functions.
And finally, they contend that a separate school government with
indeperdently elected board members lengthens the ballot and makes
the task of maintaining accountability more difficuit for the
citizenry. . . 20

Students of city government are usually opposed to fiscal independence
of school districts because this practice makes it impossible for an over—
all comprehensive picture of municipal taxation to be developed. They argue
that partiazl integration of school and city governments would result in
some advantages for education. While they are aware that fiscal dependence
would weaken the powers of school boards, they do not feel that such boards

should be abolished at this time.

20sohn C. Bollens, Special District Governments in the United States
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1957), pp. 191-92.
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One city which abolished the school board for more than three decades
(1914=-1950) is St. Paul, Minnesota, which treated education as an ordinary
branch of city government. The management of the schools was vested in
the city commission from whose membership the mayor appointed a commissioner
of education. The commissioner, as a rule, assumed all the powers of a
school board. In 1950, however, the voters of St. Paul approved a charter
amendment re-establishing an elective nonsalaried school board. The city
continues to supply the board's requests in purchasing, civil service,
legal advice, and accounting. The board!s budget is presented to the city
comptroller and then to the city council, subject to the same procedures
as the budgets of other departments.

William Anderson, expert in local government, advecates the elimina-
tion of separate school districts as corporate bodies. He proposes that
"Under state control and supervision the several counties, cities, larger
towns, and Jarger villages would administer the local schools within
their limits," although advisory and even administrative boards might
exist.zl Anderson recognized that this is an Yadvanced proposall growing
. out of the principle that there should be only ons local government in
each area.

The National Education Association in its study of the fiscal powers
of city school boards concluded that if boards were to be dependent, a

specific local governmental agency should be selected and its powers

2lyilliam Anderson, The Units of Government in_the United States; &n
Enumeration and Analysis, Publication No. 83 (1949 Revision; Chicago:
Public Administration Service, 1949}, p. 45.
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clearly defined. On the other hand, if boards were to be independent, many
existing controls should be abolished. At any rate, the present pattern
should be discontinued.

« « o« Continuing the present pattern, with various agencies exercising
different degrees of control over a wide variety of school business
affairs, makes for confusion, tension, dissatisfaction, and less effi~
cient public service. Progressive search should continue for that
basic pattern of fiscal relationships which provides the public with
the best possible school services and, at the same time, is defensible
in terms of the essential principles of good public administration.

224ational Education Association, Research Division, Fiscsl Authority
of City Schoolboards, Research Bulletin, Vol. XXVIII, No. 2 {washington,

e ——

P. C.: the Association, April 1950), p. 78.
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V. IMPLICATIONS FOR HAWAII

The f{oregoing mections of this report presented material considered
essential to an understanding of public education in the United States.
Drawing upon that background, this section will explore some of the possible
areas in which the legislature might consider possible extension of powers
for the Hawaii board of education. As a means of furnishing additional
background, the various surveys of education in Hawaii will be summariezed,
together with & presentation of pertinent provisions in the state constitu-

tion and laws of Hawaii.

Surveys of Education in Hawaii and Related legal Provisions

Five surveys of education in Hawaii will be discussed.l The first was
conducted under the direction of the U. 5. Commissioner of Education at the
request of the Territory of Hawaii and will be referred to in this report as
"the 1920 federal survey.'" The second, "™he 1931 survey,™ was conducted by
the governorts advisory committee on education, and the third, ™the 1940
survey,™ by the committee of fifteen, composed of senators, businessmen, and

educators, dealt with general and vocational education. The "Draper-Hayden

l(a)‘Department of the Interior, Bureau of Education, A Survey of
FEducation in Hawaii, Bulletin 1920, No. 16 {Washington, D. C.: GCovernment
Printing Office, 1920), 408 pp.; (b) Governorfs Advisory Committee on
Education, Survey of Schools and Industry in Hawail (Honolulu: the Commit-
tee, February 1931), 156 pp.; (¢} Elizabeth M. Collins, Executive Director
of the Community Survey of Education, Conclusions and Recommendations;
Report of the Executive Director, Report to the Committee of Fifteen
(Mimeographed; Honmolulu: March 1941), n.p.; {c) Edgar M. Draper and
Alice H. Hayden, Hawaiian Schools; A Community Survey, 1944-45, conducted
for the 1943 House Holdover Committee of the Hawaiian Legislature (washing-
ton, D. C.: American Council on Education, 1946), 176 pp.; (e) Hubert C.
Armstrong and William R. Odell, Social Setting, Organization and Finance,
Organization and Administration of the Public Schools, Territory of Hawaii
(Stanford, California: June 30, 1957), 227 pp. and The Survey Staff,
Summary Report, Organization and Administration of the Public Schools,
Territory of Hewaii (Stanford, California: June 30, 1957), 53 pp.




study® of 1944-45, conducted for a House Holdover Committes, was a cur-
riculum survey. The last was the 1956-57 Odell report, a comprshensive
presentation on the organization and administration of public schools in
Hawaii. Since it is the most recent, its authors wesre aware of the
constitutional provisions affecting education and considered their nature
and implications in their report. Consequently, most of the material
from the Odell study will not be presented here, as part of the background
material, but will be used in the following discussion on areas for

legislative consideration. -

The scope of the above-mentioned reports was broad, and they concen-
trated on various aspects of education in Hawaii. This report, however,
will examine only those suggestions which deal with (a) the powers of the
board of commissioners or a proposed board of education, (b) proposals
for decentralization in the public school system, and (c) support of

public education.

Beard of Fducabtion

All of the surveys of education in Hawaii, except the 1940 survey,

- suggested that the board be given full power and authority over the
department of public instruction. The 1920 federal survey indicated that
the beard should be assigned legislative and judicial functions, and the
superintendent, executive functions. The Drapsr-Hayden study suggested
that the policy-making functions of the board should be definitely
separated from the administrative functions of the supesrintendent. The
constitution of the State of Hawail provides that #The board of education
shall have the power, in accordance with law, to formulate policy, and

to exsrcise control through its executive officer . . ., and the Hawail
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State Government Reorganization Act of 1959 provided that the “department
of education shall be headed by an executive board to be known as the board
of education."

Another recommendation made by several of the surveys dealt with the
appointmént of the superintendent of public instruction by the board of
education. The 1931 survey explicitly suggested that the superintendent
should serve at the board's pleasure, whila‘tﬁe Odell report recommended a
foﬁf—yeéf-term and no residence requirement. The Draper-Hayden study indi-
cated that the supsrintendent should not be a member of the board since he
éﬁduld.be nﬁéfged with the responsibility of executing board policies and
consequéntly:should not help to formulate them. The Hawaii Congress of

Parents and Teachers likewise was critical of thé voting privilege of the

superintendent.2

Decsntralization in School Organization

The 1920 federal survey commission felt that many matters considered
by the territorial board of school commissioners could more quickly and effi..
ciently be settled if on each island there were a county board of education
with the authority to administer the schools within the general policies
established by the territorial board. The survey commission recommended that
the territorial board appoint the territorial superintendent and members of
the county boards of education. It was also suggested that the county board
be permitted (a) to appoint its own executive and his co;ps_of_assistants

and supervisors and (b} to assign, transfer, and dismiss all teachers. The

2Hawaii Congress of Parents and Teachers, Special School Board Committee,
Study of the Board of Bducation of Hawail (Honolulu: the Congress,
November 1960}, p. 7
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action of the county boards, however, would be subject to review by the
conmissioners and superintendent.

None of the other surveys, except that of the Odell survey staff which
attempted to implement the state constitution regarding local school ad-
visory councils, recommended any form of decentralization. Ons report
of the education committee of the Constitutional Convention {S.C.R. No. 52),
while recognizing that centralized control of education should be fixed
in the state constitution, also indicated that the establishment of local
school advisory councils had the additional merit of making pessible

isome very wholesome 'grass roots? participation in public scheool affairs.®

Support of Public Education

The 1920 federal survey recommended that the special fund (set aside
at that time by the Territory for the erection of new school buildings
and general upkeep and maintenance of them, and administered by the respec-
tive counties) be administered by county boards of education, the establish~
ment of which was previously discussed.

The 1931 survey suggested that there should be one budget for
education, instead of three (general school fund, special fund, and
teachers salary fund), to make it easier for legislators to see clearly
the total amount requested for education and to weigh that request against
other expenditures of government.

The Draper-Hayden study alsc included several changes affecting
school finance. The authors recommended that the board of commissioners
develop the scheol budget through the board's secretary. 5Since the

authors felt that the board should at all times be aware of the financial
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aspects and should prepare the budget, they also suggested that the secretary
of the board be the business nanager and that the presentation of the budget
to the legislature be made by the school commissioners. This probably grew
out of the authors! expressed desire for c¢loser cooperation between school
officials and legislators. The state constitution of Hawaii, however,
provides that ™the governor shall submit to the legislature a budget setting
forth a complete plan of proposed gensral fund expenditures and anticipated
receipts of the State for the ensuing fiscal period.®

Another area which Draper and Hayden discussed was the use of the
teacher-pupil ratio as a basis for determining the size of the teaching
staff, without taking into consideration other important factors. For
example, a teacher in the rural area working with 15 pupils in three grades
would be carrying a heavier load than one who was teaching & regular class
of 35 pupils in one grade or subject. The teacher-pupil ratic has been
used since the early 1940%s in Hawaii as a basis for part of the school
budget.

Probably the most comprehensive study of school finance in Hawaii was
conducted by the Odell survey staff. Several recommendations would necessi~

tate basic changes in the present system, and these will be discussed in the

next portion of this report.

Some Areas for lLegislative Cbnsideration
The Hawaii state board of education is authorized to formulate the
policies governing public elementary and secondary education. Vbcationél and
technical scﬁools as well as adult education courses below college grade

are also administered by the department of education. Furthermore, the
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State Government Reorganization Act of 1959 placed the library system
within the department of education. Under the state constitution the
board of education is also empowered to appoint the superintendent of
public instruction who will administer the public schools under policies
established by the board and be a voting member on that board.

The following discussion of the possibilities of further altering
present organizational arrangements or extending present powers of the
state board will deal with the following five major areas:

1. Education in the governmental structure-—Should education be
considered a unique function, separate from existing governmental
units?

2. Centralization and decentralization--Should the authority to
operate the public schools be centralized in one body——the state
board of education?

3. School finance--Should changes be made in the present system of
financing public education?

L. Relationships between the board and superintendent--Should the
superintendent be an officer only responsible for the execution
of board policies?

5. Higher education--Should the state board of education administer
higher education or any phase of it?

There is also a short discussion on the effects of organizational and
financial arrangements on the selection of school board members.,

This report will not make recommendations on specific organizational
arrangements which might be provided for and powers which might be assigned

to the Hawail board of education. It will instead attempt to delve

-122~



sufficiently into several areas for legisletive consideration so that action

can be taken with some awareness of pertinent problems and consecuences.

FEducation in the Governmental Structure

Should education be considered a function sufficiently different from
other governmental responsibilities as to warrant separation from them?

Or should it be considered another function of government along with the
others, like police protection, public health, and public welfare?

Some contend that because education affects so many people and requires
the largest single state expenditure, education is deserving of a government
unto itself-~independent from the rest of the governmental structure. This
would require the establishment of a separate governmental unit, the school
district, with its own officers and powers of taxation.

The establishment of such independent schoel districts requires a basic
change in Hawaii's governmental structure; Table 18 has been formed to indiw
cate the kind of legislative action which is involved. It does not purport
to be a comprehensive presentation of all the legal provisions necessary to
establish independent scheool districts; it has been developed for illustra-
tive purposes only.

Should the Hawaii legislature deem it desirable to treat sducation, not
as a unigue function, but as one of several governmental undertakings, the
present fiscal dependence of the education board on the state and respective
counties should be maintained. Furthermore, other provisions which would
enable the legislature and/or the éovernor to supervise more closely the
school board may ée appropriate. Budget review with full power by the execu-

tive branch to alter the school budget as it sees fit, a legislative audit
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Table 18, Illustrative Legislative Action Related to Establishment
of Independent School Districts in Hawaii

Objective Types of Legislative Action to Accomplish Objective
1, Organized Entity--assignment of The Constitution of the State of Hawail grants the legislature
corporate or quasi-corporate powers the authority to create political subdivisions, other than

counties, and to provide for their respective governments
(Article VII, Section 1). The legislature may be able to amend
the laws of Hawaii to create independent school districts, to
describe their boundaries, fo specify the powers of school
boards, etc., depending upon the interpretation which is given
to Article IX, Section 2, of the Constitution.

2. Selection of Officers Amend Laws of Hawaii to provide for the election of school
board members and for proper election procedurss.

3. Fiscal Independence Amend Constitution to make it urnecesséry for school boardsor the

state beard to submit budgets to any other officials for review.

Amend Laws of Hawall to grant school districts or the state
board powers to levy taxes and to incur indebtedness.




of school expenditures to enable the legislature to check into the actual
manner in which appropriated funds were spent (Constitution, Article VI,
Section 8, provides for legislative auditor), and accountability of the
board of education to the legislature and/or governor are all measures which

place education within the governmental structure as another function not

unlike others.

At the present time, education in Hawail is treated as anocther govérn«
mental function. Financial control over education rests with state and

county governments. The members of the school board owe their appointments

to other government officers.

A more independent board of eduéation is advocated by a recent report
of the Hawaii Congress of Parents and Teachers (H.C.P.T.):

Fducation must come to be accepted as a responsibility of
government oricue in type. We hold the function of Education to be
different in essence from all other services of government. DBecause
of these matiers there is an ever more pressing need for the people
of this State to be given every oppeortunity to exert as direct an
influence as is possible upon our policy-makers in Education. Further-
more, the responsibility for education should be more specifically
defined in law. The Board of HEducation should be empowsred by law to
define educational policy and should be held responsible for carrying
it out. That is to say, neither the Legisiature nor the Governorfs
office should be the body responsible for educational matters. Those
agencies have many and more general problems with which to contend.

A more independern? Board of Education, responsible as directly as
possible to the peovple--pmust be our alm if the total fumetion of
education is to attain the importance in our scciety which we claim

for it.

The H.C.P.T. also recommended that the authority of the state board
be made to match its responsibility, and was especially cognizant of the
importance of grantiné to it greater financial responsibillity and control.

This organization strongly urged that “the Board be given the right to draw

37pid., p. 30.
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up, publicly justify, and superintend the implementation of its own
budget for Educaticn.“h However; the HoC.P.T. felt it was Minappropriate
or impractical®* to discuss fiscal independence at the present tiée.

The QOdell survey staff likewise did not recommend fiscal indepen&ence,
although the authors felt that a good case might be made for it, but made
suggestions for improving the financing of public education; these ﬁill.
berdiscussed later. The staff pointed out that the education budget
should go to the commissioners ngate boarQ? for study, modification, and
approval. This matter is presented at greater length in a subsequent disn
cussion on school finance and Table 19 indicates legislative action which

would grant the state board such control over the education budget.

Centralization and Decentralization

The principle of centralization in the administration of public
education was enthusiastically endorsed by the education committee of the
Constitutional Convention: #The concept of a single, statewide system
of public schooling is so fundamentally sound, so widely acclaimed, and
80 proved in the light of Hawaiian history as to justify inclusion of the
principle in the State constitution of Hawaii.t

Hawaii's highly centralized system of public education places both
regulatory responsibilities, commonly associated with state boards on the
mainland, and governing responsibilities, commonly associated with local
school boards, in one board--the state board of education. The state con~
stitution centralized public school finance even further by providipg that
the state shall be responsible for school construction (not the counties

as was true under territorial status).

hTbid
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The greatest concern about centralization is the lack of effective lay
participation in public-education. This concern was shared by the Constitu-
tional Convention, the Odell staff, and the H.C.P.T. Partly out of a desire
to provide for grass roots participation in public school affairs (as well
as the result of considering the advantages and disadvantages of an elected
school beard), the education committee of the Constitutional Convention
suggested the appointment (by and with the consent of the senate) of the
members of the state board by the governor from panels of names submitted by
local school adviscory councils. Although the only constitutional responsi-
bility assigned to these councils deals with their participation in nominating
board members, the education committee recommended that these councils func-
tion as advisory committees to their respective members on the state board.

The H.C.P.T. also considered these councils as being the ¥pulse of the
public™ and felt that it was important to assign the following additional
responsibilities to them: (a) serve as liaison and advisor between schools
and the community by working with the school board, the state superintendent,
the district superintendent, and the beard of supervisors in school matters;
and (b} receive reports from citigzen groups on education as well as to con-
duct research at the request of the board.

The Odell staff recommended even stronger powers fﬁr the local school
advisory councils. While the Odell repert had a similar recommendation as
the first one of the H.C.P.T., it also suggested that the members of the
councils be voting members of the Augmented Board of Supervisors and Citizans

Advisory Committee on the Public Schools on matters pertaining to the support

of the school budget.
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Another means of stimulating lay participation in public education
was defined by the H.C.P.T. that suggested several ways through which com-
munication betwseen the public and the board might be improved: publie
hearings on the school budget and other important items should be held;
periodic reports on sducational developments should be made by the board
to the people; board meetings should be widely publicized and open to the
public.

In a somewhat different vein was the suggestion of the Odell report
which explored the possibility of forming two civic bodies to Madd to the
quality and stability of long~term policy in both government and private
endeavors®, First, the Public Policy Council~-an independent and unoffie
cial body, possibly initiated by the University of Hawaii, composed of
citizens from various fields of endeavor who ﬁare at once scholars of
soclety and who enjoy the confidence of the people.t This group would
serve as a source of leadership and communication as well as a catalyst
in analyzing trends in the state and in awakening public awareness of
community problems. Second, the Joint Council on Research and
Information--a body composed of men in government, business, and educa-
tion who are engaged in statistical, research, or fiscal activities.

The members of this group would coordinate their findings and be_informgd
of the total research findings in the state as well as seek to engage in
sgecial research projects in areas where there is a dearth of pertinent
information.

The above remarks offer various means by which a highly centralized
system might still provide for greater lay participation. There is, of

course, the alternative of decentralizing the system of public education
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to some degree. Probably no one would advocate the formation of a multitude
of school districts in Hawaii, but between that form of decentralization and
the present form of centralization, there are intermediate positions.

For example, it is possible to have a state board of education and

county boards of education. The former would be assigned regulatory respon-

sibilities common to state board; in general; the latter would be given
governing responsibilities common to dependent school districts. Specifi-
cally, in terms of finance, it would be possible for the state, assuming it
decides to use the foundation program approach (discussed in Section IV of
this raport},s to give a county échool district a certain sum of monsy to
run its schools in the manner £hat it sees fit. The county school district
could decide to previde addi£ional sums for education. Furthermore, the
county board of educatioh gould hire and dismiss its teachers, could
establish its own salary schedule, could modify the state curriculum, etc.-——
all within the context of state regulations as set by the state board. The

1920 federal survey essentially made this proposal.

School Finance

Prior to statehood, any study of the finencing of public education in
Hawail was faced with the major difficulty of determining the exact amount
of money spent for this purpose during a ceriain period. This was largely
due to two circumstances: (a) instead of one consolidated budget for educa-
tion, there were one territorial budget and four special school fund budgets,

one for each of the counties; and (b) each county had its own procedures in

& SUnder the foundation program, the state and local school districts
guarantee a basic progranm of instruction defined as essential to all
children in the state.
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record keeping and budget making, thus making it difficult, if not impos-
sible, to make comparative studies of county expenditures for school
purposes. To complicate the situation even further is the dependence of
public schools on school funds derivéd from donations, studerd contribu-
tions, and various selling activities; these funds are not a part of any
of the education budgets.6

The state constitution clarifies the fiscal aspects of school admin-~
istration to some extent. It provides that the state?s responsibility
for education extends to the provision of physical facilities. This will
mean the end of speéial school fund budgets being submitted to the
counties. It also provides that the governor shall submit a budget to
the legislature, compiled in two parts: Yons setting forth all proposed
operating expenditures for the ensuing fiscal period and the other, all
capital improvements expenditures proposed to be undertaken during suéh
pericd.n
| State support of physical facilities does not necessariiy mean that
the countiss can no longer help in financing public education. One
alternative is for both the state and counties to contribute to the total
‘educational cost. Both the QOdell report and the H.C.P.T. study recom-
mended that the state appropriation for education be on a formuls basis
and that the state portion should approximate a§ least 88 per cent of

the total school revenues with the counties furnishing the remainder;

6These school funds are not inconsequential; their total is more
than the total general fund appropriations for supplies, books, and
equipment made by the legislature to the Department ¢f Public Instruction.
In 1959-60, over $3 million was received into these funds, almost $3
million was spent, and the combined year-end balance amounted to $1,163,119.
Charles S. James, Special Funds in the State Government {Mimeographsd;
Honolulu: University of Hawaii, legislative Reference Bureau, December 22,
1960}, pp. 13-14.
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in essence, a foundation program approach. The Odell staff also felt that
counties should be free to exceed the required contribution to the foundation
program;'so that a better educational program might be offered if the
particular county so desired.

The H.C.P.T. further recommended that the schoel appropriation be a
legislated amount per student and that the board of aducation.itselﬁ sheuld
be responsible for the allocation of such funds. In this connection, the
weighted pupil unit (discussed in Section IV of this report) or the average
daily attendance might be a better basis than the school census.7

it is also possib}a for the total support of education to be borne by
the state, with no county contributions or with county funds being turned
over to the state for a state program of public education. The former
wouid probgbly mean that the state government would reduce its grants to
counties in order to furnish the total support for public educatiocn.

A few ways in which the state board of education might be given
greater control over its budget are illustrated in Table 19. Some of the
possibilities considered are elimination of budget review by the governor,
presentation of the budget directly to the legisilature by the board itself
instead of by the superintendent and his staff, and authority to determine
how much money should be spent opn supplies, administration, ete. It is
difficult to provide complete comtrol over the education budget within the
framework of a fiscally dependent school system, for one of the basic pfin-

ciples of government is that the source of taxing power should determine the

7Wéighted units are generally based on extensive research and
experience., For example, each high school student in average daily
attendance might be considered the eguivalent of 1.3 elementary pupil units.
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Table 19. legislative Action Related to School Finance

Objective

Types of Legislative Action to Accomplish Objectives

1.

Tnereased control over the
budget by the state board

Amend Laws of Hawaii to {a) delete provVision that the education budgst go to
the director of the budget for revision; (b) provide that the budget be sent
to the state board for study, modification, and approval, and then sent to the
legislature; (c) provide for the state board to decide how the scheol appro=-
priation is to be spent. For example, the state board may be given the
authority to determine how much meney should be spent on school supplies,
administration, etc.

A consolidated budget for
education

Amend Laws of Hawaii to (a) delete provision regarding special school fund
budgets and (b) provide for one budget in accordance with the provisions of the
state constitution. The education budget, as Odell suggests, might also be
expressed in terms of 'objectives, specilic policies, and operating programs.it
Furthernore, P.T.A. and obher private donations should be reported in sufficient
detail that an analysis can be made of how these funds are being used.

3.

Joint financing by state and
county on a formula basis

Amend laws of Hawaii to (a) delete provision on state and county budgets for
education and (b) provide for formula financing on a basis approaching an
88-12 ratio for state and counties, respectively; the appropriation for educa
tion being computed on the basis of a certain sum per student or on the basis
of a weighted pupil unit. The county comtribution might also be viewed as a
Yreverse grant-~in-aid" {county funds being used to support a state program).

Lo

Financing by state alone

Amend Laws of Hawaii to (a) delete provision on special school fund budgets,
and (b) provide for one education budget to be totally supported by state
funds. This might require the state to reduce other forms of state grants to
counties in order t¢ support the total program of sducation.




manner of expenditure. These suggestive measures are therefore an attempt
to provide some features of independent school boards within a dependent

school system. Table 19 also deals with other faciors related to school

finance.

The Effects of Organizational and Financial g
Arrangements on the Selsction of School Board Members

Many of the decisions which are.made with respect to the place of

education in ths gqvernmental_structure,-the fiscal status of scthi diST
~tricts; and the centralization or decentralization of school érganization
are necessarily closely interrelated. Further, some of the fundamental
decisions in these areas are helpful in determining how members of the
school governing body or bodiéé should be selected. Thus, if one believes
that education is a unique function which éhould exist independently_gf
other governmental units and ﬁave complete fiscal independence, then
probably one would not wisﬁ ﬂo have school board members selgcted by offi-
cials of other governmen£al units. If, on the other hand, one prefgrs to
congider eduéatiOn as a responsibility of existing governments, then one
would probably desire-tb give such governments some control over the
selection of poard members. The individual who prefers to create a sepa-
rate government for education and to grant such a government fiscal
independence but in addition favors significant decentralization would
prgbably desire to let the electors of each school district select their
own board mem@ers. The_person, however, who favors centralization but dees
not have strong views on governmental and fiscal independence, might well

approve of the selection of board members by state officials.

gFor a discussion on selection of members of state boards of education,
see the publication of the Legislative Reference Bureau on Stale Boards
of HEducation (September 18, 1959).
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While the above discussion dealt with the effects of certain basic
decisions on the selection of board members, one can also examine the
effects of selection on board powers and organizaticnal arrangements. If
the selection of board members is through appointment by some state offi-
cial, it is probable that education in Hawaii will remsin a highly
centralized fungtion of state govefnmsnt and one which is fiscally depend-
ent as well. On the other hand, if members of the state board are elected,
some changes may result, for a board of education elected by Phe same
people who elecﬁ the_membe?s of the lsgislature and the governor may
assert itself in significant ways. It would be difficult for the legis-

_ lative or the executive branches of government to treat the board of
education as one of the heads of a principal department, for the board
would be directly accountable to the people although it might be assigned
few or no fiscal powers. At any rate, one would expsect an elected board
to participate actively and politically in furthering the cause of

education.

Board-Superintendent Relationships

The state constitution of Hawaiil provides for the appointmeqt of the
superintendent of public instruction by the board of education and g?ants
him voting privileges as a member of the board. The latter provision
has caused some consternation among those who feel that the superintend-
ent is an officer salected by the board to execute policies, not formulate
them, This position is forcefully expressed by the H.C.P.T.: ™The
majority of this committee [Epecial school board committeg7 felt that for the

Superintendent of Schools to be a voting member of the Board that hired
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him or to be placed in the position of having to cast & deciding vote was
an inadvisable and untenable position for him to occupy."9

On the other hand, the education committee of the Constitutional Conven-
tioﬁ, while awaré-of the arguments égéinst the granting of voting privileges
to the supg;intendent, justified its &ecision as follows: The superintendent
as a professiénal leader has‘a résp0nsibility to exercise influence in behalf
of his convictions. ﬁotiﬁg privileges would enable him to represent his
profession more effectively in establishing educational policies.

If the Hawaii legislature holds to the second view,fﬁorlegislation is
necessary..‘However,“if_it is felt that ﬁh@ responsibilities oﬁ the superin-
ten@ent should be confined to executive functions, constitutional amendment
is necessary.

Another related considsration is the tenurse of the superintendent. The
constitution includes a general provision that executive and administrative
officers appointed by boards or commissions may be remofed by a majority
vote of the board members. Whether this provision applies to constitution-
_ally established officers is not clear. Should the,legislatgre consider the
superintendent as an executive officer only, the application of the ggneral
provision seems feasible.

However, if the superintendent is considered as a member of the board
(as is provided in the constitution), tenure might be provided, perhaps
identical to that of members of the board of education. The Odell report
suggested tenure for four years.

A nationwide study of education indicated that in 1955, out of 44 state

boards of education, the state superintendent was an ex officio member in

Pop cit., pe 7o
-135-



10 In these states, 13 superintendents were slected for four

17 states.
years, 2 for two years, while 2 superintendents were appointed by the
governor. In 17 other states the board appointed the state superintend—
ent who was considersd an exescutive officer enly.“ Tenure was provided in
5 states, annual appointment_in 1, no provision in 1, and removal at

boardts pleasure in 10. In none of these 17 states was the board-appointed

superintendent made an ex officio member of the board.

Higher Education

At the present time, Hawaiit's board of education has the authority
to administer programs of adult education below the college grade; its
powers do not extend into the area of higher education. Thi? seems an
opportune time, especially in view of the growing interest in community
or junior colleges, to evaluate the possibility of developing higher
education or some phase of it under the department of education.

The education committee of the Constitutional Convention discussed
the problem of defining responsibility for junior colleges. The board
of regents of the University of Hawaii presented a suggestion to the come
mittee that there be a constitutional provision reserving control over
all publicly supported higher education to the regents, but the committee
decided to leave the matter to future legislative action.

All of the studiss dealing with the needs of higher education in
Hawaii generally agree that some expansion in facilitiles is necessary.
There is disagreement, however, in defining how these expanded,facilities

should be related to the University of Hawaii and/or to the department of

pred  F. Beach and Robert F. Will, The State and Bducation; The
Structure and Control of Public Fducation at the State Level, Misc. No. 23
{Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1955, pp. L1=161l.

136




education. From the Vstandpoint of the legislature, the following questions
seem especially pertinent: What systex would enable the legislature most
effectively to evaluate the needs, provisions, and possible expansion of
higher education? What system would best help the legislature to hold
accountable those who are responsible for higher education in the state?
What system would tend to maximize quality and make cost reasonable?

Both the Governorfs Conference on Education held in 1955 and the
Odell report recommended the development of junior colleges under the
department of public instruction. The latter report was quite speéifico

The further development of vocational education throughout
Hawail is related to the development of regional community colleges
on the larger islands. These community colleges could be developed
around the nuclei of the present technical schools and would provide
not only for the retention of the specific trade training, which
they now intlude, but would provide for the further extension of

this training.

The present technical school could well constitute the technical
division of & modern community college, which provides poste~high -
school educational offerings for the following four population
groups: (1) Those youth who desire specific vocational preparation
in a recognized trade or industry; (2) Those youth who desire to
complete the first two years of preparation for the Bachelor?s and
advanced degrees; (3) Those youth who desire to extend their compe-
tencies through a program of general education at a higher level
of maturity; (4#) Adults in the community who wish to extend their
educational competence in any field--academic; vocational, or

cultural.

The development of such a system of regional community collegss,
having both terminal and transfer functions, is thoroughly con-
sistent with continued growth of the University of Hawaii. The
University of Hawail has already faced many problems in connsction
with needed expansion of its facilities. The growth of state uni-
versities, and particularly those on the West (oast, indicate that
this expansion has only begun. The community college will never
replace the university, even at the lower division level. It will
provide lower division training for some students who will transfer
to the university for Bachelor's and graduate degrees. This state-
ment implies that the transfer work at the community colliege must
be thoroughly comparable to lower division work at a university
and must carry equal credit.

w137~



The freeing of the University of Hawaii from excessive demands
for the provision of the total undergraduate program will enable it
to expand its graduate and research training programs. This has
been the general pattern of development in the States which have

‘set up public community colleges. ' In the long run, both the public
schools and the university gain not only in stature but also in
freedom to meet the unique respensibilities of each institution.tt
The report of the Study and Development Commission of the University

of Hawaii also discussed the need for expanding higher education through-
out the state.lz The Commission, composed of faculty members, conducted
& self study, and its report with recommendations has been submitted to
the president of the University.

The Commission, fully aware of the need for expanded facilities,
felt thal the establishment of & second state university or of several
fourwysar colleges was difficult to supporit because the costs of opers-
tilon are heavy and the population in some areas is not sufficient to
provide a minimum enrollment. The Commission therefore recommended that
the University plan for the establishment of a system of community
collieges.

Two other related suggestions were made by the Commission: (a) the
University should establish two-year terminal academic programs leading
to the Associate in Arts {A.A.) or to the Associate in Scisnce (4.5.)
degrees to be granted by community colleges as well as by the main campus;
and (b) the University should develop terminal two-year sub-professional

programs to serve certain professional fields (engineering aides, dental

assistants, library aides, etc.).

11payl R. Hanna and Henry B. McDaniel, Qeneral Curriculum and Voca-
tional Curriculum, Organization and Administration of the Public Schools,
Territory of Hawaii, by the (Odell Survey Staff (Stanford, California:

June 30, 1957), pp. 76-77.

) lEUniversity of Hawaii, RBeport of the Study and Devalopment Commission
{Mimeographed; Honolulu: the University, November 1960).
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The discussion thus far indicates two possible systerms of providing for
the expansion of higher education in the state: (2) expansion under the
department of education through the establishment of community colleges
around the nuclei of the present technical schools; and (b) expansion under
the University of Hawaii through the establishment of community colleges,
two-year terminal degrees, and two-year sub-professional programs. Still
another possibility is for the legislature to create community colleges with
their own governing boards.

The problem of defining responsibility for an expandsd postwsecondary

educational program would be simplified somewhat if the granting of college

credit were not involved; i.e., one could argue that education in gredes 13
and 14 was an extension of hign school work and consequently should be a part

of the public school system. When coursses in grades 13 and 1L carry collegs

credit, however, the need for insuring the quality of credits is magnified
and the coordination of institutions becomes necessary.

Basic to a decision on how best to provide for expanded facilities is
knowledge of how adequately existing opportunities are meeting student
demends. There is also the need for an extensive follow-up of high school
graduates, so that information on their intent, coupled with their ability
levels, might be used in determining the type of public post-secondary
education most needed, whether it be higher education, technical education,
business training, and the like. This assessment of post high school needs
may well furnish the answer not only to the kind of institutions which
should be established, but to the most effective placement of them in the

existing goverpmental and educational structure.
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