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Hawaii's t r a m i t i o n  f r o 5  t e r r i t o r y  t o  s t a t e  was accom- 
pl i shed with r e l a t i v e  ease in many ways. The reorganized 
s t a t e  government, however, is no t  without its problems. Cne 
of the  major remaining t a s k s  is the  organizat ion of the de- 
partment of education and the establishment of a s t a t e  board 
of education. 

This r epor t  was prepared i n  response t o  a request of 
the Eouse committee on education f o r  information on powers 
exercised by various kinds of school boards i n  d i f f e r e n t  
j u r i s d i c t i o n s  so  t h a t  appropr ia te  powers might be assigned 
t o  the  board of education. 

Since Hawaii's h ighly  cent ra l ized  system of public  
education is q u i t e  unlike t h a t  of any other  s t a t e ,  t h i s  re- 
por t ,  in addi t ion  t o  presenting information on the powers 
of school boards, a l s o  includes a discussion of the Ameri- 
can p a t t e r n  of school organizat ion and of the  various means 
of f inancing public education. It concludes with a sec t ion  
on "Implications f o r  Hawaii" which attempts t o  carry out 
the House c o r n i t t e e ' s  request  by indica t ing  some a reas  i n  
which the l e g i s l a t u r e  might consider a l t e r a t i o n  in organi- 
za t iona l  arrangements or extension of board powers. 

The Legis la t ive  Eeference Bureau, L? presenting t h i s  
repor t ,  does not recommend o r  advocate the  adoption of any 
p a r t i c u l a r  pol icy  regarding school organizat ion or board 
powers. It does, however, attempt t o  discuss several  a reas  
f o r  l e g i s l a t i v e  considerat ion in s u f f i c i e n t  depth s o  a s  t o  
indica te  pe r t inen t  problems and consequences. 
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This ~ t u d y  was developed i:i rcsponss t o  the reqiiest of t t .5  Wowe Coiiu~it,- 

t e e  on Education f o r  i.nCoi?vitioii o : ~  t h e  jmujrs exeercized Ly t.hc various types  

of school bards  i n  differen$ & r i d i c t i ~ n s  i.71 &erica, so  t h a t  ipp ropr i a t e  

powers r?,ir$t be assigned Co t h e  hard  of aduaation of' bhc S ta ta  of Hawail. 

h ~ L c w  of  khs f a c t  t h a t  t h e  ibwaii sys teu  of p h l i c  e d u c a t i m  i s  

o r ~ a l i i z s d  i n  a manlier quite u n l l k ~  t ha t  of atiy o t h e r  sta te ,  a r a t h c r  co:ir;re- 

h e i w i v ~  ddisc~~ssion c f  t h e  American p~Ctarn 0,' school. organization secmsd 

esscn:ial t o  an understanding of the  pnw3 exercised by various types of 

school boards in niffers*;t jurisdictions. Follotrir..: t h i s  c;iscusslon i s  the 

s e c ; i o ~ .  which dcala k%th the  powers of state, intcrme&iat ,~,  aqd l o c a l  boards 

of eckcation. SLnce shs f2.x:-.cine of public educatiotl i s  an i%pol%ant part  

cf t h e  re la t ionsh ip  bntwzcn state i;overnments and edl.tcaticndi bodles, a 

section uri pliLic schosl firantie i s  included. 

Tk7 l a s t  sec t ion i n  this study, *In;plicatiofis fo r  linwfliifl, atterxpts t o  

ce..rry o a t  t h e  request of the Iiouse S m m i t t e e  on .E:di.ication by indicstinb: !~x:,$ 

p u ~ i b l e  pwers wnich might be aasit;7~4 t o  HawaiiPs board of ec%~catian, 

;;-;em p o s s i S i l l t i e s  will  be derived f m ; ~  a consideration of; (a; tho f e a t u r e s  

of iiawaiivs present  organization of public education as set fortE i n  l e g d  

a d  c c r s t ~ t u t i o n a l  pruvisims; (b) recomcndations of thc variws st1;dies u i  

er';,,;caticl? i n  Hawaii; < c j  t h e  dii 'ferrrtces and similarities betwcefi thl: .kwaii 

c::d t-75ica.L knei-ica:i wttern of school nrgani~mtioz;  8nd ( d j  .i~tcrgovenuiie1~:11 

r e l a t i o n s  I s  genern;. 



iducat icn  i n  the  ' i ' e r r i t o q  of Hawaii --- -- 
A s  a i e r r i t o r j ,  t he  w t l i c  schools ir. Hmai i  were inanaged by a board 

o f  c o ~ m ~ s s i o n e r s ,  appointed by the  governor, who was himself an appointee 

o f  t h e  President  o f  t h e  United Sta tes .  This  t e r r i t o r i a l  agency was t h e  only 

school  board i n  iiawaii; there  were no l o c a l  boards of education o r  interme- 

d i a t e  boards of education. The e n t i r e  T e r r i t o r y  o f  Hawaii was considerdd a s  

being composed o f  only one school d i s t r i c t .  h'orman l r e l l e r  i n  his s tudy of 

c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  i n  Hawaii says: "Hawaii's educational system lends  e spec ia l  

%eight  t o  the  genera l iza t ion  t h a t  goverment  i n  the  Ter r i to ry  evidences more 

c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  than i s  found i n  any s t a t e  i n  t h e  Unionevs 

The r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  adminis t ra t ion  of public  education was placed 

i n  t h e  department of publ ic  in s t ruc t ion .  It managed t h e  operat ion of a l l  

pub l i c  schools--kindergartens, elementary schools,  secondary schools,  voca- 

t i o n a l  and t echn ica l  schools. It determir.ed educational courses of study, 

supervised school bui ld ing  plans, e s t a b l i s h e d  an  approved l i s t  of texbooks, 

and c e r t i f i e d ,  h i red ,  and paid teachers  on a s i n g l e  s a l a r y  schedule- It 

a l s o  furn ished school lunches f o r  a charge below cost  and supervised p r iva te  

schools  i n  c e r t a i n  respects .  

The publ ic  schools were suppurted by s t a t e  appropr ia t ions  which furnished 

s l i g h t l y  over  '('0 per cent  of the  t o t a l  cost  of pcbl-ic education i n  1957. 

&ch appropr ia t ions  covered general  admin i s t r a t ive  cos ts  f o r  t h e  Ter r i to ry  

and d i s t r i c t  o f f i c e s ;  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  and super t i so ry  cos ts ,  computed on 

t e a c h e r - p p i l  an3  overhead-pupil r a t i o s ;  classroom suppl ies  and teaching 

ma te r i a l s ;  programs of specia l  education; and the  l i k e .  

The Ter r i to ry ,  however, assigned c e r t a i n  funct ions t o  the  counties. 

Each y e a r  t h e  d~lpartrcent of publ ic  i n s t r u c t i o n  submitted a p m p o s ~ d  s p e c i a l  



school f w d  budget t o  each of the  counties i n  accordance h t t h  3ec. 39-2 of  

t h e  Revised Laws of Hawaii 1955. This budget included appropr ia t ions  f o r  t h e  

following items: ( a )  new buildings,  addi t ions  and improvements; (b )  r e p a i r s  

and 'maintenance of bui ldings and grounds; ( c )  school  s i t e s ;  (d)  l a n d  improve- 

~ e n t ;  ( e )  fu rn i tu re  and equipnent; ( f )  t o i l e t s ;  (g )  jarAtor se rv ice  and 

suppl ies ;  and (h )  paper towels, soap and t o i l e t  t i s s u e ,  

Counties provided f o r  school construct ion throilgh appropriat ions of t h e i r  

funds o r  through sums devoted t o  repay t h e  T e r r i t o r y  f o r  the  i ssuance  of 

bonds. The department of publ ic  i n s t r u c t i o n  n o d l y  approved the  s i z e ,  

arrangement, dimensions, l i g h t i n g  of rooms, and s a n i t a r y  conveniences of new 

buildings.  I n  short ,  only nominally would t h e  r e spons ib i i i t y  f o r  t h e  school 

p l an t  be considered pr imar i ly  a funct ion o f  the  counties.  

The counties  a l s o  had t h e  r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  maintaining t h e  publ ic  

schools; this involved providing f o r  j a n i t o r i a l  serv ices ,  equipment, repai rs ,  

c leaning supplies ,  restroom supplies ,  e tc .  Some counties  a l s o  furnished f r e e  

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f o r  school children, and t h e  department had the  au thor i ty  t o  

adbpt regula t ions  governing the  operat ion of school busses which were publ ic ly  

owned o r ,  i f  p r iva te ly  owned, under contract  with the  county. 

I n  shor t ,  Hawaiivs system of public  education was unique i n  t h e  United 

S t a t e s  i n  i ts  high degree o f  cent ra l iza t ion .  All of t h e  Ter r i to ry  was con- 

s ide red  a s  one school d i s t r i c t ,  f i s c a l l y  dependent on s t a t e  arid county govern- 

ments, and administered by only one board o f  education--the board of 

coi~mLssioners--appointed by t h e  governor who a l s o  appointed t h e  super in tenaer t  

o f  ptiblic in s t ruc t ion ,  



The Effects of Hawaii Statehood 

HawaiiPs adraission i n t o  the Union meant the substi tution of i t s  State 

Constitution f o r  the  Organic Act and necessitates some a l te ra t ions  i n  the 

Laws of Hawaii. The following table  compares the  provisions dealing with 

t he  s t a t e  board of education as  established by the State  Constitution and 

the board of commissioners a s  provided f o r  by the Laws of Hawaii. 

The leg is la ture  of the State of Hawaii i s  faced with the necessity of 

adopting leg is la t ion  which w i l l  change the  procedure f o r  the selection of 

members of the  s t a t e  board of education by establishing loca l  school advisory 

councils. These councils w i l l  submit panels of names t o  the governor who 

w i l l  appoint board members, by and with t h e  advice and consent of the senate. 

The powers of the s t a t e  board have been broadly defined i n  the Hawaii State 

Government Reorganization Act of 1959. T h i s  report i s  submitted t o  a id  the 

i eg i s l a tu re  i n  arr iving a t  a decision on other powers which might be assigned 

t o  the  s t a t e  board of education. 



'Iabla 1. A Co~iparison of' School Lrgariization i:: Ha.raii 
under Terr t tor ia l  and State Legal Provisions 

1 Territory of Hawaii Szete of Hawaii 
Provisions 1 (Law of Hawaii) ! ( s a t e  Constitution) 

1. Name 

b. Selection 

c. Qualifica- 
t ions  

d. Restriction: 

b a r d  of Cormissioners of Board of Education 
Public Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
a. Seven 

b. Appointed by Governor 
with consent of Senate. 

c. Ter r i to r ia l  ci t izenship for  
f i v e  years next preceding 
t h e i r  appointment. 

d. No minister o r  person i n  
holy order; no more than 
three women; no more than 
four of the  same po l i t i ca l  
party; superintendent of 
public instruction not on 
board. 

a. Unspecified* Superintendent 
of public ins t ruct ion an ex- 
of f ic io  voting member. 

b. Nominated and, by and with 
1 consent of Senate, appointed 
/ by Governor from panels pre- 
I pared by loca l  school 

advisory councils. 

c. - - - fit i s  not c lear  
whether the three-year res i -  
dence requirement (Constitu- 
t ion,  Article I V ,  Section 6 )  
applies t o  the board of 
eaucationJ 

e, ~ e o ~ r a ~ h i c a l  e. Two each from Hawaii and Oahqiee Part of boardvs membership 
represents- 1 one each from Kauai and ~iaui;' t o  represent geographic 
t ion  / one from Terri tory at-large. 1 subdivisions. 

I I 

f .  T e r n  of f f .  Four years; staggered terms. 
o f f ice  j 

g. Compensation g. None except reimbursement k. - - - 
f o r  necessary expenses i n  j 
attending meetings and i n  i 
discharging o f f i c i a l  duties. / 

h. Chaiman !h. Fiember selected at-large. p. - - - 
i. Vacancy i i .  Governor makes appointment . - - - 

: for  unexpired term. 

I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  P 

* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I .  

3. Powers 
I 

!Has full authority and respon- pormdates policies, exercises 
i s ib i l i t y  f o r  the administration jcontrol of public scitool systei; 
;of the department of public jby appointing i t s  executive 
:instruction; s ta tes  policies of f f icer ,  the superintendent of 
'education; f ixes  curriculm; I ublic instruction.  
prescribes duties of superin- 
.tendent (who i s  appointed by 
'Governor and confimed b r  the  
Senate ). i 

Soiirce: Kldred  D. Xoszki, Local School Advisonr CouU&ls ,under the  State 
Constitur;ion cf Hawaii> Hawaii State Government Orpnizat ion Sleeted Hemora da, 
Ool. li (Honoiuiu: Umversity of Hawaii, Legislative Reference Bureau, 19597, 
p. 19, -5- 





The American pattern of educa5ion i s  characterized by a high degree of 

decentralization. In the United States  each s t a t e  i s  free t o  manage education, 

but most s t a t e s  have delegated varying degrees of authority t o  school d i s t r i c t s  

o r  o ther  un i t s  of loca l  government f o r  the operation of schools. The school 

d i s t r i c t  seems t o  be the character is t ic  feature of the R~er ican  system of 

public education. 

Elhat the Arrerican pattern i n  school organization encompasses i s  the 

subject of t h i s  section. A brief h i s tor ica l  review of the development of 

public education i n  America seems essen t ia l  t o  an understanding of the com- 

p l ex i t i e s  i n  school organi~ation.  A description of the various kinds of school 

d i s t r i c t s  i n  dif ferent  parts of the  nation i s  also presented so a s  t o  Clarify 

t he  mult ipl ic i ty  of agencies having some managerial function i n  education. 

Historical Development 

Although schools i n  the colonial period were generally authorized by the 

c i v i l  government, they had deep re l igious roots. During t h i s  period when 

church and s t a t e  were intimately related, education was required t o  be r e l i -  

gious i n  nature. As dissident re l igious groups arose, they demnded the right 

t o  es tabl ish t h e i r  own schools, and the 18th century ushered i n  a period during 

which the s t a t e  delegated power t o  establish ed.acational ins t i tu t ions  t o  pri-  

vate corporations organized for  t h i s  purpose. T h i s  solution seemed a logical  

one i n  a day when % t  was cornonly agreed tha t  education must >a re l igious and 

tha t  a s t a t e  re l igion should no longer be imposed upon all persons i n  violation 

of t h e i r  o m  religious beliefs.ttl 

lR, Treeran Butts and Lawrence A. Cremin, A History of Education i n  
knerican Culture (New York: Henry Holt, 1953), p. 98. 



I n  d e w  of the  f a c t  t h a t  education was l a r g e l y  a p r iva te  matter, 

general ly under the  influence of  t h e  church, l i t t l e  tirze was devoted t o  edu- 

ca t ion by t h e  delegates t o  the  Const2.tutional Convention i n  1787. The 

Const i tu t ion of  the  United Sta tes  d id  not provide f o r  a nat ional  system of 

education; it did not even mention *education" o r  "schools". 

I n  New England t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  f o r  founding schools was usually assumed 

by the  town governments. Schools exis ted  by author i ty  of t h e  c i v i l  govern- 

ment which contributed lands and sometimes funds t o  t h e i r  support, and they 

were inspected and supervised by town o f f i c i a l s ,  But the  schools were not 

t o t a l l y  supported by public funds, and it was not compulsory f o r  children 

t o  a t t e n d  them. 

The New England pa t t e rn  was characterized by f o u r  principles: "the 

s t a t e  could require children t o  be educated; the  s t a t e  could require towns 

t o  e s t a b l i s h  schools; the  c i v i l  government could supervise and control 

schools by d i r e c t  management i n  t h e  hands of public o f f i c i a l s ;  and public 

funds could be used f o r  the  support of public schools.fc2 

An important development took place i n  t h e  18th  century when colonial 

l e g i s l a t u r e s  gave towns t h e  r igh t  t o  form small l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s  f o r  the  

d i r e c t  administrat ion and supervision of  schools. The ea r ly  developent  of  

schools i s  described below: 

. . . Wherever half  a dozen famil ies  l i v e d  near enough together  t o  
make organizat ion possible, they were permitted, by the  ea r ly  laws, t o  
meet together and vote t o  form a school d i s t r i c t  and organize and 
maintain a school. D i s t r i c t s  could be formed anywhere, of any s i z e  
and shape, and only those families o r  communities des i r ing  schools need 
be included i n  the  d i s t r i c t  organization. The s 'mpl ic i ty  and t h e  de- 
mocracy of the  plan made a strong appeal. . . . 3 

3 ~ l h v o d  P. Cubberley, Public School Administration (&ston: Houghton 
Miff l in ,  1929), p. 5 .  



Thjs t ransfer  of power from the town government t o  loca l  d i s t r i c t s  f o r  

administering the schools was i n  response t o  f ron t ie r  conditions which made 

t r a v e l  d i f f i cu l t  so tha t  parents i n  outlying areas objected t o  sending t h e i r  

children t o  the town schools and t o  continuing t h e i r  support of them. Thus 

leg is la tures ,  by the end of the l&h century, were delegating t o  the loca l  

d i s t r i c t s  f u l l  power t o  establish and maintain schools. Dis t r ic t s  were 

authorized t q  build the school house, t o  h i r e  a teacher, t o  determine the 

curriculum, and t o  provide whatever funds were necessary and possible t o  

raise.  It was not u n t i l  the 19th century, however, that  public schools de- 

signed for  a l l  children came i n t o  being. 

A t  f i r s t  school d i s t r i c t s  existed where there were settlements, but 

gradually en t i re  counties, and l a t e r  ent i re  s ta tes ,  were included i n  one 

school d i s t r i c t  o r  another. Another feature of public education developed a t  

:his time i n  American history was the t rad i t ion  of establishing a separate 

agency f o r  the  managentent of schools. Hembers of these agencies, commonly 

referred t o  as  school boards, were usually elected by the townspeople. These 

school d i s t r i c t  t rus tees  mnaged the schools as  best as they could, with guid- 

ance î mm the decisions of the community expressed i n  annual and special 

school d i s t r i c t  meetings. 

Connecticut i n  1766 legalized independent l oca l  school d i s t r ic t s .  

lkssachusetts  did likewise in  a ser ies  of laws enacted between 1789 and 1827. 

The e a r l i e s t  of these laws was referred t o  by Horace Eim, one of the  outstand- 

ing ear ly  educators, as  "the mst unfortunate law on the subject of education 

ever enacted by the state.n Mann was even then aware of how cumbersome the 

d i s t r i c t  system was. 

Although the school d i s t r i c t  plan brought Mith i t  all the advantages 

accrding f ron  the d i rec t  i n t e r e s t  i n  and control of schools by parents and 
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l o c a l  communities, i t  had some unfortunate r e s u l t s .  "Inevitably, t he re  was 

considerable inequa l i ty  between r i c h e r  and poorer, o r  between more and l e s s  

i n t e r e s t e d  l o c a l i t i e s .  I n  many d i s t r i c t s  apathy and extreme r e s i s t m c e  t o  

t a x a t i o n  quickly es tabl i shed econo~riy a s  the  chief  goal  of school policy, and 

t h e  r e s u l t a n t  degeneration of school s tandards was immediately evident."& 

The s t rugg le  t o  cont ro l  t h e  d i s t r i c t  system began s h o r t l y  a f t e r  its 

incept ion  i n  Hassachusetts where t h e  ser ious  defec ts  of t h e  system became 

r e a d i l y  apparent. I~iassachusetts i n  1837 created t h e  s t a t e  board of education 

p a r t l y  t o  check t h e  d i s t r i c t  system, and i n  1853 l e g i s l a t i o n  was passed f o r  

i t s  a b o l i t i o n  and t h e  town government was once more made responsible f o r  

education. After  a s e r i e s  of laws repeal ing and re-enacting t h e  1653 law, 

i n  1882 l e g i s l a t i o n  was f i n a l l y  secured t o  abol i sh  permanently t h e  d i s t r i c t  

system throughout the  s t a t e .  The f i v e  o the r  New England s t a t e s  abolished 

t h e  d i s t r i c t  system and re s to red  t o  town governments author i ty  t o  e s t ab l i sh  

schools.  

I n  general ,  t h e  New England s t a t e s  and some s t a t e s  i n  the  Northwest 

T e r r i t o r y  tended t o  fol low the  iviassachusetts pa t t e rn  of town ( o r  township) 

supervis ion  of education a s  a means o f  r e c t i f y i n g  some of t h e  abuses o f  t h e  

d i s t r i c t  system. I n  t h e  South, where t h e  county w a s  the  u n i t  of local. 

government, i t  served a s  the  un i t  f o r  school control.  I n  some o f  these  

s t a t e s ,  h~wever ,  counties were f u r t h e r  divided i n t o  d i s t r i c t s .  

The strengthening o f  the  town, a s  opposed t o  d i s t r i c t ,  cont ro l  did not 

solve a l l  o f  t h e  problems of a decentral ized system of education which 

provided f o r  numerous d i s t r i c t s .  It was f e l t  t h a t  t h e  need f o r  equal iz ing  

educat ional  opportunity could bes t  be handled on a s t a t e  l e v e l ,  Thus began 

kkt ts  and Crenin, op, c i t . ,  p. 254. 
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t he  e f f o r t s  of s t a t e  governments, i n  the in te res t  of raising educational 

standards and equalizing educational opportunity, t o  regain some of t he  power 

and authori ty  they had delegated t o  loca l  school districts. The establishment 

of tax-supported public schools was not accomplished easily,  and s t a t e  legis-  

l a tu re s  were the  scene of m y  debates over who should pay for  education. 

Another problem dea l t  with who should control education--state governments 

o r  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s .  Those who favored centralization of control i n  the  s t a t e  

emphasized i t s  advisory and regulatory role. They pointed out t ha t  central i -  

zation would resu l t  i n  be t te r  standards f o r  schools through the diffusion of 

new and improved teaching techniques, t ha t  appropriation of s t a t e  funds would 

make educationaL opportunity equal f o r  all, that  school data could be c o l l e c t s ~  

and disseminated. Those who favored decentralization-placing responsibil i ty 

f o r  education on parents and loca l  mmunities--indicated that  education 

should be placed a s  close as  possible t o  t he  people themselves. 

In  sp i t e  of the sharp differences of opinion, there was a general move- 

ment toward the adoption of public support f o r  education. ~ w o d  Cubberley 

indicates  t h a t  these features generally characterLzed this trend: I n i t i a l l y  

education was supported by private individuals, churches, and benevolent 

societ ies .  The s t a t e  then began to  a i d  t he i r  undertakings with public funds. 

Next, the  s t a t e  gave loca l  d i s t r i c t s  authority t o  t a x  f o r  schools, f i r s t  fo r  

the  children of the poor only and then for  all children. Compulsory leg is la -  

t i on  on minimum ra tes  f o r  school taxation then followed and f ina l ly  there was 

l eg i s l a t i on  which mde the public schools ent i re ly  free,  

E?y 1865 i t  could be said  that  t h e  principle of public support of educa- 

t i on  had taken mot ,  although the s t a t e s  were i n  dif ferent  stages i n  t h i s  

movement. While the northern s t a t e s  by 1850 and t h e  western s t a t e s  during 

t h e i r  t e r r i t o r i a l  s t a tu s  o r  a t  the time of statehood had made provisions f o r  
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t h e  pub l i c  support of education, it was not  u n t i l  t h e  post-Civil  Mar period 

t h a t  this was achieved i n  the  South. There were a l s o  t h e  beginnings of 

p ~ b l i c  high schools and s t a t e  un ive r s i t i e s .  It was not u n t i l  t h e  beginning 

o f  t h e  20th century, however, that they  becme an i n t e g r a l  pa r t  of t h e  

American system of  publ ic  education. 

The at tempts of t h e  s t a t e s  t o  regain  t h e i r  power over  education was 

s t rengthened by two educat ional  bodies t h a t  emerged during t h e  post-Civil 

War period, both of which a r e  present today. One was the  s t a t e  superintend- 

ency o f  education; the  o t h e r  was t h e  s t a t e  board o f  education, 

The first s t a t e  board of education was formed i n  New York i n  1784. 

However, it was no t  untj.1 1837 with t h e  crea t ion  o f  t h e  s t a t e  board i n  

Xissachuset t s  wi th  Horace Pann a s  i t s  sec re ta ry  t h a t  o t h e r  s t a t e s  eventual ly 

began t o  organize s t a t e  boards. These e a r l y  s t a t e  boards were usual ly 

l i m i t e d  t o  a c t  i n  an  advisory capaci ty,  t o  ad.?linister small l i t e r a c y  funds, 

and t o  render s t a t i s t i c a l  reports .  S t a t e  boards a t  present have o ther  kinds 

o f  func t ions ,  t h e  na ture  of which w i l l  be discussed i n  Sect ion  I11 of t h i s  

repor t .  

Although New York s e t  up i t s  s t a t e  board i n  1784, it was not  u n t i l  1812 

t h a t  i t  appointed a s t a t e  superintendent of common schools. Other s t a t e s  

began t o  appoint chief  s t a t e  school o f f i c e r s  i n  t h e  18509s. These e a r l y  

s t a t e  superintendents  performed the  fol lowing duties:  v i s i t i n g  t h e  counties,  

advis ing  l o c a l  school a u t h o r i t i e s ,  examining school conditions, and advising 

on school programs. 

A s  t h e  scope of education was expanded, s t a t e  superintendents began t o  

exe r t  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  t h e  development o f  the  curriculum, codi f ica t ion  o f  school 

law, supervis ion  of school f inance,  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and in-service t r a i n i n g  of 

teachers ,  co l l ec t ion  and publicat ion of educational s t a t i s t i c s ,  and formulatiou; 

of new school l e g i s l a t i o c .  -12- 



The s t a t e  superintendent a lso served as  t he  chief of the s t a t e  department. 

of education. As school system became increasingly complex, the work of 

s t a t e  departments expanded. They usually are composed of various divisions t o  

a i d  and t o  supervise such general areas a s  elementary education, secondary 

education, vocational education, teacher cer t i f icat ion,  guidance services, and 

ins t ruc t ion  i n  the various subject matter f ie lds .  

Pn examination of the  growth of prtblic education i n  America i s  not 

complete without some at tent ion t o  federal  par t ic ipat ion i n  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 dl attempts on the  

par t  of the federal  government t o  a i d  education without imposing i t s  control, 

The f i r s t  land grant policy f o r  education began i n  1802 when Ohio was 

a c l t t t e d  in to  t he  Union. The inhabitants of each township (an area six miles 

square, composed of 36 sections, each one square mile i n  area) were granted a 

section of land for  the  use of schools. Variations developed i n  the  land 

grant policy i n  terns  of the number of sections eranted and the uni t  of goverr 

mect t o  which the land was granted. Them were 34 s t a t e s  which received 

benefit for  public education through these grants,  approximately to ta l ing  Eore 

than 70 million acres. 

Land grants f o r  higher education, specif ical ly  t o  promote agriculture and 

the mechanic a r t s ,  were provided by the Piorrill  Act of 1862 which granted t o  

each s t a t e  30,050 acres of public land f o r  each Senator and Representative i n  

the  Congress. 

Another developnent was the establishment of the federal  Department of 

Education i n  1867 for  the purpose of collecting s t a t i s t i c s  on the s ta tus  and 

pmgress of education i n  the several. s t a t e s  and t e r r i t o r i e s ,  of disseriinating 



information on nethods of teaching and various administrative organizations 

of public education, and f o r  promoting the  cause of education i n  general. 

Thus agency underwent several changes i n  t i t l e .  It i s  now cal led the Office 

of Education and i s  par t  of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Among the various ac t s  providing federal  a i d  t o  education are  the 

fo l lohhg :  Hatch Act establishing agr icu l tura l  experiment stations,  second 

biorri l l  Act granting annual appropriations t o  land-grant colleges, Smith- 

Lever Act promoting the dissemination of infonoation on agriculture and home 

economics, Smith-Hughes Act providing federal  cooperation i n  paying the 

s a l a r i e s  of teachers i n  agr icul tural ,  industr ia l ,  and home econonrics courses, 

'fG. I. B i l l s *  encouraging ex-service men and women t o  pursue academic and 

other t ra ining,  and the National Defense Education Act providing federal  

support i n  a variety of areas--loans t o  students, gu idaxe  services, language 

development, vocational education, science instruction,  s t a t i s t i c a l  services, 

etc. 

To surmnarize: During the  early period i n  American history, education 

was generally considered a private matter under t he  influence of the church, 

I n  New England where church and s t a t e  were closely connected, public funds 

used f o r  education were almost exclusively f o r  t he  children o f  the  poor. 

Considerable autonomy was delegated t o  loca l  towns and d i s t r i c t s  i n  the 18th 

century i n  the  operation of schools. However, t he  s t a t e  gradually regained 

more control i n  the 19th and 2Vth centuries a s  t he  negative effects  of the 

d i s t r i c t  system became apparent. Largely a s  a measure t o  ra i se  educational 

standards and t o  equalize educational opportunity, various s t a t e  agencies 

were formed--state board of education, s t a t e  superintendency of education, 

and s t a t e  department of education. 



The American Pattern 

One of the most important functions of government i s  t o  provide schools, 

publicly supported and open t o  all. A l l  three  leve ls  of government--national, 

s ta te ,  and local-share i n  t h i s  responsibi l i ty  insofar  as t he  support of 

education i s  concerned, but the control of education i s  l e f t  largely i n  t he  

hands of l oca l  and s t a t e  units. One author described the relationship among 

these three un i t s  of government a s  follows: 'fPrimary legal  responsibil i ty 

and authority f o r  public education is  vested i n  the s t a t e s  with specified 

mwsrjdelegated t o  the  loca l  un i t s  and an increasing m v t  of f inancial  sup- 

port coning from the  federal govern.?~ent,:p~ 

Education i s  generally accepted a s  a matter primarily of s t a t e  concern. 

Even i n  s t a t e s  where municipal home ru le  has been accepted i n  principle,  

education i s  a function of the  s t a t e  unless responsibi l i ty  f o r  i t  i s  specifi-  

cal ly  assigned t o  other loca l  un i t s  of government.6 Each s t a t e  l eg i s l a tu re  

determines what governmental uni t  sha l l  assume responsibil i ty for  financing 

and adininist ering the public schools. County d i s t r i c t s  are  co,nmonly chosen 

by the s t a b s  i n  the South, loca l  d i s t r i c t s  i n  the  Midwest and West, and t o m  

govermentc i n  Ncw &gland. 

The s ta tes ,  though supreme i n  educational matters, have generally pre- 

ferred t o  place the actual management of schools i n  the  hands of l o c a l  urLts 

of goverrment and have retained certain functions. 

i n  practice, s t a t e s  have generally retained the poirer of authorizing 
o r  conqellirig the  establishment of schools; f ixing the r i n i m u m  term and 
requiring attendance; cer t i f  i cz t ing  teachers, and leg is la t ing  as t o  
tenure, minimum salaries,  and retirement systems; requiring and defining 
certain subjects of instruction; offering suggestions as  t o  curriculun 

6 ~ u s t i n  F. t4acknald, &er',car, State  Coverrment and Administration 
(Yew Pork: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 195&), p. 552. 



content and teaching methods; compelling and l imit ing the assessing of 
school taxes and the voting of bonds; regulating school indebtedness; 
prescribing textbooks (where uniformity ex is t s ) ;  requiring reports; 
and inspecting, classifying, and accredit ing schools. 

The loca l  d i s t r i c t s ,  in turn, a r e  generally authorized t o  vote 
taxes and bonds within the minimum and maxirmunlimits imposed by the 
s t a t e ;  t o  select ,  appoint, assign, pmmote, and discharge teachers, 
who must hold s t a t e  cer t i f ica tes ;  t o  es tabl ish t h e i r  own tenure re- 
quirements and salary schedules in harmony with s t a t e  basic regula- 
t ions;  t o  enrich and supplement t he  lega l  courses of study; to  exceed 
min imum term requirements; t o  s e t  up kindergartens and special 
schools; t o  provide the physical. plant and equipment; to employ ad- 
ministrative and supervisory s t a f f s ;  and t o  supervise instruction.7 

I n  the American pattern of school organization, t he  s t a t e  usually f ixes  

minimum standards f o r  public schools, exercises some supervision to see t h a t  

these standards are  maintained, and grants a subsidy t o  each d i s t r i c t  f o r  the 

support of schools, The r e s t  i s  l e f t  t o  loca l  i n i t i a t i v e  and action. The 

loca l  un i t s ,  whether they be county, c i ty ,  town, o r  school d i s t r i c t ,  generally 

have a l a y  school. board and a professional superintendent, and the la rger  

un i t s  may have a professional s t a f f  t o  a s s i s t  him. The board generally has 

authority,  within the limits se t  by the s t a t e  authori t ies  (and federal  i n  

some cases which involve federal  funds), t o  manage the school system and t o  

determine the  school tax. 

S t r i c t l y  speaking, a loca l  school administrative un i t  i s  a ''quasi- 

corporation*' because it *'is purely a p o l i t i c a l  o r  c i v i l  division of the 

s t a t e ;  a s  an instrumentality of t he  s ta te ,  i t  i s  created i n  order t o  f a c i l i -  

t a t e  t he  administration of government.*~8 Since these un i t s  are  creatures 

of the  s t a t e ,  they possess no inherent l o c a l  r ights ;  they possess only those 

r i gh t s  which a re  assigned t o  them by the legis la ture .  Some s t a t e  wnst i tut ions ,  

7 ~ e n  jamin F. Pittenger, Local Public School Administration (New York: 
i4cGraw H i l l ,  1951), pp. 23-24. 

8&ewton Edwards, The Courts and the Public Schools: The Lend Basis 
of School Or~aniza t ion  and A a r r i s t r a t i o n  (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 19611, P. 34. 
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however, provide f o r  the creation and organization of school d i s t r i c t s .  

For example, Coloradots consti tution s t ipu la tes  t ha t  the  l eg i s l a tu re  shall 

organize school d i s t r i c t s  of convenient size,  each of which w i l l  have a 

board of education of three o r  more directors  elected by the people and em- 

powered t o  "have control of ins t ruct ion in..the public schools of t h e i r  

respective dis t r ic ts ."  

The l o c a l  uni t  of government made responsible f o r  education i s  not the 

same i n  the various s ta tes .  For purposes of discussion, it might be helpful 

t o  c lass i fy  s t a t e s  i n  terms of the  l oca l  unit which i s  employed. Hawaii i s  

the only s t a t e  whose en t i re  area comprises one school d i s t r i c t ;  it has a 

highly centralized system of s t a t e  control. Delaware has t r i e d  t o  organize 

i t s  schools i n t o  one, centrally administered unit ,  but this attempt has not 

been t o t a l l y  s u c ~ e s s f u l . ~  &ryland, North Carolina, Rhode Island, and 

Virginia have no independent school d i s t r i c t s ,  f o r  they are a l l  supported 

jointly by the  s t a t e  and county o r  by the  s t a t e  and city. I n  t he  remaining 

I& s t a t e s  the primary responsibil i ty f o r  providing schools i s  imposed upon 

loca l  government un i t s  of one kind o r  another, referred t o  i n  t he  s ta tu tes  

by a t  l e a s t  64, different. names o r  t i t l e s ,  but usually divided i n t o  school 

d i s t r i c t s ,  towns, townships, o r  counties. 10  

9Fy an a c t  of 1921 the counties were deprived of all control over 
educational matters, and t h e i r  pavers t ransferred t o  the s t a t e  board of 
education. School d i s t r i c t s  were retained f o r  administrative purposes 
only, while the s t a t e  assumed f inancial  responsibil i ty for  education. 
The c i t y  of Wilmington and the l a rge r  t o m s  were exempted from the provi- 
sions of t h i s  act ;  they have loca l  boards subject t o  general s t a t e  
supervision. biacDonald, op. cit., p. 438. 

1°~merican Association of School Administrators, School Dis t r ic t  
Organization (Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1958), 
P* 84. 



It should be noted, however, that  many s t a t e s  have more than one primary 

u n i t  responsible f o r  education. 

Three s t a t e s  (Florida., Nevada, and West ~ i r ~ i r i i a )  have but one 
type of school d i s t r i c t ,  county uni ts .  Twelve s t a t e s  have two types: 
9 of t he  1 2  have only county and c i t y  o r  independent units. Fifteen 
s t a t e s  have three types of classes, s i x  s t a t e s  have four, seven s t a t e s  
have f ive ,  three s t a t e s  have six, and t w o s t a t e s  have e igh t .u  

I n  view of the  existence of various forms of l o c a l  units  i n  each s t a t e ,  

i t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  t o  c lass i fy  the s t a t e s  i n  terms of t h e  primary unit  held 

responsible f o r  education. According t o  a 1960 report  on public school 

systems, the responsibi l i ty  f o r  the  public schools i n  the 50 s t a t e s  i s  as- 

signed a s  follows: ( a )  t o  independent school d i s t r i c t s  i n  24 s ta tes ;  (b)  t o  

independent school d i s t r i c t s  i n  5 s t a t e s  (California, Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio, 

and South Carolina), each of which has one o r  more in s t i t u t i ons  of higher 

education operated by a c i t y  o r  county government; (c )  t o  county, ci ty,  town, 

o r  s t a t e  governments i n  5 s t a t e s  and the Dis t r ic t  of Columbia; and (d)  t o  

b t h  ( a )  and ( c )  above i n  16 5tates.l-2 

Table 2, based on 1960 data, presents the units of loca l  governments 

responsible f o r  education i n  each of the 50 s t a t e s  and the Di s t r i c t  of 

Columbia. It indicates that  there are  40,054 independent school d i s t r i c t s  

and 2,375 dependent systems; a t o t a l  of 42,429* V%dependent" school dis- 

t r i c t s  a r e  those which are separate un i t s  of government devoted so le ly  t o  

the administration of public schools and f r ee  t o  levy taxes and incur in- 

debtedness. The school systems which do not meet these c r i t e r i a  a r e  called 

"dependent*' school systems. 

1 2 ~ ,  S. Bureau of the Census, Public School Systems i n  1960, State  and 
Local Goverment Special Studies, Co, 44 (XasEngton, D, C.: Govermnt  
Fririting Office, November 3, 19601, p. 1. 



A discussion of the different t s e s  o i  school adrrinistrative w ~ t s  which 

ex i s t  w i l l  now be presented i n  terns  of the  following bases developed from the 

work of t he  Anerican Association of  School Adninistrators (A.A.S.A. ) i n  i t s  

book on School Dis t r ic t  Organization: 

a. Geographid characteristics--definition of Doundaries; that 

is ,  whether they a re  l oca l  school d i s t r i c t s ,  township o r  town 

d i s t r i c t s ,  o r  county d i s t r i c t s .  

b. Governmental characteristics--nature of agencies established by 

law; tha t  is, whether they a re  local ,  intermediate, o r  s t a t e  

agencies. 

c. Educational scope--scope of t h e i r  educational programs; tha t  

is,  whether they operate eleaentary schools, secondary schools, 

o r  no schools a t  all. 

Geographical Characteristics 

&my school d i s t r i c t s  have boundaries which coincide with those of other 

un i t s  of local. government, but many do not. Only the more common types of 

school organizational units  w i l l  be presented i n  this br ief  discussion. 

Local School Districts--The Amsrican Association of School P.dministrators 

describes the local school d i s t r i c t  o r  f'comon school d i s t r i c t f '  i n  these terms: 

. . . With rare exceptions it i s  a very sndl l  administrative uni t ;  i s  
located i n  the open country; i s  not coterminous i n  boundary with any 
other unit of government; has  a three-member board; and i s  organized 
f o r  elementaw-school purposes only, most wmonly a single one-teacher 
school, which i n  many instances has been closed, I n  fact ,  the majority 
of nonoperating school d i s t r i c t s  are common school d i s t r i c t s  . . . some 
comon school d i s t r i c t s  are  good sized 12-grade uni ts ,  but t h i s  i s  an 
exception t o  the general. nite.13 

l 3 h e r i c a n  Association of School Administrators, ope c i t , ,  p, 94. 



Table 2. Humber of  School System, By Type 
of Dis t r ic t s  and States: 1960 

Independent Dependent Dis t r ic t s  
States Dis t r ic ts  Town and Other 

State County Plunicipal Township 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D. C. 
Florida 

Georgia 
HAWAII 
Idaho 
I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Haine 

Maryland 
Hassachusetts 
Xichigan 
Kinnesota 
Mississippi 

Eilissouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

Hew Jersey 
New Plexi co 
Idew York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
3hode Island 



Table 2. (Continued) 

Independent Dependent Dis t r ic t s  
States  Dis t r ic ts  Tom and Other 

State County Huni cipal  Towns h i p  

South Carolina 108 
South Dakota 3,034 
Tennessee 1 4  
Texas 1,576 
Utah 43 

Vermont 17  
V2rgini.a -- 
Washington 417 
West Virginia 55 
Xisconsin 2,795 
ityoining 227 

TOTAL 40,054 4 374 4l7 1,149 431 

Source: T a b l e  3. Number of Public School Systems, 
By Type and Enrollment - Size, By States: 
1960" a s  found in: U, S. Bureau of the Census, 
Public School Sfstems i n  1960, S ta te  and Local 
Government Special Studies, No. 44 (Waskngton, 
D. C.: Government Printing Office, November 3 ,  
196S), pp. 9-10. 



The 1960 report on public school systems indicates that  there were 

42,&29 school systems i n  the United States. I n  1942 there  were 108,579 school 

d i s t r i c t s ,  more than twice the number i n  1960. 

The trend toward school administrative reorganization through the con- 

solidation,  annexation, and abol i t ion of school d i s t r i c t s  i s  especially 

evident during recent years. Each of f i ve  s ta tes  (~owa, Yuchigan, Missouri, 

Nebraska, and Wisconsin) had a decrease of more than 900 school d i s t r i c t s  

between 1957 and 1960. These s t a t e s  account f o r  nearly three-fif ths of t he  

t o t d l  decrease i n  number of school d i s t r i c t s  since 1957. In 1960 Nebraska 

l e d  the nation with 3,722 independent school d i s t r i c t s ;  South Dakota a lso - 
had more than 3,000 and seven s t a t e s  had more than 2,000 school dis t r ic ts--  

iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Prinnesota, Ydssouri,~Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. 

Together these 9 s t a t e s  possess well over half (23,966) of al l  the public 

school systems i n  the United States.  

Writers i n  t he  f i e l d s  of education and public administration are  

generally c r i t i c a l  of school d i s t r i c t  administrative uni ts  as  evidenced by 

the  following: 

Almost everywhere they ex is t ,  common school d i s t r i c t s  today are  
outmoded un i t s  of school government--outmoded because they are no longer 
capable of roviding the educational opportunities that  children of 
today need. f &  

These d i s t r i c t s  a r e  much smaller than e i the r  those under the  
county o r  t he  towm and township plan, averaging s l igh t ly  more than 
twenty square miles, with f ive  teachers t o  t he  unit .  T h i s  administra- 
t i v e  organization i s  considered the l e a s t  e f f ic ien t  and the most 
expensive. The majority of these comon-school d i s t r i c t s  have only 
one-mom schools, and unusually low enrollments per teacher . I5  

l 5 ~ r t h u r  B. Hoehlm,  School Administration (Boston: Houghton Fiifflin, 
w r ) ,  P. 125. 



. . The school d i s t r i c t  plan of organiration has several features 
v io r tb  of mention: it was one of the  ea r l i e s t  schemes of school 
mnagement; it i s  unquestionably the worst; . . .. 

In  opposition t o  the d i s t r i c t  system it was pointed out that most 
d i s t r i c t s  were too poor t o  warrant the employment of suitable teachers 
and too small t o  pennit the divis ion of t he  studer&body into  grades; 
that schools were unwisely distributed; that educational f a c i l i t i e s  
varied widely from d i s t r i c t  t o  d i s t r i c t  because of unequal wealth and 
uneven in t e r e s t  i n  education; t ha t  so many school trustees--often f ive  
hundred o r  m3re i n  a single county--were required by the plan as t o  
make the selection cf many mediocre persons almost inevitable; and 
tha t  i n  practice the scheme had pmved inef f ic ien t ,  wasteful, and a 
b a r r i e ~  t o  educational advancement. . . . 16 

Township o r  Town School Districts--Some s t a t e s  established the township 

( I l l i no i s ,  Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin) 

o r  town (New England s t a t e s )  as  t h e  school administrative un i t  and have 

avoided some of the weaknesses of the d i s t r i c t  system. 

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

people, manages all the  schools i n  the area except f o r  l a rge r  municipalities 

which may have t h e i r  own c i ty  boards of education. In  some cases school 

d i s t r i c t s  are retained but supervised by the township. When township school 

t ru s t ee s  have l imited authority, the d i s t r i c t s ,  i n  real i ty ,  serve as  the 

primary school administrative urdt. 

Township and town d i s t r i c t s  vary i n  size. Some i n  Connecticut, Eriassa- 

chusetts, and New Jersey are  large, while half  of those i n  Maine, New Hampshire, 

Rhode Island, and Vermont do not operate a high school. Town d i s t r i c t s  i n  

New England, except i n  New Hampshire, are  f i s ca l ly  dependent upon the town 

government, while township d i s t r i c t s  i n  other s t a t e s  a r e  f i s c a l l y  independent. 

Table 2 indicates  that  i n  1960 there were 1,1119 town and township d i s t r i c t s  

which were f i s ca l ly  dependent. 



Township school d i s t r i c t s  i n  Indiana are managed i n  a different manner. 

The control of the school system i s  vested i n  a single school t rustee  who i s  

e lected k g  t he  people. As the chief administrative of f icer  of schools, he 

has almost complete powers i n  managing public education, but these are  subject 

t o  review by and supervision of s t a t e  agencies. 

Ccantv School Districts-States, principally i n  the  South, tha t  employ 

the county school d i s t r i c t  system manage and finance t h e i r  schools on a 

county-wide basis. Usually there i s  a county board of education, elected by 

the people o r  appointed by the  governor, and a county superintendent of 

schools, appointed by the board o r  some o ther  body (judges of munty courts 

i n  ~ennessee)  o r  elected by the people. A l l  schools i n  the area, except those 

i n  c i t i e s  which might be separately incorporated for  school purposes, are 

under t he  jur isdict ion of the county unit .  

Wthough not many s t a t e s  use the county a s  the primary unit  of school 

administration, county school superintendents are found i n  W. s ta tes ,  and i n  

nost of these there are  a lso county boards of education i n  addition to  dis-  

t r i c t  arid township school au~hor i t i e s .  

County school d i s t r i c t s  do not operate a s  a part of county government. 

Without exception they are quasi-corporations created by the s t a t e  for  school 

administration. In most s t a t e s  the county school d i s t r i c t s  are  f i s ca l ly  inde- 

pendent, although those i n  Haryland, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia 

are  f i s c a l l y  dependent upon the county government, 

The county plan, l i k e  the ta rn  and township uni t ,  cannot guarantee the 

absence of small, inef f ic ien t  schools. It does, however, provide a more 

nearly equalized basis for  school financing than the d i s t r i c t  o r  township pims.  

YPBecause of both financial  and administrative advantages, there  i s  a d i s t inc t  



trend today toward la rger  school units  than those commonly used i n  the past, 

and the  county u n i t  i s  s tead i ly  gaining i n  favor among educators and students 

of school a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . ~ s ~ ~  

Governmental Characteristics 

The pmvision of a public service a s  broad i n  scope as  education has 

resulted i n  a variety of administrative uni t s :  (a)  local  school d i s t r i c t s ,  

(b)  intermediate administrative units,  and ( c )  s t a t e  education agencies. Of 

the 48 s t a t e s  1 4  have only loca l  and s t a t e  adainistrative units;  t h e  r e s t  

have intermediate uni ts  as  well. 

Local School Adninistrative Units--Local school administrative uni ts  are  

the core of t he  American system of public education, f o r  they are  r e s p n s i b l e  

f o r  the  control and operation of the public schools. Individuals who support 

a decentralized system of school administration contend tha t  when loca l  school 

d i s t r i c t s  a r e  organized on a sound basis, they are  ( a )  capable of meeting the 

minimuin educational standards s e t  by the  s t a t e  and ( b )  able t o  exercise loca l  

i n i t i a t i v e  so as  t o  exceed these ninimlirr. standards. 

Intermediate Administrative Units--In 34 s t a t e s  out of the 48 i n  1957 

were found intermediate administrative uni ts  which function between the s t a t e  

education agency and the loca' administrative units. In 27 s t a t e s  the inter-  

mediate unit  was the county, i n  New York and i n  the New England s t a t e s  it was 

generally the town o r  township. 

These intermediate uni ts  provide administrative, supervisory, and supple- 

mentary services t o  two o r  more loca l  school d i s t r i c t s .  They do not operate 

schools, but provide the basic un i t s  with specialized serv%ces (such as i n  

guidance, education of exceptional children) t o  make them function more 

effectively.  

1 7 ~ l y d e  F. Snii"er, h e r i c a ~ s t a t e  and Local Government (:Jew York: 
~ p p l e t o n - C e n t u q - ~ r o f t s , T m ,  p r ~  



State  Education Agencies--The s t a t e  education agencies include the s t a t e  

board of education which i s  the p o l i c y - d i n g  group, the chief s t a t e  school 

~ f f i c e r  who i s  the executive off icer  of the  board, and the s t a f f  of the s t a t e  

department of education who carry out the  pol ic ies  of the board under the 

supervision of the superintendent. 

The A.A.S.A. indicates  tha t  a different philosophy guides t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  

of t h e  modern s t a t e  department of education. No longer i s  i t s  function 

l imi ted  t o  t he  compilation of s t a t i s t i c s  and publication of reports. R I t s  

chief reason f o r  existence l i e s  i n  its capacity t o  serve and strengthen loca l  

s c h d  operating programs. It i s  a semrice agency.'s1* As such, it disseminates 

information on what i s  good educational practice,  it has certain regulatory 

responsibi l i t ies ,  it develops standards i n  cooperation with other school ad- 

d n i s t r a t i v e  units. For a helpful discussion of  the work of s t a t e  departments 

of education, the itidwest Administration Centeros Consultative Service t o  

Local School Systems i s  a good source. - 
The Council of State Governments, i n  i ts  1960-61 edition of The Book of 

the States,  indicates  that  i n  1959 the selection of s t a t e  boards of education 

was provided a s  follows: 31 s ta tes ,  appointment by the  governor; 9 s ta tes ,  

e lect ion by the people; 7 s ta tes ,  other methods. Three s ta tes  ( I l l i no i s ,  

Yichigan, and  isc cons in) had no s t a t e  board of education. The same source 

a lso reports that  t h e  selection of the chief s t a t e  school of f icer  i n  1959 was 

made a s  follows: 23 s ta tes ,  election by the people; 22 s ta tes ,  appointment by 

state board of education; 5 s ta tes ,  appointment by the governor, I n  the th ree  

s t a t e s  where no s t a t e  boards existed, the  chief s t a t e  school o f f i ce r  was elected 

by the  people. 

18American Association of School Administrators, The Rinerican School 
3merintendenc.v (Xashington, D. C. : National EdccaLion Association, 1952 3 ,  
P. 345. 
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The Council of State Governwnts indicates tha t  there i s  a trend toward 

an elect ive s t a t e  board and a board-appointed chief s ta te  school off icer .  To 

i l l u s t r a t e :  In 1947, only 3 s t a t e s  had elective s t a t e  boards; i n  1959 there  

were 9. I n  1947, 11 chief s t a t e  school of f icers  were board-appointed; i n  

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

the  A,A.S.A.  whose position on t h i s  subject follows: 

. . some of the most s ignif icant  changes i n  the s t a t e  administrative 
organization have involved adoption of organizational patterns which 
have proved most f r u i t f u l  a t  the loca l  d i s t r i c t  l eve l  i n  the  s t a t e s  
concerned. Thus, i n  recent years some s t a t e s  have established s t a t e  
boards of education elected by the people t o  function as  t he  policy- 
miring body f o r  s t a t e  school achinis t ra t ive  functions, ~ L t h  the chief 
s t a t e  school of f icer  being appointed by the board a s  i t s  chief execu- 
t i v e  of f icer .  T h i s  development, generally considered desirable, i s  i n  
accord with a growing recognition of the importance of direct  repre- 
sentation of cit izens i n  educational policy-making a t  all administrative 
levells.19 

The above point of view re f l ec t s  the thought that  education i s  a unique 

function of goverment which should be handled a s  a separate unit--apart 

from any other un i t  of local. government. People who oppose this principle of 

school independence contend that: 

. . although they agree on the importance of education, a single aRd 
comprehensive government should judge the re la t ive  merits of the 
f inancial  needs of the  various public services i n  the comunity, They 
d e . ~  that  governmentally independent schools a r e  subject t o  l e s s  po l i t i -  
cal  pressure than dependent schools, and that education i s  any more a 
s t a t e  function than many other local. services, part icularly public 
health, law enforcement, and public welfare. They believe, furthermore, 
tha t  significant econori5es resu l t  from the integration of s e rgces ,  
such a s  purchasing, which are  corunon t o  a l l  functions. . . . 
A fur ther  discussion of the independence of school d i s t r i c t s  will be 

undertaken i n  Section I V ,  Public School Finance, of t h i s  report. 

I9school Dis t r ic t  Or~anization,  p. 66. 

20~ohn C. b l l e n s ,  Special Dis t r ic t  Governments i n  t h e  United States 
(Eerkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Freas, 19573, p. 192. 



Educational Scope 

Another way of classifying school systems is on the basis of the scope 

of t h e i r  educational programs. In 1960, the 42,429 school systems provided 

education and enrolled pupils as  follows: 

No. of No. of Pupils 
School Systems (October, 1959) 

Elementary grades only: 21,646 3,858,936 

Secondary grades only: 1,286 1,4l4,409 

E%mentary and secondary grades: 12,480 30,267,508 

Not operating schools: 7,017 

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

each of the  50 s t a t e s  and the Di s t r i c t  of Columbia. 

Elementary School Administrative Units--iviore than half of a l l  school 

d i s t r i c t s  i n  1960 operated elementary schools only (grades one t o  eight, 

kindergarten t o  six, or  one t o  s ix) ,  but enrolled only a l i t t l e  more than 

10  per cent of a l l  public school pupils. Of the 50 s ta tes ,  40 had some 

school d i s t r i c t s  which operated elementary schools only, ranging i n  number 

from one i n  Mississippi, IJevada, and Virginia t o  more than 2,000 i n  Nebraska 

and Wisconsin. Most of these elementary school d i s t r i c t s  were small. kl- 

though they were concentrated in ru ra l  areas, they were a lso located i n  

ioutropolitan centers. 

High School Ailrninistrative Units-These high school d i s t r i c t s  ( p a d e s  7-12 

o r  9-12) a r e  superimposed upon the area of one or  more elementary school 

d i s t r i c t s .  Although separately organized high school d i s t r i c t s  were found i n  

32 s t a t e s ,  close t o  two-thirds of the t o t a l  number i n  1960 were found i n  

California, I l l i no i s ,  and Kansas. 



While these d i s t r i c t s  are  larger  than the elementary school d i s t r i c t s ,  

some of them are  much smaller than the riininum necessary f o r  providing adequate 

secondary education a t  a reasonable cost.21 For example, i,iisconsin's 82 high 

school d i s t r i c t s  had an average enrollment of fewer than 300 pupils. California, 

on the  other hand, averaged more tnan 3,000 pupils. 

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

both elementary and secondary schools may be called a unified d i s t r i c t .  In 

1960 there were 12,480 unified d i s t r i c t s  enroll ing more than 30 million pupils. 

Although these represented only 29 per cent of the t o t a l  number of school 

d i s t r i c t s ,  they enrolled about 85 per cent of the public school population. 

In seven s t a t e s  (Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Maryland, North Carolina, Utah, 

and West Virginia) a l l  school d i s t r i c t s  were unified. 

Although most of the public school students a re  i n  unified d i s t r i c t s ,  

many have fewer than the 1,200 recommended by the A.A.S.A. as  adequate for  a 

12-grade program. The large number of small =-grade d i s t r i c t s  consti tutes 

a reorganization problem. 

The A.A.S.A. favors unified school d i s t r i c t s  which are  adequate i n  s ize  

because it fee l s  t ha t  it is desirable t o  have a single board of education, 

instead of several, t o  develop policies fo r  the  t o t a l  educational program 

within a specif ic  area. The Association a l so  indicates t ha t  such d i s t r i c t s  

eliminate duplication i n  school business management and enable the community 

be t te r  t o  u t i l i z e  i t s  financial  resources f o r  the t o t a l  educational program. 

2 1 ~ e r t s  believe t h a t  school enrollments between these figures are  
large enough t o  offer  comprehensive programs but not so large a s  t o  lose the 
"personal. toucht*: junior high school, 300 - U00; senior high school, 350 - 
1500; junior-senior high schools, 350 - 1150. Calvin Grieder an3 F J i l l i a m  E. 
Rosenstengel, Public School Administration (New York: Ronald Press, 1954), 
p. l.4. See also School D i s t r i c t  Or~anizat ion,  op. cit. ,  pp. 1-32. 



Table 3. Educational Scope of School 
Systems, BJ States:  1960 

S ta t e s  Educational Scope Nonoperating Total 
Elem. Only Sec. Only Elem. & Sec. - 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
2elawa.re 
E. C ,  
Florida 

Georgia 
HAWAII 
Idaho 
I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Karyland 
Kassachusetts 
Kichigan 
lhinnesota 
P&ssissippi 

blissouri 
ltontana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
Hew Haxpshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North C&ota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 



Table 3. (Continued) 

S t a t e s  ~ u c a t i o n a l  Scope Nonoperating Total. 
Elem. 3nly Sec. Only Elem. & Sec. 

South Carolina -- 1 108 - 109 
South Dakota 1,812 8 ui3 971 3 034 
Tennessee 21 - 132 - 153 
Texas 4.44 29 1,089 21 1,583 
Utah -- - 40 - 40 

Vermont 167 - 81 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 143 17 64 3 227 

TOTAL 21,646 1,286 12,480 7 017 42,429 

Source: "Table 5. Number of Public School Systems and 
Public School Enrollment, By Type of System and 
Kind of School Service Provided. EY States:  
1960" a s  found in:  U. S. ~urea;  of the Census, 
public School Systems i n  1960, S t a t e  and Local 
Government Specidl Studies, No. 44 (Washington, 
D. C. : Government pr int ing Office, Novemb& 3, 
1960)~ pp. 13-14. 



Furthernore, the basic goals of reorganization of school administrative 

units have been to: (a) divide the s t a t e  i n to  school d i s t r i c t s  so as  t o  

make be t t e r  use of i t s  taxable wealth and (b) create loca l  d i s t r i c t s  capable. 

of operating a t  l e a s t  12 grades in accordance with acceptable standards. 

Junior College o r  Cornunity College Adninistretive Units-These urxits 

a.re a rela t ive& new development, but school administrators f e e l  tha t  they a r e  

bound t o  becono m r e  widespread i n  t he  future. A t  l eas t  26 s t a t e s  have legis- 

l a t i o n  enabling loca l  governrrental uni ts ,  such a s  c i t i e s ,  school d i s t r i c t s ,  

groups of school d i s t r i c t s ,  o r  counties, t o  es tabl ish and operate cornunity 

o r  junior colleges. 

The a d d n i s t r a t i v e  pattern f o r  t he  development of junior colleges i s  

sonewkat varied. California, fo r  example, has three types of d i s t r i c t s  

authorized t o  maintain junior colleges. 

A, Junior College Dis t r ic t s ,  These a r e  separate po l i t i ca l  sub- 
divisions of the s ta te .  The sole  responsibil i ty of the governing boards 
i s  the  educational program f o r  grades 13 and l.4. A junior college dis- 
t r i c t  may be formed by two methods: 

F i r s t ,  the governing board of one o r  more high school d i s t r ic t s .  
my  pe t i t ion  the State  Board of Education for  permission t o  c a l l  
an e lect ion f o r  the purpose of forming a junior college d i s t r i c t  
coffi~osed of the peti t ioning d i s t r i c t s .  

Second, a county colmnittee on school d i s t r i c t  organization may 
make a recmmendation f o r  an e lect ion which, when approved by the 
S ta te  Board of Education, s h a l l  be called. 

B. High School Dis t r ic ts .  FAgh school d i s t r i c t s  a t  one time were 
a ~ % ~ o r i z s d  t o  q ~ i a b l i s h  and maintain junior colleges. The authority 

high schoci distr i .cts  t o  es tab l i sh  junior colleges has been revoked, 
b;:: the  e:risting juni-r colleges in high school d i s t r i c t s  were continued 
ir, operation. . . . 

C. 2nifS.od Sc~hocl Dis t r ic ts .  The governing board of any unified 
schcol d i s t r ic2havi?g  an assessed valuation of $100,000,090 and an  
am.-age dai ly  at+tendance of 3,500 o r  more i n  grades 9-12 may establ ish 
a j m i o r  col!.~~,? on iCvs own notion. The governing board i s  responsible 
for  the  eCucational program from kindergarten t o  grade 14. . . . 22 
22~a l i fo rn i a ,  S ta te  Departmmt of Jkiucation, Bureau of Junior College 

Education arid Sureau of Schcoi. D i s t r i c t  Organizat,ion, = L a l i f o r L a  Public 
-7 

. Jwior  GoLleee Sv_sten: The Currmt Si tuat ion and ?ctzdre litzeds ;lJ&2eographed, 
Jan~aary 20, 19h0}, p. 2. . . 



Nonoperatha School Districts--In 1960 there were 7,017 school d i s t r i c t s  

which did not operate any schools. Thede were found iri 30 of the 50 s ta tes ,  

ranging i n  number from 1 t o  1,675. These are  c lass i f ied a s  school d i s t r i c t s  

because they have governing bodies with the  same powers a s  those i n  small 

operating d i s t r i c t s .  Alcost a l l  of these nonoperating school. d i s t r i c t s  once 

operated schools, usually a one-teacher elementary school. The great majority 

still  have some pupils who are  sent t o  another d i s t r i c t  on a tu i t i on  basis. 

These nonoperating d i s t r i c t s  carry out t h e i r  functions by financing tu i t i on  

and providing transportation t o  other school systems for  school age children 

under the i r  jurisdiction. 

Summary 

Americans have developed a variety of ways of  administering the i r  schools. 

Although the  s t a t e  has primary legal  responsibil i ty for  education, it has 

generally delegated specific powers t o  various uni ts  of loca l  government. The 

s t a t e ,  however, has kept certain functions. It has generally retained regu- 

la tory  responsibi l i t ies ,  leaving loca l  school boards of education a s  the 

governing authorit ies.  Through the s t a t e  board of education, the chief s t a t e  

school off icer ,  and the s t a t e  department of education, the  s t a t e s  have managed 

t o  sorre degree t o  ra i se  educational standards, t o  equalize educational oppor- 

tuni ty ,  and t o  of fe r  specialized services t o  loca l  administrative units. 

In 29 s t a t e s  responsibility for public schools r e s t s  with independent 

school d i s t r i c t s .  Out of the 42,429 school systens in the United S ta tes  in 

1960, independent school d i s t r i c t s  numbered 40,054. Other school administrative 

units were dependent upon the towns, townships, counties, and the s ta te .  

Hawaii is the  only s t a t e  so centralized a s  to make the s t a t e  the basic unit of 

school administration. 
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School d i s t r i c t s  d i f f e r  i n  the scope of t h e i r  educational programs. 

In 1960 21,646 systems provided only elementary education; 1,286, only 

secondary grades; and 12,480, both elementary and secondary grades. The 

l a s t  approach, the unified school d i s t r i c t ,  is favored by many educators. 

Educators and public administrators agree t h a t  reorganizetion of school 

systems i s  necessary by aboli t ion,  annexation, o r  consolidation so a s  t o  

provide children with adequate educational opportunity a t  reasonable cost. 

Reorganization i s  well under way as  evidenced by the reduction of school 

d i s t r i c t s  by more than one-half since 1942. However, there  s t i l l  exis t  some 

7,000 nonoperating school d i s t r i c t s  and a l so  some 6,000 operating d i s t r i c t s  

with fewer than 15 pupils apiece. 

The par t ic ipat ion of the federal  government i s  also part of the Americar 

educational pattern. In recent years, an increasing amount of f inanc ia l  

support has come from the federal  government through various ac t s  of Congress. 

A t  t he  present time growing at tent ion i s  being given t o  the  nature and degree 

of federal  par t ic ipat ion desirable i n  education. 



111. POMS OF BOARDS OF EDUCATION 

That the American pattern of school organization embraces a var ie ty  of 

school boards i s  evident, and any discussion of t he i r  powers should be based 

on a broad class i f icat ion.  For purposes of this section, the powers of 

school boards w i l l  be discussed as  they per ta in  t o  (a) s t a t e  boards of educa- 

t ion ,  (b) intermediate boards of education, and ( c j  loca l  boards of education. 

The relationships among these different types of school boards are  important 

and a f fec t  school administration. Attention w i l l  first be given t o  these 

relationships.  

Relationships Among State ,  Intermediate, 
and b c a l  Boards of Education 

The existence of s ta te ,  intermediate, and loca l  boards of education i s  

evidsnce of the  multiplici ty of agencies which have some responsibil i ty for  

public education. The primacy of the  s t a t e  government i n  the management of 

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

s t a t e  determines the nature of i t s  relationships t o  i ts  subordinate uni ts ,  

these relationships are not iden t ica l  i n  t h e  various s ta tes .  

This wide recognition of education a s  being primarily the responsibil i ty 

of s t a t e  governments has given r i s e  t o  a stcentralist" theory of education 

which makes the following contentions: 

. * . The s t a t e  agency, empowered by proper legis la t ion,  would prescribe 
the  curriculum f o r  a l l  schools, supervise the  preparation of teachers, 
issue cer t i f ica tes  t o  properly qualif ied persons, employ, assign, and 
t r ans fe r  personnel, col lect  and disburse the school money, plan, con- 
s t ruc t ,  and finance schcol plants,  adopt and furnish textbooks, operate 
pupil  transportation, and so on. In br ief ,  education in a highly cen- 
t r a l i zed  s ta te ,  s t r i c t l y  speaking, would be administered i n  much the same 
way a s  i n  a large c i t y  school d3.strict.l 

k a l v i n  Grieder and %illiam 3, Eosanstengel, Public School A c h i z i s t r a t i z  
( N e w  York: Ronald Press, 195L), p. 28. 



The cent ra l i s t  position i s  generally supported by those who f e e l  t h a t  

the  s t a t e  can best  make educational opportunity available t o  a l l  children, 

i n  view of the discrepancies in financial  a b i l i t y  t o  support public educa- 

t i o n  i n  t h e  various school d i s t r i c t s .  Advocates of s t a t e  centralization 

point t o  increasing assumption of the s t a t e s  in such matters a s  the following: 

1. Increased s ta te  centralization of control over education i n  
such matters a s  textbook adoption, courses of study, teacher tenure, 
budgetary control. 

2. Increased s ta te  responsibil i ty for  the  support of education, 
reflected i n  greater appropriations, a id  for  school plant construction, 
and modification of tax systems. 

3 .  More emphasis on eff ic ient  management, a s  shown by leg is la t ion  
for  state-wide standards of budgeting and accounting, d i s t r i c t  reorgan- 
ization, and pupil transportation.2 

In contrast t o  the central is t  is the "decentralist" who emphasizes the 

principle t h a t  "schools belong t o  the people,'t and argues tha t  schools can 

be responsive t o  the  w i l l  of the people only i f  there is local control of 

education. &ny ci t izens and educational administrators share t h i s  view- 

point. They generally fear  that centralization w i l l  resu l t  i n  mediocre 

schools because of greater standardization and a larger  bureaucracy. Sup- 

porters of decentralization emphasize the importance of local  i n i t i a t ive ,  

in te res t ,  and support a s  the best means of improving the educational system. 

Present conditions seem t o  c a l l  for  an effect ive partnership between 

s t a t e  and local  administrative units. 

. . . The consensus of experts i s  tha t  the s t a t e s  should, by s ta tu te  
and regulation, guarantee educational opportunities of an adequate 
standard t o  every child and youth-that is, a *foundation program.E' 
To achieve th i s ,  s ta te  authority must make it possible for school 
d i s t r i c t s  t o  meet the standard without excessive effor t .  Herein l i e s  
the key t o  the extent of s ta te  authority.3 

21bid., - p. 28. 

i d . ,  - p. 30. 



Fundamental t o  state-local relationships, mary educators f e e l ,  i s  the 

freedom of loca l  units  t o  exercise i n i t i a t i v e  so t h a t  they may exceed s t a t e  

standards and develop new and bet ter  educational programs. In view of t h i s ,  

present practice provides that  s t a t e  standards should be suff ic ient ly  high a s  

t o  be adequate f o r  the preparation of students, but not so high a s  t o  make 

it impossible for  local  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  exceed them through loca l  i n i t i a -  

t ive .  Local school administrative units,  a s  agents of the s ta te ,  have the 

l ega l  function of providing the kind of education required o r  permitted by 

the s t a t e  and, a s  agents of the loca l  community, of making adaptations and 

innovations necessary t o  re f lec t  comunitjr desires i n  the administration of 

public schools. 

The intermediate boards of education, operating between loca l  and s t a t e  

boards, provide supplementary services t o  two o r  Eore local  boards and also 

attempt t o  improve communication between s t a t e  and local  boards. 

Powers of State ,  Intermediate, and Local Boards of Fducation 

S ta t e  Boards of Education 4 

In  1959 s t a t e  boards were found i n  47 s ta tes ;  there being none i n  

I l l i n o i s ,  Michigan, and Wisconsin. In s t a t e s  which do not have a board of 

education, the chief s t a t e  school o f f i ce r  i s  generally charged with the p o l i c p  

rnaking functions of the s t a t e  board and the professional administrative func- 

t ions  of h i s  position. 1ndiv;iduals who prefer having a s t a t e  board i n  addition 

t o  a chief s t a t e  school of f icer  generally believe tha t  there i s  "a sharp 

4 ~ i n c e  an ea r l i e r  report of the Legislative Reference Bureau, en t i t l ed  
s a t e  Boards of Education, was distributed i n  September 1959, t.hi.5 
discussion on the powers of s t a t e  boards w i l l  be k i a f  and wi.11 supplement, 
viot duplicate,  the ea r l i e r  report. 



dis t inc t ion  between the lay control of education and the professional 

administration of . . . educational systems.'t5 

The powers of s t a t e  boards of education vary, "ranging fromthe prom- 

t iona l ,  advisory, o r  nominal supervision of tk types a s  found in  . . . 
Indiana and higoming t o  the strong policy-making and centralized administra- 

t i v e  control associated with the s t a t e  boards of  Connectittit, Delaware, 

Idaho, New York, and california.lt6 

In general, centralization of responsibil i ty for  public education i n  

one board, except fo r  higher education, i s  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 tha t  public higher 

education, with cer ta in  limitations, be placed under the supervision and 

control of s t a t e  boards of education.7 The National Council of Chief S t a t e  

School Officers recommended tha t  a program of public cornunity college 

education should be offered by s t a t e  boards of education.8 

In a survey of s t a t e  boards of education i n  July 19511, it was found 

t h a t  the  general supervision of public elementary and secondary schools was 

assigned as  follows: 

5 ~ r e d  F. Beach and Andrew H. Gibbs, The Structure of State  Departments 
of Education, Misc. No. 10 (washington, D. C. : Government Printing Office, 
19491, pp. 6-7. 

%?ard W. Keesecker, State  Boards of Education and Chief State  School 
Officers, Bulletin 1950, No. 12 (Washington, D. C. : Government Printing 
Office, 1950), p. 40. 

7 ~ .  S. President's Commission on Higher Education, W h e r  Education f o r  
American Democrs ,  Vol. 111, Organizing Higher Education (Washington, D. C.: 
Government Printing Office, December 1947), p. 71. 

8National Council of Chief State  School Officers, Our System of 
Education (l.~ashington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1950$, p. 9. 
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Table 4. Sta te  Agencies Supervising Pxl l ic  Elementarj 
and Secondary Education: July 1954 

Agent States  Total 

S t a t e  Board of 
Education 

S ta t e  Board and 
Chief S t a t e  
School Officer 

S t a t e  B a r d  and 
Vocational 
Education Board 

S ta t e  Board, Chief 
S t a t e  School 
Officer, and 
Vocational 
Education Board 

Chief State  School 
Officer 

Chief S ta te  School 
Officer and 
Vocational 
Education Board 

Waska, Arkansas, Connecticilt, Delaware, 
Hawaii, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachu- 
s e t t s ,  Yinnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, 20 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, 
Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, Vermont 

Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida, 
Georgia, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Zouisiana, 
Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, New 13&.c0, 22 
North Carolina, North Dakota, OkJahoma, 
Oregon, Tennessee, Virginia, Washington, 
West Virginia, Wyoming 

Colorado 

Indiana 

Michigan, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
South Dakota, Wisconsin 

I l l i no i s  

Sources: Fred F. Beach and Robert F. W i l l ,  The S ta te  and 
Education; Tine Structure and Control of Public 
Education a t  the S t a t e  Level, Piisc. No. 23 
Irlashington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 

:955), pp. 45-163. Also Baldwin's Ohio Revised 
Code Service, 1958 Cumulative Issue, Sec. 3301.07 
and North Dakota Revised Code of 1943, 1957 S u p  
plement, Sec. 15-23.17 and 15-2lI.9. 



Vocation&Mucation--In most instances the ..?ate board of education 

serves a lso a s  the s ta te  board of vocational education and achinisters 

programs of vocational education. In s t a t e s  where authority and responsi- 

- b i l i t y  are  unified i n  the  s t a t e  h a r d ,  the chief s t a t e  school of f icer  i s  

appointed by the board, except in New Jersey and Alaska. In  s t a t e s  where 

responsibil i ty is divieed between the s t a t e  board and the chief s t a t e  school 

off icer ,  he i s  generally elected by the  people except i n  Nevada, New Mexico, 

and West Virginia where he is zppointed by t h e  s ta te  board and in Tennessee 

and Virginia where he i s  appointed by the governor. I n  s t a t e s  where the 

chief s t a t e  school off icer  has key responsibil i ty,  s t a t e  boards ( i f  they 

ex i s t )  serve i n  an advisory capacity t o  hin a s  was t rue  i n  South Dakota. 

However, since 1954, South Dakota has passed an Education Revision Law 

which gives the s ta te  board of education some broad responsibi l i t ies  pre- 

viously exercised by the s ta te  superintendent. 

Table 5 describes the responsibil i t ies of s ta te  boards of education i n  

the various s ta tes ,  as  of July 1954, in terms of whether they supervise and 

regulate elementary and secondary schools, vocational education, schools fo r  

handicapped children, corrective inst i tut ions,  and higher education. 

Higher Mucation--According t o  a recent report of the Office of 

Education, 34 out of 47 s t a t e  boards of education in 1959 had some responsi- 

b i l i t y  fo r  higher education: 9 

16 served a s  flgoverning-coordinating~l boards (having legal  
responsibility f o r  "functioning both a s  a coordinating 
board and a governing board fo r  two o r  more ins t i tu t iona l  
unite") 

18 exercised other powers ("supervising, accrediting, cerki- 
fying, advising, o r  performing a similar functionw) 

9 ~ .  V. Martorana and Ernest V. Hollis, State  E o a ~ - ~ e m n s i b l e  for  
i i i n k r  &incation (Washington, D. C. : Government Printing ~f fzlm 
pp. 6, 21. 
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Sta t e  boards of education i n  Kentucky and Eiontana administered the i r  s t a t e  

univers i t ies ;  Ideho, its combined s t a t e  university and land grant college; 

5 s ta tes ,  t h e i r  land grant colleges; and 18 s ta tes ,  t h e i r  four-year o r  =ore 

colleges. Out of the t o t a l  of 3111 higher education ins t i tu t ions  administered 

by s t a t e  boards of education, 217 o r  69 per cent were two-year colleges. 

Two-year colleges make up the la rges t  number of higher education in s t i t u -  

t i ons  having some relationship with s t a t e  boards of education. However, a 

great  number of these thQ-year colleges a r e  governed by other boards, although 

s t a t e  boards of education perform supervisory or  accrediting functions f o r  

them. For example, i n  California the s t a t e  board of education governs and 

coordinates 13 s ta te  colleges and has supervisory r e s p n s i b i l i t y  for  63 two- 

year colleges. 

The need f o r  se t t ing  minimum standards for  l icensing and operating in s t i -  

tu t ions  of higher education--especially those with degree-granting privileges- 

has been explored by the American Council on Education that  feels  t ha t  

"responsibility for  administering these standards should be vested i n  the appro- 

p r i a t e  s t a t e  educational authority.~~10 The Council recommends the passage of 

federa l  l eg is la t ion  t o  supplement s t a t e  action. Such legis la t ion would curb 

t h e  development of "degree mills" (Winstitutions cal l ing themselves colleges 

o r  univers i t ies  which confer $quick-my', usually mail-order, degrees on 

p a p e n t  of a fee."). The Council of S ta te  G o v e m i t t s  has prepared suggested 

l eg i s l a t i on  t o  "pzreve:lt deception of the public resul t ing from fraudulent o r  

substandard degrees."i1 

l o ~ o b e r t  H. Reid, American Degree Mills; A  stud;^ of Their Operations and 
of =s t in r  and Potential Ways t o  Control Them (Washington, D. C.: American 
. ' o ~ c i ;  on Mucation, 19591, p. 77. 

ufoilncil of S t a t e  Goverments, Suerested S ta te  Legislation Program f o r  
1960 (Chicago: the  Coimcil, October 1559), pp. 43-46. - 



Table 5. Responsibilities of State  Boards of Education, 
By Type of Institution: July 1954 

Elementary Schools fo r  
Jurisdiction and Secondary Vocational Physically Corrective 

Education Education Handicapped Inst i tut ions 

States:  

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
1daho2 

I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 

Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New ~ o r k 5  

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

- 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X - 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
x Board of 

Regents 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



Table 5.  (Continues) 

Elementary Schools f o r  
Jur isdict ion and Secondary Vocational Physically Corrective 

Education Education Handicapped Ins t i ta t ions  

Pennsylvania - - - - 
Rhode Island x x x 
South Carolina Advisory x 
South Dakota - - - - 
Tennessee x x 1 X 

Texas x 
Utah x 
Vermont x 
Virginia x 
Washington x 

West Virginia x 
Wisconsin - 
Wyoming x 

Terr i tor ies :  

Alaska 
HAWAII 

Source: Fred F. Beach and Robert F. H i l l ,  The State and 
Education; The Structure and Control of Public 
Education a t  the State Level, Fisc. No. 23 
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 
~ 9 % ) ~  PP. 45-163. 

l ~ h e s e  a re  schools for  the blind and the  deaf. 

2 ~ h e r e  are  ident ical  members on the three educational hoards i n  
Idaho: Regents of the University of Idaho, State Board of 
Education, and Sta te  Board for Vocational Education. 

3 ~ h e  Hontana State  Training School for  Mentally Retarded. 

kontana  State  Industrial  School for  Boys and Montana State  
Vocational School fo r  G i r l s  a re  corrective insti tutions.  In 
addition, the s t a t e  hoard also administers the Hontana State  
Orphans Home. 

5klso operates s t -+  c u e  schools fo r  Indians. 



Nonpublic Schools-In addition t o  higher education, some s t a t e  boards 

and departments of education have legal responsibi l i t ies  for nonpublic 

educational inst i tut ions.  A recent publication on the relationships between 

t h e  s t a t e  and nonpublic schools discusses and sumarizes them in terms of 

t h e  following selected areas:12 

Establishment and supervision: The authority t o  incorporate 

nonpublic schools i s  vested in the s t a t e  departments of education i n  

every s t a t e  except New York &ere the  board of regents, which i s  ths 

s t a t e  board of education, is given t M s  authority. 

Compulsory education: Compulsory education legis la t ion i s  found 

i n  k6 s t a t e s  (except Mississippi and South ~ a r o l i n a )  and nonpublic 

schools must comply t o  these standards (length of school term, etc.). 

Curriculum: Nonpublic, U e  public, schools must offer  ~ e r t a i n  

instruct ion deemed essent ia l  i n  a democracy. 

Records and reports: Nonpublic schools must keep attendance 

records arid make reports t o  s t a t e  boards of education i n  compliance 

with compulsory educational. laws. 

Teacher cer t i f icat ion:  Some s ta tes  (Alabama, Nebraska, North 

Carolina, and Ohio) have expl ic i t  l eg is la t ion  fo r  s ta te  departments 

t o  c e r t i f y  teachers i n  nonpublic schools serving children of 

compulsory school age. 

Public transportation: State  departments of education have 

suparvisory powers over school transportation a s  provided by loca l  

d i s t r i c t s .  In  16 s t a t e s  (Alabama, California, Ul inois ,  Indiana, 

Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, 

12Fred F. Beach and Robert F. W i l l ,  The S ta te  and Nonpublic Schools, 
Mac. No. 28 (Washington, D. C.: G o v e m n t  Printing Office, 1958), 
pp. 22-27. -& 



New Hampshire, Igew Jersey, Kew Xexico, He7.v York, Oregor,, and Ellode 

Island) f ree  transportation f o r  children attending nonpublic schools 

i s  provided. 

Health and safety: S t a t e  departments have responsibil i ty for  - 
health and safety  programs--physical examinations for  students, f i r e  

d r i l l s ,  e tc ,  

Textbooks: Three s t a t e s  (Louisiana, Mississippi, and New Mexico) 

have s ta tu tes  providing children with f ree  textbooks. Nonpublic 

schools using such books must comply with educational requirements of 

the  s ta te .  

Libraries-k report of the Legislative Reference Bureau indicates t ha t  

the  following 11 s ta t e s  place l i b ra ry  extension service (phase of s t a t e  

l i b r a ry  service closest  t o  the public l i b r a ry  service i n  Hawaii) within the 

framework of the department of education: Alaska, California, Colorado, 

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

and Pennsylvania. 13 

Silnmar,y-It i s  clear ly  evident t ha t  s t a t e  boards of education vary i n  the 

scope of t h e i r  powers. Perhaps an i l l u s t r a t i o n  w i l l  be helpful. New York 

i s  an example of a s t a t e  which has granted i t s  s t a t e  board of education, the 

Board of Regents, broad powers; i ts  system has been referred t o  a s  Whe mst 

comprehensive educational organization i n  the  world.^^ 
The New York Board of Regents under the Unification Act of 1904 became 

responsible for  a l l  education--eleaentary, secondary, and higher-both public 

and private. It also becam responsible for  other s t a t e  undertakings, many 

of which are  not ordinar i ly  assigned t o  a s t a t e  board of education. 

l ? ~ n i v e r s i t y  of Hawaii, Legislative Eeference Bureau, State Organization 
for  Public Library Service, Request No. 7521 (>illy 21, 1959), p. 3. 

1 4 ~ a r o l i n e  li. Simon, Manual for  t he  Use of the  Legislature of the State  of .- 
Hew York, 1959 (Kew York, lY59), p, 529. 



Among t h e i r  specific powers, the Regents are authorized t o  
exercise leg is la t ive  functions concerning the  educational system of 
the  State;  t o  determine i t s  educational policies, and make rules f o r  
carrying i n t o  effect  the laws re la t ing  t o  education and the powers 
of the University. They are  a u t b r i z e d  t o  incorporate educational 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  and organizations; they may confer degrees and regulate 
t h e i r  issuance within the State;  they have power t o  v i s i t  and 
i n s p c t  educational ins t i tu t ions  of the State,  conduct examinations 
therein and require reports therefrom; they reg is te r  domestic and 
foreign educational ins t i tu t ions  and fix the  value of degrees, 
diplomas and cer t i f ica tes  from a l l  par t s  of the  world, when presented 
f o r  entrance t o  schools, colleges, univers i t ies  and the professions; 
they may es tab l i sh  and stimulate educational extension work and con- 
duct examinations and grant credentials therein; and they supervise 
the  preliminary education requirements f o r  admission t o  the practice 
of law, medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, pharmacy, optometry, 
podiatry, engineering and land surveying, architecture, ophthalmic 
dispensing, psychology and t o  practice a s  a registered o r  pract ical  
nurse, a ce r t i f i ed  public accountant, and a cer t i f ied  shorthand 
reporter. The department has jurisdiction over a l l  Indian schools. 
The regulation of motion pictures cane under the department on 
January 1, 1927. . . . 15 

The scope of powers held by various s t a t e  boards of education is related 

t o  t h e i r  relationships with the chief s t a t e  school officer.  A clear l ega l  

def ini t ion of t h i s  relationship is desirable. A recent edtlcational'survey 

of Kansas sheds some l igh t  on complications which may a r i s e  when the superin- 

tendent i s  elected by the people and the s t a t e  board is appointed by t h e  

governor.16 Although the board may es tab l i sh  policies,  the superintendent 

tends t o  f e e l  responsible t o  the people who elected him, rather than t o  the 

board. It was therefore recommended tha t  the board appoint the superintendent. 

The Educational Policies Commission indicates t ha t  "the most important 

single duty performed by any board of education i s  the selection of i t s  chief 

l 6 ~ a n s a s  Legislative Council, Education Committee, Comprehensive 
Educational Survey of Kansas, Summary Report (a condensation of the five- 
volume report)  prepared by the Survey Staff  (0tto E. Domian and Robert J. 



executive officer.  I t s  second most important task i s  t o  hold him responsible 

f o r  t he  program which he and it have worked together."17 

In br ie f :  Out of the 50 s ta tes ,  47 have established s t a t e  boards of educa- 

t i on  t h a t  generally determine educational pol ic ies  for  public elementary and 

secondary schools. Although there are var ia t ions  i n  the range of educational 

programs which they administer, 34 s t a t e  boards have some responsibil i ty for  

higher education, 17 for  schools for  handicapped children, arid 2 f o r  corrective 

i n s t i t u t i ons  for  minors. I n  11 states ,  they a l so  administer the l i b ra ry  exten- 

sion service. I n  general, the central izat ion of responsibil i ty f o r  public 

eduoation, except f o r  higher education, i n  one board i s  favored. Although 

some s t a t e  boards of education supervise cer ta in  aspects of higher education 

o r  coordinate the programs of several  ins t i tu t ions ,  not one has governing 

respons ib i l i t i es  f o r  higher education throughout the s ta te .  It is imperative 

t h a t  the  dut ies  of the s t a t e  hoard and of the  chief s t a t e  school of f icer  be 

c lear ly  defined. 

Local Boards of Education 

Local boards of eduoation a re  the  agents of the s ta tes  as  well as  the  m6aF.c 

through which loca l  control of education i s  maintained. AS agents of the s ta te ,  

they exercise the par t icular  powers granted them by s t a t e  legis la tures  and 

other s t a t e  o f f i c i a l s .  

A recent study of the membership on loca l  boards of education revealed 

the following selected highlights. 

Exclusive of small d i s t r i c t s ,  school boards usually consist of 
f i ve  o r  seven members. 

Three- t o  &-year terms of of f ice  are  most comon f o r  school board 
menbers. 

Hore than 95 percent of a l l  l oca l  school boards a r e  elected by 
popular vote. 

17~duca t iona l  Policies Commission, The Sti.ui3Lure and Administration of mu- 
cation in Anerican Democracy (jMas"Xi.@o;~, D. C.: tho Comaission, 19381, p, 59. 
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A majority of board members are  chosen on a non-partisan basis 
a t  separate elections. 

Host board members are  chosen from the school d i s t r i c t  a t  large. 
Compensation f o r  school board members i s  the exception rather  

than the  rule.18 

There were more than 42,000 loca l  boards of education in 1960, most 

o f  which had f i s c a l  independence. Table 6 indicates tha t  i n  1957 there 

were 29 s t a t e s  whose loca l  school d i s t r i c t s  were a l l  independent, having 

t h e  r ight  t o  levy taxes and t o  incur indebtedness. In a l l  but one s t a t e  

(South Carolina), local  school d i s t r i c t s  a lso have complete control over 

t h e i r  budgets. In  South Carolina there  is a different  arrangement: 

budgetary independence i n  some areas, review of t h e  budget by the county 

delegation t o  the s ta te  legis la ture ,  o r  review of the  budget by other l oca l  

government boards. It is interest ing t o  note t h a t  most school board members 

a r e  elected i n  these 29 s ta tes .  

In the four s ta tes  which have no independent school d i s t r i c t s  (Maryland, 

North Carolina, Rhode Island, and Virginia), the  county, town, o r  c i ty  

reviews the budget and i s  responsible fo r  financing public education. In 

Rho5e Island a l l  school board members are  elected, i n  Virginia they are a l l  

appointed, and in Naryland and North Carolina they are  e i ther  elected o r  

appointed. 

Table 7 presents the method for  select ing school board members and for  

financing public education i n  15 s t a t e s  which have both "fiscally independentss 

and "f iscal ly  dependent" school d i s t r i c t s .  Election i s  the common method 

of select ion i n  these s ta tes .  It should also be noted tha t  nEi&~ dependent 

school d i s t r i c t s  are  found i n  municipal areas. 

r r i l  N. Hall, Provisions Goverring Xembership on Local Boards 
of Education, Bulletin 19.57, No. 13 (Washington, D. C.: Government 
Pr int ing Office, 1957), inside cover. 
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The ac t iv i t i e s  undertaken by l o c a l  school bqards can be c lass i f ied  a s  

follows: (a) effectuating t h e  laws of the s t a t e  and the regulations of s t a t e  

authori t ies  re la t ing t o  school elections,  taxation, budgeting, purchasing, 

contracting debt, school construction, pupil transportation, school attend- 

ance, teacher qualifications, and the l i ke ;  (b) establishing basic rules  and 

regulations for  teachers and pupils i n  t he i r  school d i s t r i c t ;  (c)  observing 

and evaluating the  work of the schools; (d) adjudicating differences between 

s t a f f  menbers of equal rank, hearing appeals of a subordinate over his 

superintendent, etc.; and (e)  select ing a suwrintendent of schools t o  execute 

board pol ic ies  and administer the  schools.l9 

Despite the many powers given to loca l  boards, they a r e  limited by 

s t a t e  l a w s  a s  interpreted by the courts, by ru les  and regulations of the  s t a t e  

board, sometimes by provisions of c i t y  charters, etc.  For lega l  purposes, 

the board of education has been considered a corporation or, more s t r i c t l y ,  a 

quasi-corporation "with the  sole  and only power of acting on matters pertain- 

ing t o  the public scho01s . f l~~  The powers of l oca l  boards of education have 

been described as  follows: 

The school board has and can exercise those powers tha t  a r e  
granted i n  express words; those f a i r l y  implied i n  or necessarily 
incidental  t o  the powers expressly granted, and those essan t ia l  t o  
the declared objects and purposes of the corporation.21 

19~har les  E. Reeves, School Boards; Their Status. Functions and Activi- 
ties ( ~ e w  York: Prentice-Hall, 19541, pp. 139-40- Other sources include 
Harl It. Douglass and Calvin Grieder, American Public Education; An Intro- 
duction (New York: Ronald Press, 19481, pp. 166-67; and Hawice E. S t a ~ l e y :  
School Board Studies (Chicago: University of Chicago, Y3.dwest Administration 
Center, June 1957). 

2 l ~ o a r d  of Education of Oklahoma City v. Cloudman, 185 Okl. 400, 
92 P.2d 837 (1939) a s  quoted i n  Robert R, Hamilton anit 3. Z&iund Reutter, Jr., 
b ~ a l  Aspects of School b a r d  Operation (Hew Yam: Teachers College, Goluctbia - 
mniversity, 1958), p. 4. 
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Table 6. Selection of Local School Boards 
i n  29 States  Composed Solely of 
Indepndent School Dis t r ic t s  : 1957 

- - -  

No. of School Selection of 
D i s t r i c t s  States  Board Members 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Michigan 
Missouri 
Hontana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
E3ew Hexico 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
0regon7 
south carolina8 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wyoming 

Elected o r  appointed1 
Elected 
Elected or appointed2 
Elected3 
Elected 
Elected o r  appointed 
Elected 
Elected o r  appointed& 
Elected, appointed 

o r  ex off ic io  
Elected 
Elected5 
Elected 
Elected 
Elected 
Elected 
Elected 
Elected 
Elected 
Elected o r  appinted6 
Elected 
EZected 
Elected 
Elected 6 
Elected o r  appointed 
Elected 
Elected 
Elected6 
Elected 
ELected 

S a :  U. S. 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. 

lElected i n  67 counties and appointed i n  45 c i t ies .  County 
boards can levy taxes and incur indebtedness; c i t y  boards 
can levy tms but bonds a re  issued by the c i t y  government 
with the approval of the electorate.  



Table 6,  onti ti wed) 

2~pp in t ed  only i n  San Francis& and Sacramento. 

3EXcept i n  high school d i s t r i c t s  where board members are  
elected from and by board members of t he  participating 
d i s t r i c t s .  

h ~ ~ ~ o i n t e d  only i n  Chicago. 

5~xcep t  i n  two municipal university d i s t r i c t s .  

%cept i n  union high school d i s t r i c t s  where boards are  
comp~sed of representatives from t h e  boards of par t ic i -  
pating d i s t r i c t s .  

 NO bonds can be issued by non-high school d i s t r i c t s .  

%here a r e  several di f ferent  plans for budgetary control: 
(a) complete independence, (b) budget reviewed by the 
county delegation to  t he  s t a t e  legis la ture ,  and (c) budget 
revie-wed by county board of education. 



Table 7. $election and Fisaal  Powers of Local School Boards i f i  15 States  
Composed of Independent and Dependent School DistricW: 1957 

Elected 250 ARIZONA 3 County accomm~dation County 
schools under county 
superintendent 

Elected 3 CONNGTICUT 167 Elected c i t y  o r  town 
Elected o r  appointed 1 5  DEIA@J%E 2 -2 -- 
Appointed2 8 MAINli: 476 Elected3 City or town 
Determined by special. 4 ElASSACHUSETTS 349 Elected4 c i t y  o r  town 

l eg i s l a t ion  
Elected 3,464 MINN#oTA Elected o r  ex of f ic io  City o r  county 

I w Elected o r  appointed5 79 MISSISSIPPI l5 82 Elected County r Elected2 220 NEW I ~ S H I R E :  9 Elected o r  auwinted City .. 
Elected W(9 NEW ,rERSEX 74 Appointed c i ty ,  town o r  

county 
Elected o r  appointed 1,664 NElr I'ORK 6 Elected o r  appointed City 
Elscted o r  appointed 2~lr17 PENN4YLVANI.4 44l. -6 - 
Determined by special  UC TEXmeEE: 137 Betted, appoi.nted or City o r  county 

l0&id.~t%0~~~ ex  off i c i 0  
Eec ted  1,792 TJG% 7 Elected, appointed o r  City 

ex of f ic io  
Elected8 16 V m O n T  242 Elected2 c i t y  o r  town 
Elected 3,758 W r S C O N s ~  90 Elected o r  appointed City o r  county 

%%ate Board Unit ~ c h o o l s  a r e  administered by the S ta t e  Department of &iucation. 

*$n cooperative o r  regional. d i s t r i c t s ,  board members .are chosen by ~a r t j i c ipa t ing  d i s t r i c t s .  
Financial needs a re  determined, and the par t ic ipat ing d i s t r i c t s  share expenses. 



Table 7. (continued) 

3Except f o r  one %norganized t e r r i t o ryu  administered by the S ta te  Department of Education. 

kxcep t  f o r  three county agr icul tural  schools whose boards are composed of members of the 
board of county comissioners i n  an ex of f ic io  c q a c i t y  plus others appointed by the 
governor. 

5~mount needed i s  determinsd by school d i s t r i c t s ,  but c i t y  o r  county governing bodies 
co l lec t  funds. Bonds are  issuea a t  the request of and i n  "ce name of school d i s t r i c t s ,  
but by the l oca l  governing uni t  a f t e r  the approval of the electorate i s  given. 

63oint schools are  Joint ly  undertaken by two o r  more governmental units which select  
t h e i r  boards from and support t h e i r  schools through the par t ic ipat ing d i s t r i c t s .  

7~aximum r a t e  of taxat ion f o r  each school d i s t r i c t  i s  se t  by the leg is la t ion  creating 
the special  school d i s t r i c t .  Bonds are  issued by the county o r  f i s c a l  body, not, the 
board of education. 

8Except f o r  c i t i e s  whioh issue the bonds. 



Discretionary powers, those invalving the exercise of judgment in 

promoting the l ega l  objectives of the school board, have generally been 

interpreted l i be ra l ly  by the courts. The various ru les  and regulations 

adopted by Local. boards usually have the force of law and provide the basis  

for  operating the public schools. In recent years written statements of 

policy by boards of education have become popular.22 While this practice i s  

f a r  from universal, indications are  t h a t  more a d  more boards a re  seeing the 

advantages of writ ten school policies i n  promoting continuity of board 

action, informing school personnel and interested parents, contributing 

toward greater  efficiency and consistency, helping in the orientation of new 

members, etc. 

Just  a s  the relationships between s t a t e  boards and s t a t e  superintendents 

of education need c la r i f ica t ion  so do those between local  boards and local  

superintendents. A recent survey i n  1952-53 conducted in Massachusetts 

studied superintendents and school board members t o  t ap  t h e i r  feelings about 

t h e i r  j0bs.~3 Among the  findings were the following: (a) there i s  need fo r  

a c lear  statement of the responsibility of school board members and superin- 

tendents; (b) there i s  need f o r  more effect ive leadership from superintendents; 

(c) there i s  need fo r  school systems t o  es tabl ish procedures by which c i t izens  

might express t h e i r  views with a minimum exertion of pressure. 

Some areas have attempted t o  handle such problems a s  the above by 

establishing cit izens'  advisory cormnittees on education, representing a large 

segment of public opinion i n  the school d i s t r i c t .  

22~lpheus L. White, Characteristics of Local School Board Policx 
Manuals, Bulletin 1959, No. U (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1959), pp. 1-2. 

23~jeaI. Gross, Who Runs O u r  Schools? ( ~ e w  York: John Wiley and Sons, 
1958), pp. 136-46. 
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. . Such councils should be composed of bwsons from the principal 
organizations o r  occupational groups of the community a s  determined 
by the school board, but the number of members shoxld l i e  between 20 
and 30 in order t ha t  the group w i l l  be large enough t o  be effect ive 
i n  action. If the representation of all important organizations w i l l  
require too many members, some can be selected t o  represent combina- 
t i ons  of groups, such as  one t o  represent a l l  service clubs, a l l  labor 
organizations, o r  all 2r~fes s iona l  organizations. Preferably, a l l  
members of the council. should be laymen. If representatives of teachers 
O r  other school organization are on the comcil ,  they may be sus~ez ted  
of exerting undue influence. '54 

The work of such advisory committees i s  twofold: t o  inform the board about 

comnunity desires and t o  help the community understand board action. 

TO s m a r i z e :  Local school boards are  agents of the  s t a t e  and exercise 

the par t icu la r  powers granted them by t h e i r  s t a t e  constitutions and/or 

leg is la tures  and the discretionary powers necessaryto promote t h e i r  l ega l  

objectives. School boards possess a wide range of powers, among which a re  

the following: effectuating the l a w s  of the s t a t e  and regulations of the 

s t a t e  board; formulating rules  and regulations f o r  teachers, pupils, and 

other s t a f f  members; observing the operation of t he i r  schools with a view 

t o  improving them; adjudicating disputes between s taff  nnmbers; appointing 

a school superintendent; e tc ,  Some school boards also have the power to  

levy taxes and t o  incur indebtedness f o r  school purposes. Such school dis- 

t r i c t s  are  said  to  be f iscal17 independent. In i960, 29 s t a t e s  had f i s c a l l y  

independent school d i s t r i c t s  exclusively, 5 had fi.sca,liy dependent school 

d i s t r i c t s  exclusively, and the remaining 16 had both t p s  of school d i s t r f c ' , ~ ,  

Intermediate Boards of E d u c a t i ~  

Intermediate school d i s t r i c t s  are  f o u d  i n  34 s ta tes ,  There a r e  none 

i n  the 12 county-axit s t a t e s  and in Nevada and Delaware, both of which have 

s t a t e  depa-tments of education furnishing edministrative and supervisory 



functions. There a re  three types of intermediate school d i s t r i c t s :  the 

county i n  most states;  the supervisory union o r  superintendency d i s t r i c t  

i n  New York and in the New England states; the township as found in Michigan, 

Wisconsin, and Dlinois .  

These intenrrsdiate agencies function between the s ta te  boards and the 

loca l  school boards. They may have a board, a school off icer ,  o r  both, 

responsible f o r  rendering certain services t o  the local  units and f o r  super- 

vising t h e i r  f i sca l ,  administrative, and educational functions. Among the  

a c t i v i t i e s  of intermediate school agencies are the following: conduct of 

school elections; supervision of the formation, alteration, o r  merger of 

school d i s t r i c t s ;  distribution of s ta te  funds; maintenance of records and 

~Ccounts; administration of school transportation; supervision of instruc- 

tion; etc.  Their responsibil i t ies have been classif ied as follows: 

"general educational leadership; specialized educational services; and 

management, accounting, and purchasing services for small school 

d i s t r i c t s . ~ ' ~ 5  

Organization of intermediate d i s t r i c t s  i s  based on the theory that 

(a) some services (education f o r  handicapped children, vocational education, 

School transportation) can more econoroically be handled for a larger  area 

and population than those of the local  school d i s t r i c t  and (b) an agent 

between the s t a t e  and basic units may contribute toward be t te r  cormnunica- 

tion. Over the years, the functions of the intermediate d i s t r i c t s  have 

expanded. In sow s ta tes  intermediate school boards with elected members 

have been established. Supporters contend tha t  when intermediate d i s t r i c t s  

function well, they enrich the educational program of local  d i s t r i c t s  and 

25~a t iona l  Education Association, Department of Rural Education, 
The Comty Superidenden= of Schools i n  the United States (Washington, D. C.: 
the  Association, 1950), p. 128. 
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foszer ioca l  in i t ia t ive .  However, not a l l  educational administrators agree: 

Wany argments a re  given i n  support of t h e  intermediate d i s t r i c t  but, hi th  

a l l  deference to t h e i r  proponents, riot one contention can be upheld except 

i n  the absence of satisfacto-y bacic units. The intsrdediate d i s t r i c t  . . . 
looks f ine on paper, b ~ t  sol&-es no probleins ttiit can't be solved bet ter  by 

good local  adnirlistrative d i s t r i c t s . 8 1 ~ ~  Another evaluation states:  "In 

general, these units &-ntemcdiiiate school boardd are comparatively power- 

l e s s  and poorly supportsd, and have served mainly as  way stat ions f o r  

transmitting funds and in2ormation between the  basic d i s t r i c t s  and the 

s t a t e  agencies."27 

26C,rieder acd Rosenstenpi, op. c i t , ,  p. i7. 

*?~erjaauir F. P i t k ~ g e r ,  Local Public Scho-1 Adzir;istration (Hew Yo&: 
a -  195L1, p. 32. 
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From a l l  accounts of present school needs and estimates of predicted 

school needs, it i s  apparent t ha t  the  financing of public schools i s  a 

problem of growing magnitude. Total revenues f o r  public education, f o r  

e-ple, have almost t r ip led  from $4.3 b i l l i on  i n  1947 t o  $12.2 b i l l i on  i n  

1957. Most of t h i s  r i s e  i n  school costs  has been o;et by increasing s t a t e  

expenditures, along wi th  more extensive federal  contributions. Among the 

many fac tors  ident i f ied a s  contributing t o  the need f o r  greater funds are  

the  following: 

1. Growth of population--Since the end of World War I1 the population 

f o r  the  ent i re  country has grown by 35 million and an addit ional 

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

l a t i on  has also r isen and a t  a f a s t e r  r a t e  than the total. populati2.i. 

2. Backlog of construction needs--In recent years there have been 

three periods when school construction was res t r ic ted:  (a) the  

depression period resulted i n  delinquent taxes and reduced property 

valuations and revenues; (b) World War I1 was a time when building 

materials and labor were scarce; and (c) the post-war years ushered 

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

t ha t  the index of school building costs, using a base of 100 i n  

1939, reached 235.9 i n  August, 1959. 

3.  Increase i n  operational costs-Just about every aspect of school 

operation has increased i n  cost-teacherst sa lar ies ,  custodial 

services, school transportation, office help, textbooks, teaching 

snpp.Ues, etc. 



4. Expansion of educational programs-The elementary and secondary 

school curriculum today i s  much broader than before; among the 

new areas are vocational training, health and recreational ac t iv i -  

t i e s ,  guidance and counseling, and programs f o r  exceptional 

children. 

A comparison of 1949 s t a t i s t i c s  and 1959 estimates on a few items 

re la ted  t o  school expenditures may help t o  i l l u s t r a t e  fur ther  the magnitude 

of the finance problem i n  education. 

Table 8. Selected School S t a t i s t i c s  fo r  1949 and 1959 

Per Cent of 
1949 1959 Estimate Increase 

Population 5-17 years of age 
Public school enrollment 
Instruct ional  staff 

Average annual salary of 
instruct ional  s t a f f  

Revenue receipts of 
school d i s t r i c t s  

Total expenditures 
Current expenditure 
Capital outlay expenditures 
Expenditure for  i n t e re s t  

Source: National Education Association, Research Division, - 
~ s t i m a t e s  of School S ta t i s t i c s .  1959-60, Research 
Report 1959-$23 (Washin&on, D. C.: the Associa- - - 
tion, December 19591, pp. 7-17. 

'~xcludes Alaska and Hawaii. If included f o r  1959, the to t a l  
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 d i s t r i c t s  i n  



urban an& suburban areas are finding the properL: tax, the chief source 01 

revenue f o r  education, increasingly inadequate i n  providing funds f o r  scnool 

operation. Proposals f o r  meeting this problem include suggestions t ha t  local 

school d i s t r i c t s  be authorized t o  levy other taxes for  school purposes and 

that property tax assessment procedures be re-examined. 

Fiscal. Interdependence 

A s  indicated ea r l i e r  in t k i s  report ,  the s t a t e s  are responsible f o r  

public education, and they have financed education through (a) al locations 

of s t a t e  funds d i rec t ly  t o  l o c d  school systems and (b) pmvisions au tho~ iz -  

ing  l o c a l  hoards of education t o  levy taxes f o r  school support. 

William Anderson i n  his recent study of intergovernmental re la t ions  

dzscribss the f i s c a l  interdependence character is t ic  of school silppoft a s  

Local governments i n  par t icu la r  have iccreasingly l o s t  t h e i r  
f i s c a l  autonomy i n  becoming so dependent upon the s ta tes .  Indeed, 
s t a t e  and loca l  governments ha-re become more and more t igh t ly  bmnd 
together i n  f i s c a l  matters. The school d i s t r i c t s  thro.zghout the 
nation are  moving toward a s i tua t ion  where 5C per cent o r  more of 
t n e i r  revenues wi l l  come t o  them as  s t a t e  aid o r  shared taxes, The 
counties are  somewhat behind, but they a re  moving toward a 40 per 
cent dependence. Cities,  i n  general, having been denied substant ia i  
s t a t e  a id  i n  most s ta tes ,  have retained a la rger  measure of f i s c a l  
autonony, but to  do so they have had t o  increase t h e i r  revenues from 
loca l  service charges, l icense fees,  f ines ,  and other sources, and 
t o  cut services b e l w  what many c i t i zens  and o f f i c i a l s  consider a 
desirable level.  And even f o r  so-called home-rule c i t i es ,  those t h z t  
are en t i t l ed  t o  make and a l t e r  t h e i r  own c i ty  charters, home rule  i n  
the sense of substantial  power t o  shape t h e i r  own f i s c a l  powers has 
not been achieved and i s  not l i ke ly  t o  be. Tax policy i n  par t icular  
i s  f o r  the s ta tes ,  not the  l oca l  governments, to  make, and even the 
s t a t e s  are  hemmed i n  to some extent by the national gove rmen t*~  
dominant position i n  the f i s c a l  f ie1d.l  

l ~ i l l i a m  Anderson,, Intergovernmental Relations i n  Rae;:, Fiesearch 
Monograph No. 10, Intergovernmental Relations i n  tfie Cinited Stjtgtes 
(!?inneapolis: University of F'Armesota Press, lY60j, p. 111. 



Sta te  aid t o  loca l  governments has been used t o  regulate, encourage, 

and equalize educational programs. Requiring a minimum local  tax ef for t  

before s t a t e  aid i s  granted i s  an example of regulation. Allocating s t a t e  

funds f o r  a special  purpose, such as gif ted child programs, is an example 

of encouragement. Providing a greater percentage of s t a t e  a id  t o  less 

f inancial ly  able school d i s t r i c t s  i n  order t o  maintain minimum standards 

i s  an example of equalization. 

The Foundation Program 

Although the means employed by s t a t e  governments to aid local school 

d i s t r i c t s  vary, the "foundation program" approach has helped t o  clar i fy the  

f i s c a l  relationships between s ta tes  a d  school d is t r ic t s .  The foundation 

program is  developed by describing the l eve l  of educational services that 

the  people of a s t a t e  f e e l  i s  basic. Such factors a s  the  following may be 

considered: (a) upper and lower limits of the program, (b) length of 

school term, (c) curricular offerings, (d) cocurricular opportunities, 

(e) teacher preparation, ( f )  teacher load, and (g) instructional aids and 

services. The desired educational program, in turn, i s  translated into 

monetary terms by considering the amount necessary to  provide such services. 

The foundation program thus designates "basic amounts t h a t  must be 

made available t o  a l l  school administrative units t o  support the basic 

program of instruction defined a s  essent ial  to  children i n  a l l  parts of 

the s t a t e s D  The almost completely state-supported educational programs 

i n  Delaware and North Carolina can be viewed a s  foundation programs. 

2Albert R. Munse and Eugene P. &hone, Public School Finance P r o ~ s  
of the  United States.  1957-58, Misc. No. 33 (~ashington, D. C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1960), p. 2. 



Tne support of the foundation program i s  ~ ~ y ~ a l l j i  fu rkshed  by 'both tine 

s t a t e  and loca l  school d i s t r i c t s ;  the  extent of s t a t e  participation var ies  

with the f inanc ia l  a b i l i t y  of the school d i s t r i c t .  

. . . State  legis la tures  may provide tha t  its Boundation p r o g r d  
financing w i l l  be a partnership plan, with t h e  State  and the loca l  
school administrative u n i t s  mutually obligated t o  supply supporting 
funds. The local d i s t r i c t t s  share i s  generally an aimunt from a 
calculated standard e f for t  and t h e  leg is la ture  appropriates funds 
f o r  the S ta te  share t o  make up the difference b e k e n  the loca l  
contribution and the t o t a l  cost of the foundation program.3 

Since the foundation program is  more than a means of apportioning 

s t a t e  a id  f o r  education but represents the quantity and quality of educa- 

t i o n a l  experiences t o  be provided f o r  children throughout a s ta te ,  it i s  

e s sen t i a l  t h a t  i t s  leve l  be such a s  t o  guarantee educational standards 

deemed desirable by t h a t  s t a t e  and t o  encourage loca l  i n i t i a t i v e  t o  improve 

the  schools even fwthe r .  

Usuamj the najor portion of foundation program funds i s  used f o r  

current operating expenses which cover such items a s  instruction, adminis- 

t ra t ion ,  school plant operation and maintenance, pupil transportation, and 

s i n i l a r  services. State a id  f o r  school transportation i s  provided by ' 2  

s ta tes ;  5.n 19 s t a t e s  the allocation i s  mde  within the foundation program 

f o r  a l l  school d i s t r i c t s ;  i n  2 1 i t  i s  not; and in 2 it i s  made within t he  

foundation program f o r  some school d i s t r i c t s  and separate from the  founaatic.i 

program i n  others.' Some s t a t e s  have a l so  included appropriations for  

c a p i t a l  outlay and debt service. 

Some provisions, which might be c lass i f ied a s  grants, may also be i:.- 

cluded i n  the foundation program. Several s t a t e s  provide funds which ecaS1.: 

%bid., p. 2. 

4E. Glenn Featherston, Characterist ics o f  Sta ta  Plans for  Finanincii.e. 
Pupil  T raasc io r t aw ,  Circular No. 458 (Revised; tiaskington, 3. i.: Office of 
Education, Noveffiber 1958), F. 1. 
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l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  pay the t u i t i o n  b i l l s  of resident children attend- 

ing neighboring schools. hihen community colleges are  maintained a s  part of 

a public school system, the foundation program expenditure per student may 

be higher than tbt for  the high school student. Additional funds are  often 

a l located t o  school d i s t r i c t s  offering special  instructional programs, such 

a s  trade,  vocational, and home economics education and education f o r  

handicapped children. 

The question of w h t  services should be included i n  the foundation 

program has no one answer; di f ferent  s t a t e s  have made varying provisions. 

However, the foundation program, by definit ion,  includes the services 

and f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  a s t a t e  desires  t o  assure t o  every coinmunity. 

Ca lcu la t in~:  t he  Foundation P r o ~ r s  

The appropriation f o r  the foundation program i s  calculated i n  various 

ways by d i f fe ren t  s ta tes .  The "lump sum* plan provides an approved sum 

per pupil  o r  classroom uni t  and loca l  school boards have the right t o  pre- 

pare and approve budgets f o r  t h e i r  schools. Another plan, the "budget 

itemtt approach, grants allowances f o r  numerous separate items i n  the budget 

(teacher salar ies ,  instructional supplies, school construction, etc.). 

The appropriation f o r  school construction i s  usually a fixed mount 

per classroom or  per pupil; f o r  teacher salar ies ,  a fixed amount per 

teacher. The appropriation f o r  pupil transportation i s  based on various 

formulas approved by s t a t e  legislatures.  These generally take in to  account 

all o r  some of the following factors:  number of pupils, number of busses, 

number of bus miles, density of transported population, road conditions, 

and bus depreciation. 



The portion of the foundation program desigiated t o  cover current 

operating expenses i s  based generally on per pupil o r  per classroom units. 

Average da i ly  attendance i s  a l so  used by some s ta tes ,  I n  determining the 

per unit  cost, such factors  a r e  considered: (a) 'bdhat re la t ionship i s  there 

between the expenditures for  an elezientary pupil and those f o r  a high school 

student? (b) k t  modification should be made f o r  extremely small schools 

i n  sparsely populated areas? To answer such questions a s  these, some 

wr i te rs  have f e l t  that  the most desirable means of calculating the founh- 

t i o n  program i s  through the development of standard uni ts  of cost based on 

extensive research and experience. These un i t s  of cost would be composed 

of items, properly weighted, which a f fec t  the operation of schools, Two of 

t he  most frequently used measures are the "weighted classroom uni tn  and the 

"weighted elementary pupil unit1t, They both represent similar approaches; 

the difference i s  only i n  the basic un i t  chosen. 

For example, each high school student i n  average dai ly  attendance might, 

be defined a s  the equivalent of 1.3 elementary pupil units. Each of the 

follob5ng might be considered the equivalent of one classroom uni t :  

. . . 20 kindergarten pupils i n  average dai ly  attendance (ADA); 20 
high school pupils i n  ADA; 24 elementary pupils i n  ADA; 3 vocational, 
agriculture,  o r  home economics teachers employed on a 12-month 
contract; one superintendent of schools; 2 f u l l y  certificate: 
principals, supervisors, l ibrar ians ,  o r  counselors. 

In  the majority of s ta tes ,  the foundation Trogran is expressed i n  a 

specified monetary sum per unit, A few examples a r e  given below to i l l u s t r a t  

5William E. Rosenstengel and Jefferson N. Bstmond, School Finance; 
Its Theory and Practice (New York: Ronald Press Co,, 1957), pp. 73-71;. 



t h e  var ie ty  of ways i n  which foundation programs are  provided and the 

difference i n  funds distributed i n  1958: 6 

California. $232 per  elementary unit of average daily attend- 
ance 3-poor d i s t r i c t s ) .  Small d i s t r i c t s  approximately 
$5,300 per teacher employed. High school, $280 ($350 fo r  poor 
d i s t r i c t s ) .  Adult sane as high school. Junior college $380 per 
uni t  of average dai ly  attendance. Transportation a i d  added on 
equalization basis. 

Connecticut. Average da i ly  membership weighted according t o  
s ize ,  amounting t o  $52.50 a t  average dai ly  membership of 1,000. 
Small schools more. Schools of 125, $100 per average daily member- 
ship. Transportation cost  ignored. 

Florida, Instruction uni ts  determined on average daily 
attendance basis; varies with school size. Then cost  computed by 
allowing from $2,900 t o  $3,950 according t o  the degrees held by 
staff .  Less for  those without degrees. One-fifth added f o r  those 
employed fo r  twelve months. For each instruction unit $300 added 
fo r  operation and $400 f o r  capi ta l  outlay. 

I l l ino is .  $200 per unit of average dai ly  attendance. 
Transportation aid added. 

Maryland. Amount of s t a t e  minimum salary schedule, teachers 
and principals, increased by 25 per cent. Supervisory allowances 
and transportation added. Teachers allowed based on membership i n  
October, weighted for  school size.  

Ohio. Average dai ly  membership. Elementary $137.50; high 
schoo- t o  12) $160. Plus portion of transportation cost. 

Determinin~ State  and Local Contribution 

The foundation program i s  a program guaranteed by the s t a t e  i n  which 

school d i s t r i c t s  may participate,  provided they meet the requirements 

deemed necessary by the s t a t e  t o  qualify f o r  s ta te  aid. One of these re- 

quirements is the  contribution of the  school d i s t r i c t  t o  the foundation 

program. Detemination of the loca l  share is usually approached i n  one of 

two ways: (a) a statewide t o t a l  i s  established a s  the loca l  share; this 

%aul R. Mort, Walter C. Reusser, and John W. Polley, Public School 
Finance; I t s  Background, Structure and Operation (Third edition; New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 19601, pp. a6-47. 
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i s  dis t r ibuted among school d i s t r i c t s  by specif:ing fixed amounts a s  t he i r  

share o r  by applying a specified millage r a t e  t o  the s ta te ' s  t o t a l  assessed 

valuation; (b) the local  contribution is determined by basing it on proceeds 

of a specified t a x  ra te  on property o r  on percentage of the  foundation 

p r o p a  wst; the 'sum of these contributions makes up the statewide loca l  

contribution. 

S t i l l  another approach i s  fo r  the s t a t e  t o  determine i t s  contribution 

first. T h i s  i s  done by fixing the amunt of the s ta te  contribution t o  the 

foundation program or by specifying a cer ta in  percentage of the foundation 

program t o  be borne by the s ta te .  

Basic t o  an effective and equitable financing of the foundation program 

i s  an accurate measure of the f i s c a l  a b i l i t y  of local  units. Ideally the 

loca l  share represents a uniform loca l  e f f o r t  i n  a l l  of the  school d i s t r i c t s  

par t ic ipat ing i n  the foundation program. According t o  a publication of the 

Office of Education, the f i s c a l  a b i l i t y  of local units  i s  usually determined 

by one of four common  method^:^ 

1. Local property assessed valuations--This method llrelies 

completely on the local. valuation of taxable property and i s  considered 

the l e a s t  desirable .Ii 

2. Local assessments determined under s t a t e  supervision-This 

approach appears "to be the most satisfactory measure of l oca l  f inancial  

capacity." The local  valuation of taxable property i s  determined under 

an effect ive plan of s ta te  supervision of assessments. This procedure 

resu l t s  i n  a broadening of the t ax  base through assessments which more 

closely appmxinate market values. 

7 ~ u n s e  and McLoone, op, c i t . ,  p. 7. 
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3 State  equalized essessed valuations of loca l  property--This 

method makes no attempt t o  correct the differences i n  assessment 

practices exis t ing within l oca l  comunities. Instead %he Sta te  com- 

pares the assessed valuations with market valuations and determines 

r a t i o s  which are  used t o  calculate equalized valuations of p rop r ty .  

These valuations place a l l  d i s t r i c t s  a t  the  same percentage point i n  

re la t ion  t o  the  actual  market values of property. From these equalized 

values, the State  then determines the f a i r  local  share i n  the founda- 

t i on  program." 

4. Economic indexes of loca l  taxpaying ability--These a r e  calcu- 

la ted  by considering several econonic factors  associated with the 

market values of property i n  order t o  determine the re la t ive a b i l i t y  

of school d i s t r i c t s .  Some of the following items are included i n  the 

calculation of taxpaying ab i l i t y :  "sales taxes; passenger car  l icenses 

paid; s t a t e  personal income taxes paid; assessed valuation of public 

u t i l i t i e s ;  value added by manufacture; value of farm products; number 

of gainfully employed workers, excluding agriculture and government; 

assessed value of nonexempt property; consumer purchasing power; 

scholastic population; payrolls; value of minerals producedes* While 

the  index of f inanc ia l  a b i l i t y  has cer ta in  advantages, i t s  chief dis- 

advantage i s  i t s  lack of relationship with the property tax, the source 

from which loca l  revenues are  presently derived. Furthermore, t a x  r a t e  

l imita t ions  on the property t a x  and low assessed valuations of property 

may make i t  impossible f o r  the school d i s t r i c t  t o  raise the necessary 

funds based on i ts  economic indexes of taxpaying ab i l i ty .  The substi- 

tu t ion of other loca l  taxes should be considered i f  measures of econosric 

capacity are  t o  deteririine loca l  f i s c a l  ab i l i ty .  
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Ten s t a t e s  use loca l  property assessed valx:;ions; 19, loca l  assessments 

determined under s t a t e  supervision, although only 7 use these t o  determifie 

the  required local  t a x  e f for t ;  22, s t a t e  "equalized" assessments; 7,  e c o n o ~ c  

indexes of taxpaying abi l i ty .  

Distributing State  Aid 

S ta te  funds are  distr ibuted t o  loca l  school d i s t r i c t s  in several ways. 

The f i r s t  i s  i n  terms of the purpose of the distribution.  Such grants can be 

for :  (a) general. purposes--funds a l l o t t ed  to  fur ther  educational purposes 

o r  (b) special purposes--funds a l l o t t ed  t o  support some portion o r  s p c i f i c  

feature  of a school program, The former type of dis t r ibut ion gives loca l  

boards of education l i be r ty  t o  use funds a s  they see f i t .  The l a t t e r  distr ibu- 

t ions  place cer ta in  res t r ic t ions  on the use of funds and are usually f o r  

expenditures on transportation, education of handicapped children, health 

services, school lunches, etc. 

Another way of dis t r ibut ing s t a t e  a i d  i s  based on recognition of the 

f inanc ia l  a b i l i t y  of individual school d i s t r i c t s  i n  terms of the whole s ta te .  

The two types of grants are: (a) f l a t  grants--distribution on basis of such 

measures of the educational program as  number of children, teachers, o r  clase- 

room units,  percentage of t o t a l  educational cost, etc., o r  (b) equalization 

grants-distribution on basis of both need and f inancial  a b i l i t y  of the school 

d i s t r i c t .  

I n  terms of the distribution patterns described above, t he  numerous grant:, 

made by the 48 s t a t e  governments during the 1957-58 school year can be c lass2-  

Pied a s  follows: 

1. General-purpose flat-grant d i s t r i l x t i ons  . . . . . . 56 
2. General-purpose equalization dis t r ibut ions  . . . . . 44 
3. Special-purpse flat-grant distribuitions . . . . . . 236 

4, S-pecial-purpose equalization distribut,ioi;s . . . . . i 3  
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To i l l u s t r a t e  how complex i s  the dis t r ibut ion system of s ta te  aid, a 

description of California's prograin i s  given i n  Table 9. 

suumlar~ 

Federal, s ta te ,  and local governments contribute to the support of 

public education. Although the major portion of school support has tradi- 

t i ona l ly  come from loca l  school d i s t r i c t s ,  t h i s  picture is changing a s  

s t a t e  governments are beginning t o  furnish s l igh t ly  more than 40 per cent 

of school revenues. 

There a re  various forms of s t a t e  aid, but the foundation program 

approach i s  commonly used. The foundation program designates basic amounts 

t o  support a program of instruction considered essent ia l  t o  all children 

i n  the s t a t e  and i s  made available t o  all school d i s t r i c t s ,  provided they 

a r e  will ing t o  bear t he i r  share of the cost. The foundation program con- 

cept has been wnsidered helpful because it c l a r i f i e s  f i s c a l  relationships 

between the s t a t e  and its school d i s t r i c t s  and establishes the level  of 

educational services deemed essent ia l  by tha t  s ta te .  Distributions are  i n  

terms of general purpose o r  special pu rpse  grants as well as f l a t  o r  

equalization grants. 

S ta tes  d i f f e r  i n  the services they consider desirable f o r  inclusion 

i n  the foundation program. The following are  usually included: operational 

costs, transportation needs, and construction needs. Another area requiring 

consideration is  the calculation of the necessary amount t o  effectuate the 

desired program. Various bases are used: number of pupils, s ize  of teach- 

ing s t a f f ,  number of classroom units and the l ike ,  but the weighted classroom 

uni t  o r  weighted pupil un i t  i s  considered a more desirable basis. 



Determination of what should be the  s t a t e  snare and the local  share 

i n  supporting the foundation program i s  undertaken i n  different ways. 

Basic t o  t h i s  financing is  an accurate measure of the f i s c a l  a b i l i t y  of 

the loca l  units, f o r  ideal ly  the local  share represents a uniform loca l  

e f f o r t  in a l l  of the school d i s t r i c t s  participating i n  the foundation 

program. 

Sources of Revenue 

The ear l ie r  discussion of the h is tor ica l  developwnt of the American 

pattern of school organization indicated tha t  it m s  not u n t i l  the period 

following the  Civil War tha t  the principle of public support of education 

took root. In 1890, for  example, 5.5 per cent of public school support 

came from the national gov&rnment, 18.4 per cent from the states,  and the 

balance from local  comunities. In 1957-58, 3.8 per cent came from the 

national government, 40.7 per .cent.from the s ta tes ,  and 55.5 per. cent f r o m  

the loca l  communities. Although local funds still make up the largest  

portion of school revenues, they hive declined i n  re la t ive importance. 

S ta te  governments have gradually begun t o  provide progressively la rger  

portions of school support, 

Reasons f o r  the increase i n  s t a t e  support are generally the following: 

(a) the s t a t e  has more sources of revenue than the loca l  government which 

depends largely on the property t a x  and (b) s t a t e  a id  has been used t o  

minimize inequalit ies i n  educational opportunity between r ich  and poor 

school d i s t r ic t s .  



Table 9. California--Summary of S ta te  Grant Distributions : 1957-58 

This tabular presentation ident i f ies  the various s t a t e  school fund distributions,  describes t h e i r  use, s t a t e s  the 
amounts f o r  the  1957-58 school year, gives the percent of the t o t a l  s t a t e  a id  f o r  each one, indicates the bases of 
dis t r ibut ion,  and shows the number and percent of d i s t r i c t s  part icipating.  - 

Sta te  Rid Di s t r i c t s  
Classification,  Name, 

z o u n t  Bases of Distribution Receiving Aid 
and Uae df Distribution Percent Number Percent 

Total  (1957-58) 

GEXERAL-PmPOSE FLAT-GRANT 342,860,870 64.2 
1. Basic Aid f o r  Elementary School 249,284,675 46.6 Average da i ly  attendance, K-8 1,560 '80.2 

D i s t r i c t s  Fund (general use, K-8). 
2. Basic Aid f o r  High School Dis- 76,687,080 14.4 Average dai ly  attendance, 9-12 329 '16.9 

E" t r i c t s  Fund (general use, 9-12). 
3. Basic Aid f o r  Junior College D i s -  16,889,115 3.2 Average da i ly  attendance, 13-14 55 '2.8 

t r i c t s  Fund (general use, &I&). 

GEVERAL-PURPOSE EQUALLZING-FUND 1491444,974 
4. Equalization Aid f o r  Elementary 93 , 913 , 310 

School D i s t r i c t s  Fund (general 
use, K-8). 

5. Growth Fund (general use, K-14) 34,439,553 

6. Equalization Aid f o r  High School 16,806,&0 
Di s t r i c t s  Fund (general use, 9-12). 

7. Equalization f o r  Junior College D i s -  3,500,850 
t r i c t s  Fund (general use, 13-14). 

8. Final  Adjustment Fund (general use, 784,821 
K-8) 

~ - ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

28.0 
17.6 Foundation program minus loca l  

contribution (ADA, K-8) 1,095 '56.3 

6.5 ADA increase, dis t r ibuted i n  propor- 1,160 263.8 
t i on  t o  basic and equalizing aids.  

3.1 Foundation program minus loca l  216 '11.1 
contribution (ADA, 9-12) 

.7 Foundation program minus loca l  16  1 
.8 

contribution (ADA, 13-l.4) 
.1 ADA, supplement t o  PtEqualization f o r  1,327 '68.3 

Elementary Schools'~ distr ibution.  



Table 9. (continued) 

State Aid C i 3 ~ i - ~ C : S  
Classification,  Name, ------ 

and Use of Distribution !mount Percent Bases of Distribution 
R e c s i + ~ A j ~  

- --- -- -- -- Vmbcr - Percer-t -- 
SFXI.'&-PURPOSE FIAT-GRAM?.! $ 31,199,730 5.8 
9. County School Service Fund 14,697,014 2.7 Size of county, no. of school 

10, Education of the  Physically d i s t r i c t s ,  services offered 

-, -, 
Handicapped Fund (K-12) 7,957,416 1.5 Average dai ly  attendance 661 236.4 

L.L. R.ii~c&tion of Hentally Retarded 49735,833 .9 Average dai ly  attendanca 298 216.4 
Fund (11-12) 

11.  Driver Training Fund 2,336,287 .4 Cost t o  maximum per ADA 242 '12.4 
i 3 *  Transportation of the  Physically and 1,473,180 .3 Excess cost t o  m a x i m u m  

Nentally Handicapped Fund (K-12). 
j --- -- 
W 

- 
' Sl'WLAGPURPOSE EQUALIZINGGRANT 10,745,754 2.0 

Zlc. Transportation Fund (K-14) 10,745,754 2.0 Approved cost minus local  share 1,340 273.7 

S-: Albert R, Munse and hkgene P. McLoone, Public School Finance Programs of the  
United S ta t e s  1 9 5 m 9  Miec. No. 33 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 
0 f f i c e m e 8 1 .  

$ercent. r e f e r s  t o  1,944 school d i s t r i c t s  by level .  

2 ~ e m e n t  re fe rs  t o  1,818 school administrativm units.  



The amount of support f o r  education i n  1957 from local,  s ta te ,  and 

federal  governments i s  given i n  Table 10 f o r  each of the 48 s ta tes  and 

then-existing t e r r i t o r i e s .  

It is  obvious tha t  there are wide variations i n  s t a t e  appropriations 

f o r  the support of education. The s t a t e s  with less than 20 p r  cent of 

t h e i r  school revenues from s t a t e  governments include: Iowa, Nebraska, 

New Hampshire, and South Dakota; the highest percentage i s  i n  Delaware 

(93.5). The s t a t e s  with l e s s  than 20 per cent of t he i r  school revenues 

from loca l  d i s t r i c t s  include: Delaware, New Kexico, Alaska, and Hawaii; 

the  highest percentage i s  i n  Nebraska (88.5). The percentage of federal 

par t ic ipat ion is greatest i n  Alaska and lowest i n  Delaware (26.3 and 

1.4 per cents, respectively). These variances are  due par t ly  t o  the 

d i f fe ren t  ways i n  which the educational system developed i n  each of the 

s t a t e s  and partly because people have varying thoughts on how schools 

should be supported. 

S t a t e s  authorize the levying and collecting of taxes i n  interme- 

d i a t e  and local  school d i s t r i c t s .  These authorizations a re  usually 

expressed i n  terms of limits on taxes, based on the assessed valuation 

of property. In general, the support of public education i s  composed of 

(a)  taxes f o r  current operating costs and (b) taxes for  capi ta l  outlay 

and debt service. The l a t t e r  w i l l  be discussed subsequently. 

Table 11 provides information on the maximum ra tes  fo r  intermediate 

and loca l  school d i s t r i c t  taxes which can be levied for  current operat- 

ing costs. Note tha t  twenty s t a t e s  provide an intermediate d i s t r i c t  tax; 



. . .. , 
4 of t h k  requir&-the approval of the electorate.  Forty-two s t a t e s  

r@@ire the"a'pSjflVal' bf ' t lie-electorate in determining the h u m  t a x  

r a t e  for  Jealr. schopl,. 'd is t r ic ts .  

The National FIunicipal League believes t ha t  tax and debt linits have 
. 

a "d&eterious!l e f fec t  on s t a t e  and loca l  governments.8 It indicates  that  

tax M t s  have been used t o  t ransfer  responsibil i ty t o  the federal  govern- 

ment o r  t o  ad hoc authorit ies.  For these reasons, the League has not 

included t a x  and debt- limits i n  i t s  Model State  Constit- o r  its. 1.- 

City Charter. 

A more detailed account now follows on how s t a t e  and local. governments 

provide the  necessary funds t o  support public education. Since the federal  

government provides l e s s  than 4 per cent of the revenues f o r  public educe- 

t ion,  and since i ts  funds a r e  allocated through appropriations by Congress 

from available general revenues i n  most cases (revenues from national 

fo re s t s  represent one instance of earmarked funds), no discussion of feder?:! 

funds i s  provided here, It might be noted tha t  federal appropriations 

generally are allocated f o r  programs such a s  vocational education, ass is t -  

ance t o  federally affected school d i s t r i c t s ,  and cash and commodity 

d i s t r ibu t ions  f o r  the  school lunch and school milk programs. 9 

8 ~ a t i o n a l  Municipal b y e ,  American Lntergovernmental Relations As 
of -- 1954 (New York: the Ieague, October 1, 1354), p. 20. 

U *Albert R. &iunsi.'aid Edna D. Booher, Federal Funds f o r  ~ciucation, 
1956-57 and 1957-58, B,ulletin 1959, NO, 2 -@on, D. C.: Government 
Pr in t ing  Office, I%'?), p. 81. 



Table 10. Per Cent of School Revenues f o r  Public Elementary and 
Secondary Schools, By Source and State:  1957-58 - 

Intermediate and 
Jurisdiction Local Dis t r ic t s  State Federal 

States:  

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
D. C. 
Florida 
Georgia 

Idaho 
I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Elaine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 
Yfnnesota 
Nississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hamps,hire 
New Jersey 
New Hexico 

Mew York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 



Table 10. (Continued) 

- 
Intermediate and 

Jurisdiction Local D i s t r i c t s  S ta te  Federal 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Zhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Iiashingbon 
Iie st Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Ter r i to r ies  : 

w: "Table 2-Percent of school revenue f o r  public 
elementary and secondary schools from intermediate 
and loca l  d i s t r i c t ,  and from State  and Federal 
sources: 1957-58 and 1953-54" in :  Albert R. Munse 
and hkgene P, McLoone, Public School Finance Pro- 
grams of the United States ,  1957-58 (Washington, 
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1960), p. U. 



Table 11. Maximum Intermediate Dis t r ic t  and Local School District Tax Rates 
Which May Be Levied f o r  Current Operating Expenses: 1957-58 - 

MFudmum Intermediate Dis t r ic t  Tax Rate Maximum Local School Dis t r ic t  Tax Rate ... - - 
Which Ma;y Be Levied Which May Be Levied 

Jurisdiction Without Vote o r  With Vote o r  Without Vote o r  With Vote o r  
Special Avproval Special Approval Special Approval Special Approval 

Alabama No provision 
Arizona , No limit 
Arkansas No provision 
California No limit 
Colorado 12 mills 

Connecticut No provision 
Delaware No provision 

& Florida No provision 
30 Georgia No provision 

Idaho 10 mills 

I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 

Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
hssachuse t t s  
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 
mssour i  
Montana 

No provision 
No provision 
75 mil ls1 
8-13 mi- 
No provision 

No provision 
No provision 
No provision 
No provision 
No proviaion 

No limit 
25 mills2 
No provision 
20 mil ls  

Nebraska No limit 

4 mills 
No provision 
No provision 
No l i m i t  
No provision 

No prottision 
No provision 
No provision 
No provision 
No provision 

No provision 
No provision 
No provision 
No provision 
No provision 

No provision 
No provision 
No provision 
No provision 
No provision 

No provision 
No provision 
No provision 
No provision 

No provision 

No provision 
No provision No imit, 
No provision 

lo-2 millso 
No limit. 

3-5-20 mills NO ;Limit. 
10 mills-105% of 12 mills--no Umit. 
previous levy. 

City: no limit No Wt. 
No provision No Wt, 
10 mills 20 mills. 
5-15 mills No rovision-no l i m i t .  
15-25 mills 15-50 mills. 

8.375-15.0 mills 16.5-33.0 mills 
12.5-20.0 mills 36.5 mills. 
$l40-$200 per child $189-$270 per child. 
631.5 mills 6-31.5 mills. 
15 mil ls  No Mt. 

5 mills 12 mills, 
City: no limit No limit. 
No limit No provision. 
City: no limit No limit. 
15 mills 50 mills. 

$315 per resident pupil No provision. 
25 mills2 No provision. 
6.5-10 mills NO limit. 
30% above foundation No limit. 
program. 

12 mills--no U t  NO l i m i t .  
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&a1 Revenues 

A s  indicated ea r l i e r  i n  this report, local  revenues for  education a re  

largely derived from the proceeds of the  property tax. There is, however, 

some dependence on nonproperty taxes. Table 12 shows the percentages of 

school revenues from property and nonproperty taxes on local, intermediate, 

and s t a t e  levels. 

The percentage of school revenues derived from the property tax by 

l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s  ranged from l e s s  than 10 in Delaware and New Mexiw 

t o  more than 80 i n  Iowa and New Hampshire; the avemge was 52 per cent f o r  

the  continental United States.  In 25 s ta tes ,  loca l  school d i s t r i c t  property 

taxes accounted f o r  more than 50 per cent of a l l  school revenues. 

In 15 s ta tes ,  loca l  school d i s t r i c t s  derived no school revenues f r o m  

other  sources. In the remaining s t a t e s  the percentage ranged from 0.5 per 

cent i n  South Carolina t o  25.5 per cent i n  Washington (District  of 

Columbia, 59.2 per cent). 

Of t h e  22 s t a t e s  with an intermediate d i s t r i c t  property tax, 11 s ta t e s  

(Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Kississippi, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota, 

Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, and Wisconsin) required t h i s  income t o  be 

contributed to  the  foundation program i n  the loca l  d i s t r i c t s .  

S t a t e  Revenues 

S ta t e s  generally r e ly  l i t t l e  on property taxes fo r  school revenues, 

while they depend heavily on nonproperty taxes. These taxes include sa les  

taxes, income taxes, and a variety of business l icenses and taxes. Only 

Arizona, Nevada, Texas, and Wyoming reported s t a t e  revenues from property 

taxes amounting t o  5 per cent o r  more. 



The percentage of school revenues derived from nonproperty taxes by 

s t a t e  governments ranged from l e s s  than 10 per cent i n  Nebraska and 

New Hampshire to  more than 80 per cent i n  Delaware (94.8) and New E?exico; 

the average was 41.5 per cent f o r  the continental United States .  In 14 

s t a t e s ,  s t a t e  nonproperty taxes accounted f o r  more than 50 per cent of a l l  

school revenues. 

In  addition t o  nonproperty taxes, t he  s t a t e s  re ly  on earmarked s t a t e  

taxes for  education, and a small portion of s t a t e  a id  comes frpm the income 

of permanent school endowments. Table 13 presents the various sources of 

revenue used by the s t a t e  f o r  school purposes. It shows t h a t  73.6 per cent 

of s t a t e  grants to  school d i s t r i c t s  was provided by s t a t e  appropriations, 

24.8 per cent by earmarked s ta te  taxes, and 1.6 per cent from permanent 

school endowments. There are  wide var ia t ions  arrong s ta tes ,  however. In 

Georgia, Maryland, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Hawaii, 

l eg i s l a t i ve  appropriations provided 100 per cent, and in 22 other s t a t e s  

more than 90 per cent, of the s t a t e  grants. In contrast, more than 93 per 

cent of s t a t e  grants came from earmarked taxes i n  Alabama, Kansas, Michigan, 

and Mime sota . 
Ehrmarked s t a t e  taxes f o r  education vary from s t a t e  t o  s ta te .  They 

include taxes on property, individual income taxes, sa les  taxes, l iquor  taxes, 

and taxes on alcoholic beverages, motor vehicle licenses, po l l  taxes, 

severance taxes, e tc ,  

A s  Table 13 reported, a l l  s ta tes ,  except Georgia, Yfryland, South 

Carolina, and Hawaii, have permanent endowment funds f o r  the  support of 

public elementary and secondary schools. New Hampshire and North Carolina 

use t h e i r  income f r o s  p m n e n t  endowments f o r  other sctiool purposes. In 



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

Per Cent from Property Taxes Per Cent from Other Sources 
Local Inter- Local Inter- 

Jur isdict ion Total  School mediate State  Total School mediate S ta te  
Dis t r ic t  Dis t r ic t  Dis t r ic t  Dis t r ic t  

States: 
Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dis t r ic t  of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 

Idaho 
I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massaohusetts 

Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 



Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina , South Dakota 

co 
Y Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
Nest Virginia 
FKsconsin 
Wyoming 66.9 46.2 0 20.7 33-1 6.7 0 26.4 
AVERAGE 54.6 52.0 1.8 .8 45-4 3.4 ,5 W.5 

Territories:  

S-: ('Table 12-Percent of school revenue from property taxes and from other sources derived from 
local, d i s t r i c t ,  intermediate d i s t r i c t ,  and State  level*: 1957-58" in Albert R. Munse and 
Eugene P. McLoone, Public School Finance Programs of the United States, 1957-58 (washington, 
D. C. : Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 24. 



Table 13. Per Cent of S ta te  Grants t o  School Dis t r ic ts ,  
By Source of Revenue: 1957-58 

- 
Total State  Permanent Earniarked S ta t e  Appro- 

Jur isdict ion Grants Endowments S t a t e  Taxes pr ia t ions  

S ta tes :  - 
Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 

I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucicy 

Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Hexico 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 



Table 13. (Continued) 

Total State Permanent Earmarked S ta t e  Appro- 
Jur isdict ion Grants hhdoments S t a t e  Taxes ~ r i a t i o n s  

Pennsylvania 305,433,598 1 0 100.0 
Rhode Island 8 9  763,100 -1 0 99.9 
South Carolina 71,638,076 0 0 100.0 
South Dakota 4,597,968 35.1 0 64.9 
Tennessee 87,878,000 .2 87.3 12.5 

Texas 290,060,900 5.8 53.3 40.9 
Utah 31,583,381 3.2 77.9 18,9 
Vermont 7,%5,257 -6 0 99.4 
Virginia 66,536,155 1.1 1 - 7  97.2 
Washington 153,238,000 1.6 6.9 91.5 

West Virg in ia  51,497,839 -1 65.3 34.6 
Wisconsin 42,363,800 1.0 27.4 71.6 
WOming 11,700,000 17.1 7804 - 4.5 
mTAL $4,480,329,476 
AVE?IAGE 1.6 24,8 - 73.6 

Terr i tor ies :  

Alaska 8 10,946,OgO 1 14.2 85.8 
HAWAII 24,101,484 0 0 100.0 

Source: :'Table U+,--Amount and percent of S ta te  grants t o  
school d i s t r i c t s  by source of revenue: 1957-5811 
in :  Albert R. ~ u n s e  and hbgene P. McLoone, 
School Finance Programs of the United States, 
1957-58, Misc. No. 33 (Washington, D. G.: Government 
Printing Office, 1960), p. 28. 

'~ess than .05 per cent. 



only Kontana, Nebraska, New Mexico, and South Dakota did more than 25 per 

cent distributed to  sc.hools come from the  income of permanent endowments. 

These permanent endowments gen& are: (a) reserve funds invested and 

earning in te res t  fo r  the schools and (b)  unsold school land producing in- 

,coma through land lease,  mineral r ights,  and other land use and sales.  

Although the revenues from these endowments now provide a small portion of 

funds necessary for education, they were a t  one time a more important 

source of income. 

i k ! ! E s l  

In  1957-58, 3.8 per cent of public school support fo r  the nation as 

a whole came from the federal  government, 40.7 per cent from the s ta tes ,  

and 55.5 per cent from intermediate and loca l  school d i s t r i c t s .  The pro- 

portional amounts from these three sources vary from s ta te  t o  s ta te ;  there 

were 4 s ta tes ,  for  example, wherein l e s s  than 20 per cent of school revenues 

came from local d i s t r i c t s  and 4 other s t a t e s  wherein l e s s  than 20 per cent 

came from s ta te  governments. 

Local and intermediate d i s t r i c t s  derive authority t o  levy taxes from 

the s t a t e .  Maximum loca l  school d i s t r i c t  t ax  ra tes  f o r  current operating 

expenses a re  determined by approval of the electorate i n  42 s ta tes .  Local 

d i s t r i c t s  generally derive the i r  income from the  proceeds of t h e  property 

tax; t h i s  source furnished 54.1 per cent of nonfederal school revenues fo r  

the e n t i r e  nation i n  1957-58. 

States  r e ly  heavily on nonproperty taxes f o r  school revenues. They 

depend much l e s s  on earmarked s t a t e  taxes fo r  education and on the income 

of permanent school endowments. 



Capital Outlay 

The problem of providing adequate school f a c i l i t i e s  has been accentuated 

because of the growth i n  school population, in f la t ion  i n  building costs, and 

the l ag  i n  school construction i n  previous years. In 1923-24, s l i gh t ly  over 

one-fifth of the t o t a l  exppnditures f o r  public education was spent on cap i ta l  

outlay; i n  1933 the proportion dropped t o  3.4 per cent, rose t o  11 per cent 

i n  1939-40, and began dropping a f t e r  1941; i n  1943-1+41 it dropped t o  a low 

of 2.2 per cent and continued t o  r i s e  thereafter,  reaching a high of 23,9 

per cent i n  1956-57. Over the 34-year period from 1923-24 t o  195&57, ex- 

penditures f o r  school plant f a c i l i t i e s  (capi ta l  outlay, debt service, and 

r e n t a l  payments) averaged 19.9 per cent of the t o t a l  expenditures f o r  

schools. 10 

Traditionally, local school d i s t r i c t s  have provided the necessary funds 

f o r  cap i ta l  outlay. A s  l a t e  as  1939 no s t a t e  was furnishing as  much a s  a 

mill ion dol lars  f o r  school plant construction. Since 1945, however, more 

s t a t e s  have begun t o  assume greater responsibil i ty for  financing cap i ta l  

outlay. In spi te  of th i s ,  the need f o r  new school f a c i l i t i e s  i s  so great  

a s  t o  force local uni ts  to  provide greater  f inancial  support than they can 

afford on a pay-as-you-go basis. Borrowing money seems t o  be the common 

al ternat ive;  it enables school d i s t r i c t s  t o  acquire the needed f a c i l i t i e s  

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

Local, State ,  and Federal Approaches 

Local Approaches-School d i s t r i c t s ,  i n  t h e i r  attempts t o  provide ade- 

quate sums f o r  construction needs, have t r i ed  (a) t o  broaden t h e i r  tax base 

1°~lay ton  D. Hutchins and Elmer C. Deering, Financing Public School 
F a c i l i u  Msc. No. 32 (Washington, Ij, C.: Government Printing uff ice ,  m F* 8. 

-87- 



through annexing other school d i s t r i c t s  by consolidation o r  by being 

authorized by the s t a t e  leg is la ture  t o  levy cer ta in  nonproperty taxes and 

(b) t o  increase t h e i r  valuations of taxable p r o p r t y  so a s  t o  enable the 

col lect ion of greater revenues a s  well a s  t o  increase the i r  borrowing 

capacity, Capital outlay i s  financed i n  several  ways by loca l  school dis- 

t r i c t s .  The more comon approaches are  described below. 

The pw-as-you-~(o plan provides f o r  the payment of cap i ta l  outlay 

cos t s  from the current income of local  school d i s t r i c t s .  The chief advan- 

tages of this approach are twofold: (a) mney i s  saved on in te res t  charges 

on borrowed money and (b) the f inancial  responsibil i ty for  capi ta l  outlay 

i s  placed on those wfio authorize it. In sp i te  of these advantages, it is  

d i f f i c u l t  f o r  many school d i s t r i c t s  to operate on a pay-as-you-go basis 

because of the magnitude of t h e i r  building needs or because of past indebted- 

ness. T h i s  approach i s  feasible  i n  a d i s t r i c t  with a high valuation of 

taxable property, a low t a x  rate,  moderate building needs, and a small 

indebtedness. One alleged disadvantage of the  plan i s  tha t  it may not 

produce suff ic ient  funds t o  meet the building needs of a community 

adequately. 

The building reserve plan permits spreading the cost of school con- 

s t ruc t ion  over a period of years before the buildings are  erected. This 

approach i s  especially advantageous during periods of high building cost, 

high in t e r e s t  rates, or  both. Few school d i s t r i c t s ,  however, can postpone 

t h e i r  building needs u n t i l  a reserve fund can be accumulated. Whenever a 

school d i s t r i c t  i s  f ree  of debt and does not need a school plant imnediately, 

the building reserve plan i s  feasible.  



The bonding plan-borrowing money--is the most widely used approach for  

financing capi ta l  outlay. Although the payment of the in te res t  r e su l t s  i n  a 

greater  t o t a l  cost, the plan has the advantage of spreading the cost over a 

period of years, of providing tha t  users be payers, and of giving some assur- 

ance tha t  the  current building needs of the school d i s t r i c t  w i l l  be met. 

Cr i t i c s  of the tmnding plan usually point t o  (a) higher cost and (b) the  

alleged tendency t o  be extravagant under a system of deferred payment. 

S 2 i e  Approaches-Although s t a t e s  have generally entrusted the  respon- 

s i b i l i t y  f o r  financing education t o  local boards of education, s t a t e  a id  for  

school construction has begun t o  supplement local. effor ts .  Such financial  

assistance has usually taken the following forms. 

By and large emrgency grants were used i n  the early years of s t a t e  

assistance t o  keep classmoms usable when conditions were such that  the loca l  

d i s t r i c t  was unable t o  provide the necessary funds. Oftentimes these effier- 

gency funds were made available a s  loans t o  be repaid over the ensuing years. 

A s  school d i s t r i c t s  began t o  consolidate, o f t en t ims  encouraged by 

s t a t e  legislatures,many widely scattered one-teacher schools had t o  be re- 

placed by new school buildings a t  central  locations. S ta tes  thus began t o  

make d i s t r i c t  reorganization a id  available t o  a s s i s t  cooperating school 

d i s t r i c t s  i n  the i r  construction program. 

A s  indicated ear l ie r ,  the lag  i n  school construction and the growth i n  

the  school population have resulted i n  a classroom shortage of serious r'agni- 

tude. In  1957 there  w a s  a shortage of 1112,300 classrooms; two million 

children were attending school on a part-time basis o r  handicapped by crowded 

conditions, Since 1944, 26 s ta tes ,  Alaska, and Hawaii have begun to  make 

grants  f o r  school f a c i l i t i e s  t o  give re l ie f  for  the c r i t i c a l  build in^ shortage. 



S t i l l  another form of s t a t e  a i d  i s  the  ra is ing of bonding lirrLtations. 

A l l  s t a tes ,  through the i r  consti tutions o r  s ta tutes ,  have placed l imita t ions  

on indebtedness that  can be incurred f o r  school construction. These l imita- 

t i o n s  vary widely among the s ta tes ,  Limitations are  expressed in per cent 

of assessed valuation and give some indication of the freedom allowed 

school d i s t r i c t s  t o  .borrow money, Since assessment practices vary widely, 

oomprisons of bond l imitations should be undertaken with caution. See 

Table 14 for  fur ther  information on the practices of each s t a t e ,  

A means of financing school s t ructures  outside the debt limit i s  

through the establishment of local and s t a t e  school building authorit ies.  

This plan involves the creation of a school building authority or  holding 

company which s e l l s  bonds, builds the  school structure,  and leases it t o  

the board of education a t  a ren ta l  suff ic ient  t o  cover in te res t  and amor- 

t i z e  the debt, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Georgia, and Naine are  among the 

s t a t e s  which have created such authori t ies .  In recent years, however, 

some plans have essent ia l ly  provided that  the rentals  not exceed the sums 

a l l o t t e d  under the  foundation program; thus  authori t ies  derive the i r  in- 

come, i n  the f i n a l  analysis, from general taxes. 

In an evaluation of school building authorit ies,  the following ideas 

L L  
were presented. The only advantage generally claimed is t h a t  the 

authority gets the job done; it enables urgently needed school plants t o  

be constructed despite inab i l i ty  t o  finance within the legal  debt l imita- 

t ions .  The disadvantages, this report indicates, f a r  outweigh t h i s  one 

advantage. In the f i r s t  place, the  use of ren ta l  revenue bonds means 

higher i n t e r e s t  r a t e s  because (a) school building authority bonds do not 

l l ~ a v i d  M. Ellinwood, "Use of Special Authorities to  Finance School 
hprovemnts," Municipal Finance, Vol. XXV, No. 1 ( ~ u g u s t  1952), pp. 48-54. 
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have the same marketability as  general obligation bonds and (b) the credi t  

standing of the authority i s  subjected t o  greater questioning than i s  that  

of the general governmental body. Second, financing costs are  higher and 

more bonds need t o  be sold because some supenrision of the re la t ions  between 

the loca l  d i s t r i c t  and the authority i s  necessary, m r e  lega l  work i s  en- 

t a i l ed  i n  developing and operating the authority, etc.  Third, the general 

c red i t  structure of loca l  government i s  weakened. Fourth, and most impor- 

t an t ,  the  authority plan denies voters the  privilege of reviewing proposed 

cap i ta l  outlay expenditures. The author concludes tha t  t he  best answer i s  

t o  put "some realism in to  l ega l  borrowing powers.ll 

On the other hand, those who favor the  school building authority consider 

it a s  an alternative t o  federal aid for  school construction, They point t o  

the  increasing use of authori t ies  t o  construct public works projects during 

the l a s t  two decades. 

The Office of Education reports tha t  it i s  d i f f i cu l t  t o  obtain accurate 

f igures  on how much money actually goes i n to  the financing of school build- 

ing au thor i t i es  because they a re  organized separately from public school 

agencies, However, it indicates t ha t  i n  1956-57, more than $3.3 b i l l i on  

was expended f o r  cap i ta l  outlay, debt service, and r en t a l  payments t o  school 

building authorit ies,  

Federal Approaches--Some federal  assistance to  school d i s t r i c t s  for  

cap i ta l  outlay has been given. In the  19301s these e f fo r t s  were chiefly 

designed t o  relieve unemployment. A somewhat different approach was provided 

by P.L. 815, 81st Congress (64 Stat .  995). Under t h i s  law the federal  

government appropriates funds t o  help school d i s t r i c t s  whose construction 

needs are  increased by the presence of '*federally-connected" children 



(children l iving on federal  property and/or children whose parents, m i l i -  

t a r y  or c ivi l ian,  are employed on federal  property). In  the period l95C-57 

a t o t a l  of more than $600 million was distributed. 

I n  nearly every recent session of Congress, proposals for  more exten- 

s ive  federal  a id  t o  education have been advanced. More a t tent ion w i l l  be 

given t o  t h i s  question i n  a subsequent section. 

Indebtedness f o r  S-1 Purposes 

The construction of school buildings has customarily been financed 

through the issuance of bonds which can be repaid over a period of time. 

Although boards of education a r e  authorized t o  incur indebtedness, they 

a r e  subject  t o  l imita t ions  on school d i s t r i c t  indebtedness, as  specified 

by consti tutional o r  statutory provisions. 

Limitations on Debt--As indicated i n  Table U, debt &d.ts are writ ten 

i n  the  consti tutions of 21 s ta tes ;  such limits usually take a longer time 

t o  a l t e r  since consti tutional amenchents are  necessary. Flost of the o t b r  

s t a t e s  have statutory provisions se t t ing  debt limits, although f ive  have 

both const i tut ional  and statutory provisions. 

Linrits on school indebtedness a r e  usually expressed i n  percentage of 

assessed valuation of property, ard these limits vary greatly from s t a t e  

t o  s ta te .  Debt l imita t ions  in Hawaii are  s e t  i n  its constitution for  t he  

s t a t e  and counties; there are no l imita t ions  specifically on school indebt- 

edness. Among the L& s ta tes ,  there a r e  18 whose school debt l imita t ions  

a r e  under 10 per cent of assessed valuation, 16 whose l imitations are 10 

per cent, and l.4 whose l imitations are over 10 per cent. 



One trend discernible i n  l imita t ions  on school debt i s  the increasing 

percentage of assessed valuations designated a s  the l imit .  The median i n  

1927-28 was 6 per cent; i n  1956-57 it was 10 per cent of assessed valuation. 

A comparison of debt l imitations =ong the s ta tes  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  make 

since (a) l i n i t a t i ons  may be an over-all maximum f o r  a l l  governmental sub- 

divis ions  o r  may apply t o  each subdivision individually and (b) assessment 

procedures, which vary greatly from s t a t e  t o  s ta te ,  a r e  the basis f o r  these 

l imitations.  Thirty-four s t a t e s  (including Alaska) use local ly  assessed 

valuations, 13 s t a t e s  (Colorado, I l l i no i s ,  Kansas, Maine, Plichigan, Hissouri, 

Montana, New Hampshire, New York, hjorth Dakota, Oregon, Utah, and  isc cons in) 

use s t a t e  equalized valuations, 2 s t a t e s  (Plinnesota and Hississippi) use both 

loca l ly  assessed.and s ta te  equalized valuations, and Hawaii alone assesses 

property a t  the s t a t e  level. In view of the f ac t  that  debt l imitations are  

s e t  by the s t a t e ,  it i s  f e l t  that  through equalized valuations s t a t e s  can 

apply l imita t ions  equitably throughout a l l  school d i s t r i c t s .  

m e s  of Bonds-Bonds may be c lass i f ied i n  dif ferent  ways. For school 

purposes a helpful c lass i f icat ion deals with the conditions for  payment of 

p r inc ipa l  and in te res t .  According t o  the c lass i f icat ion on metbd of payment 

on the principal, there a r e  two chief types of bonds: (a) the term bond o r  

sinking-fund bond and (b) the s e r i a l  bond. 

. A term bond i s  one which i s  issued f o r  a period of years, the en t i r e  
pr incipal  being payable a t  the  end of the term and no par t  of the princi- 
pa l  being payable before the end of the term unless the bonds also 
contain t he  callable feature, Interest  payments may be made annually or  
semiannually. Frequently term bonds are accompanied by a provision tha t  
a sinking fund must be created which w i l l  yieid a suff ic ient  arrount t o  
r e t i r e  the bonds when they becom due, Interest  payments on sinking- 
fund bonds may be made annually or semiannually, but the whole principal 
i s  payable a t  one time, that  is, a t  the end of the  term. 

The s e r i a l  bond i s  one tha t  i s  re t i red  by payments a t  certain 
regular intervals ,  usually one or  more bonds coming due each year 
throughout the en t i re  term. Interest  ayments are  made annually or 
semiannually a s  the bonds m y  require. $2 

%art, Reusser, and Polley, op, c i t . ,  p. 437. 
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Table 14. Regulations Pertaining t o  the  Issuance of Bonds f o r  
Public School Capital Outlay Purposes: 1957-58 

Legal Limitation of 
Maximum School Bond Indebtedness 

School Bonds Only Years Per Cent of 
Issued By- Ser i a l  Local E d e d  In-- Property Vduation 

S t a t e s  Local A Non- Bonds School ADD~OV- 
School School May Be Bonds Consti- Stat-  Standard able i n  
Boards Agency Issued May Run tu t ion  utes L'Lmits b e r ~ e n a  

Alabama x - x 30 - x Tax - 1 

Arizona x - x 20 - x 10 -- 
Arkansas x - - Nol imi t  - x 15 -- 
California x - x 25 - x 5-15 - 
Colorado x - x 25 - x 5-10 10-15. 

Connecticut - x x 20 - x 10-12.5 -- 
Delaware x - x 25 - x 2-10 - 
Florida x - x 20 x - 10 20. 
Georgia x x x 30 x - 7 -- 
Idaho x - x 20 - x 6-15 - 
I l l i n o i s  x - x 20 x - 5-10 - 
Indiana x - x Nolimit  x - 2-4 - 
Iowa x - x 20 x x 5 -- 
Kansas x - x 20 - x 6-7 12-U, 
Kentucky x - - 40 - x 2-10 - 
Louisiana x - - 40 x - 25 -- 
Maine - x - 50 x - 5-7.5 -- 
Maryland - x x 25 - x Leg2 -- 
Massachusetts - x x 20 - x 2 - 5-5 5-10. 
Mchigan x - x 30 x - 15-No limit - 
Nirmsota x - x 30 - x 7.5-50 - 
Mississippi x - x 25 - x 15 - 
Missouri x - x 20 x - 10 -- 
Montana x - - 20 x x 5 -- 
Nebraska x - - No l imi t  - x 40-40 limit -- 
Nevada x - x 
New Hampshire x - x 
New Jersey x x - 
Hew Mexico x - x 
New York x - x 

North Camlina - x - 
North Dakota x - x 
Ohio x - x 
Oklahom x - x 
Oregon x - x 

- 
6-9. 
No limit .  
No l imit .  
No limit, 



Table 14. (Continued) 

- 
Legal Limitation of 

Maximum school Bond Indebtedness 
School Bonds Only Years Per Cent of 
Issued By- s e r i a l  Local Provided In-- Property Valuation 

S t a t e s  Local A Non- Bonds School Approv- 
School School May Be Bonds Consti- Stat-  Standard able i n  
Boards Agency Issued May Run tut ion utes Limits m r g e n c y  

Pensiylvania - x - No l imi t  - x 7 -- 
Rhode Island - x - No limit - x 3 -- 
South 

Carolina x - - 20 x x 8 -- 
South Dakota x - x No l imi t  x - 10 -- 
Tennessee - x - 25 - x 10--No l imi t  -- 
Texas x - x 40 - x 10 - 
Utah x - - 20 - x 4 - 
Vermont x - x 20 - x 10-Mo limit - 
Virginia x - - 30 x - 18 No l imi t  -- 
Washington x - x 23-40 x - 10 -- 
West Virginia x - x 34 x - 5 - 
Wisconsin x x - 20 x - 5-8 -- 
Wyoming x - - 25-30 - x 4-10 - 
TOTAL 40 11 32 -- 21 32 -- - 

Source: i'Table 37.--Regulations pertaining t o  the issuance of 
bonds f o r  public school cap i ta l  outlay purposes: 1957-58s' 
in: Albert R. Hunse and Eugene P. McLoone, Public School 
Finance Programs of the United States ,  1957-58, Misc. No. 33 
l ~ a s h i n ~ t o n ,  D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1960), 
p. 59. 

'~onds n i  not be issued i n  an amount which would require more than 
80 per cent of the proceeds pledged t o  debt service. 

2 ~ h e  leg is la ture  votes on a l l  bond issues proposed by the school dis- 
t r i c t s ;  i n  essence, it authorizes a new debt l imi t  f o r  each school 
d i s t r i c t  when it approves the issuance of a new bond f o r  school 
construction. 



The disadvantages of sinking-fund bonds are many, according t o  some 

wr i te rs ,  and several  s t a t e s  have made the creation of sinking funds i l l ega l .  

S e r i a l  bonds, on the  other hand, are generally favored. Table I& indicates 

t h a t  33 s t a t e s  (including Hawaii) provide for  the issuance of s e r i a l  bonds 

only. The term of years f o r  which s e r i a l  bonds are  issued varies greatly 

amng the s ta tes .  The range is  from 10  years i n  New Jersey to  no L i t  i n  

Arkansas, Indiana, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, and 

Alaska. A maximum of 20 years i s  reported i n  17 s t a t e s  and i s  the comon 

limit, Most school d i s t r i c t s  issue s e r i a l  bonds f o r  re la t ive ly  short terms. 

T h i s  enables school d i s t r i c t s  t o  recover t he i r  bonding capacity more 

rapidly and t o  save on the high costs of interest .  

When s e r i a l  bonds a r e  used, it is important t o  s e t  up a schedule f o r  

r e t i r i n g  bonds which w i l l  not work an undue hardship on the school d i s t r i c t .  

The type of bond alone w i l l  not be a suff ic ient  guarantee of sound financing; 

e f f i c i e n t  debt management w i l l  enhance the advantages of the s e r i a l  bond. 

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

of bonds by school d i s t r i c t s  is that  the  issue be approved by the electorate 

i n  a regular o r  special  school bond election. Such approval is seen a s  a 

check upon the incurring of indebtedness and a pledge of good f a i t h  on the 

p a r t  of the  comunity whose property i s  being taxed t o  redeem the bonds and 

t o  pay the in t e r e s t ,  

The percentage of voters required t o  approve the bond issue var ies  

ammg the s ta tes ,  but in most cases a simple majority i s  necessary. Before 

cal l ing f o r  a school bond election, pertinent information should be fur- 

nished the electorate--assessed valuation, bonding capacity of the  d i s t r i c t ,  

at torneyss report, type of bond t o  be sold, e tc .  



The usual procedure f o r  the issuance of bonds i s  a s  follows: After the 

voters  have given the school board permission t o  ra i se  more money f o r  school 

construction, the board passes a bond resolution describing the d e t a i l s  of 

the proposed bond issue. The m t u r i t y  date must be decided. S ta te  and 

l o c a l  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 required t o  approve and f l o a t  a bond, 

it i s  cer ta inly imperative that  effect ive school building programs be planned 

several  years i n  advance, 

Table 15 provides information on the a c t i v i t i e s  of s t a t e  agencies i n  

approving bond issues and i n  ass i s t ing  with bond sales. I n  21 s t a t e s  

(including Hawaii) the approval of the  s t a t e  i s  required f o r  the issuance 

of bonds; 11 s ta t e s  require approval before t he  school bond election, 

10, a f t e r  the election. Approval of s t a t e  agencies prior t o  the e lect ion is 

generally preferred since differences can be handled before the vote, thus 

minimizing the chance of invalidating an election. 

Only 6 s ta tes  provide that  bonds must first be offered t o  a s t a t e  

agency; such s t a t e s  generally have agencies with funds t o  invest, such a s  

the  s t a t e  teachers retirement system. Although only 5 s t a t e s  a s s i s t  school 

d i s t r i c t s  i n  the sa le  of school bonds, it i s  generally f e l t  tha t  more s t a t e s  

should of fe r  assistance i n  t h i s  area of school finance. 

Sumnarx 

The sudden growth of the school population, the r i s e  i n  building costs, 

and the lag  i n  school construction i n  recent years have a l l  contributed t o  

a c r i t i c a l  shortage of school buildings. Traditionally, local. school 



Table 15. Sta te  Approval and Assistance Mith the Sale of Local 
Bonds for  Public School Capital Outlay: 1957-58 

~ - ~ - ~~~ 

Bonds Must 
F i r s t  be State  Assists 

State  Approval of Offered t o  a With Sale of 
Local Bond Issues Required S ta te  Agency - Local Bonds 

Before 
Jur isdict ion Yes Election No Yes No Yes No 

Y e s  No 

Sta tes :  

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 

I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 

Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Xassachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Ydssissippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Ffexico 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
0 hi0 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 



Table 15. (Continued) 

Bonds K u s t  
F i r s t  be S t a t e  Assists 

S ta t e  Approval of Offered to a With Sa le  of 
Local Bond Issues Required S ta te  AM Local Bonds 

Before 
Jur isdict ion Yes JClection No Yes No Yes N o  

Yes No 

Pennsylvania x - x - - x - x 
Rhode Island - - - x - x - x 
South Carolina - - - x - x - x 
South Dakota - - - x - x - x 
Tennessee - - - x - x - x 

West Virginia x x - - x - - x 
Wisconsin - - - x - x - x 
Wyoming - - - x - x - x - 
TOTAL - 20 11 9 28  6 I+ 2 5 43 

Terr i tor ies :  

S o u r s :  "Table 4 0 . S t a t e  approval and assistance with the 
sale  of loca l  bonds f o r  public school cap i ta l  outlay: 
1957-58" in: Albert R. Munse and Eugene P, McLoone, 
Public School Finance Programs of the  United s t a t e s ;  
1957-58, Msc. No. 33 (Washington, D. C.: Government 
Printing Office, 19601, p, 62* 



d i s t r i c t s  have asswed prin'sry responsibi l i ty  f o r  capi ta l  outlay, but since 

1945 m r e  s t a t e s  have begun t o  shoulder part of this obligation. 

The financing of school construction by loca l  d i s t r i c t s  i s  undertaken 

i n  several  ways, The bonding plan, however, i s  the most comonly used 

since it enables school d i s t r i c t s  t o  acquire needed f a c i l i t i e s  and t o  spread 

the cost over a number of years. Furtherimre, it requires the approval of the  

e lec tora te  i n  a regular or  special  school bond election. State govern- 

ments have contributed t o  l oca l  e f f o r t s  through emergency grants, d i s t r i c t  

reorganization aid, and the ra i s ing  of bonding l i ir i tat ions.  

School boards, although authorized t o  incur indebtedness, are subject 

t o  the  school d i s t r i c t  debt limits a s  s e t  fo r th  i n  consti tutional o r  

s ta tutory provisions, Local d i s t r i c t s  may also be res t r ic ted by the type 

of bond tha t  might be issued; 33 s ta tes ,  including Hawaii, provide f o r  

the issuance of s e r i a l  bonds only, 

School B&ets and Pddits 

The preparation of school budgets i s  generally a complex, t iae- 

consuming task involving a number of people working i n  dif ferent  capacit ies 

i n  several  governmntal agencies. Time i s  needed t o  assess the needs of 

public education, t o  t ransla te  them in to  f inancial  terms, and t o  estimate 

the available revenues, Time i s  a lso required f o r  the budget t o  be 

approved by the board of education, t o  be published, t o  be discussed a t  

hearings, t o  be submitted t o  noneducational agencies when legal. provisions 

so specify, and t o  determine tax  r a t e s  enabling loca l  school d i s t r i c t s  to  

meet t he i r  portion of the budget, 



Although most s t a t e s  provide budget forms, i n  the  following s t a t e s  

school d i s t r i c t s  develop t h e i r  o m  forms: Maine, Michigan, Missouri, 

New York, South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermnt, and Wisconsin. 

Table 16 indicates the  nature of s t a t e  and local  par t ic ipat ion i n  the 

review and approval of loca l  school d i s t r i c t  budgets. Twenty-seven s ta tes ,  

including Alaska, specify tha t  loca l  school budgets are t o  be reviewed by 

some kind of county or  loca l  nonschool agency, although i n  some of these 

s t a t e s  approval i s  required f o r  only a portion of school d i s t r i c t s  

(e,g., c i t y  council i s  required t o  approve the c i t y  school budget), The 

extent of responsibil i ty given t o  these agencies varies from s t a t e  t o  

s t a t e .  

. I n  some instances, the nonschool agency may only ver i fy  the 
accuracy of the budget, confirm i t s  compliance with l ega l  require- 
ments, and levy the taxes required t o  support the proposed school 
budget; i n  some other instances, these nonschool agencies have 
unlimited control and may change a l l  o r  any part of the  budget. 
Perhaps the middle ground, where the nonschool agency compiles the 
budgets f o r  a l l  county and loca l  governmental services and r e l a t e s  
these budgets to  t a x  ra tes  and lega l  l imitations,  i s  the more 
typical  procedure.l3 

Table 16 also indicates t ha t  37 s t a t e s ,  including Alaska and Hawaii, 

require local  school systems t o  submit t h e i r  budgets to  a s t a t e  agency, 

while Oregon and klisconsin require t h i s  only under certain conditions. 

The s t a t e  agency i s  the s t a t e  educational agency i n  24 s ta tes ,  a nonschool 

s t a t e  agency in 10 s ta tes ,  and a combination of educational and nonschool 

agencies i n  5 s ta tes .  

13~unse and McLoone, OP. c i t . ,  p. 64. 
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Table 16. Approval of the School Budget by Local and S ta te  Agencies: 1957-58 
- - 

County o r  Local iQonschool S t a t e  &gncies 
Jur isdict ion Agency Which Must Act on Name Extent of Authority 
- - the  School Budget - 
w: 
Alabama 
Arizona 

None. 
None, except board of 
supervisors f o r  emergencies. 

None. 

Dept. of education 
Dept. of public instruction 

Approval by s t a t e  superintendent. 
No authority. 

Dept. of education Approval of all budgets i s  
required. 

No authority. 
Approval of increases over 

5 per cent. 

California 
Colorado 

None. 
None. 

Dept. of public instruction 
Tax commission 

Board of finance; board 
of selectmen. 

None. 

Connecticut 

Budget commission Used t o  determine s t a t e  
appropriations --- D i s t r i c t  of 

Columbia 
Florida None. Dept. of education Requires revision, i f  incorrect; 

recommends changes. 
Reviews and approves f o r  

conformance with laws. 
Georgia None, except c i t y  council fo r  

f i s c a l l y  dependent d i s t r i c t s .  
Dept. of education 

Idaho 
I l l i n o i s  
h d i a n a  

Zowa 
Kansas 

Kentucky 

None. 
None. 
County t a x  adjustment board. 

Board of education --- 
Board of t a x  commissioners 

Receives f o r  f i l i n g  and audit. --- 
Reviews budgets; can require 

tax  levy reductions. 
No authority;  receives f o r  f i l i ng .  
No authority. 

None. 
County clerk. 

S ta te  controller 
Budget director;  accountant 

Board of education Fiscal  court; county 
commission; c i t y  council. 

None. 
Town meetin c i t y  council; 

administra g ive d i s t r i c t .  
County commissioners. 
Municipal appropriating body. 

Determines conformance with laws. 

Louisiana 
Maine 

S ta te  budget committee 
Dept. of education 

May change any item i n  the budget. 
No authority. 

Naryland 
Massachusetts 

Dept. of education --- Approves estimates of s t a t e  aid. --- 



Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
k n t a n a  

Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

, New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 1 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 
Ithod.: Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

County t a x  a l locat ion board. 
None. 
None. 
None. 
County commissioners. 

None. 
None. 

In la rger  d i s t r i c t s ,  
municipal o f f i c i a l s .  

Town council i n  chap. VI 
d i s t r i c t s ,  i f  levy i s  
over 1 5  mills. 

Special budget cornmission. 

For c i t i e s ,  the c i t y  council. 
County commissioners. 
Board of budget review and 
county auditor. 

County budget conunission. 
County excise board. 

County t a x  supervi.sing and 
conservation board. 

None. 
Town meeting; c i t y  council. 

None. 
County auditor,  enforces 

levy limits; spreads 
required levies.  

--- 
Dept. of education 
Dept. of education --- 
Dept. of public instruction 

--- 
Tax comm.; dept. of education; 

l eg is la t ive  auditor 
Tax comm.; dept. of education 

Dept. of education 

Dept. of finance 

--- 
Board of education 
Dept . of public ins t ruct ion 

--- 
Auditor 

S t a t e  tax  commission 

Dept. of public ins t ruct ion 
Dept. of education 

--- 
No authority;  receives f o r  f i l ing . .  
Reconciles expenditures and income. --- 
Determines compliance with laws. 

--- 
Detsrmines t ha t  levies  are 
adequate. 

Verify conformance w i t h  laws. 

Verifies proper use of s t a t e  
funds. 

May change any amount i n  the budget, 

--- 
Examines f o r  f i s c a l  soundness. 
Reviews, adjusts,  and approves. 

--- 
No authority. 

On appeal, comm. has authority 
to  determine legal i ty .  

No authority. 
Verifies t ha t  amount i s  average 
of 3 preceding years. --- --- 



Table 16. (Continued) 

County or  Local Nonschool - Sta t e  m c i o s  
Jur isdict ion Agency Which Must Act on Name Extent of Authority 

the  School Budget 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vormont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 
Misoonsin 

I 

Wyoming 

County, c i t y  f i s c a l  
authori t ies .  

None. 

None. 

Annual meeting f o r  budget 
approval. 

Ci ty  council; county board 
of supervisors. 

Reviewing committee 

None. 
Ci ty  council; c i t i e s ;  

f i s c a l l y  dependent school 
d i s t r i c t s .  

None. 

Dept . of education 

Dept. of education 

Auditor; dept. of public 
ins t ruct ion 

--a 

Board of education 

h i c i p a l  corporation; 
dept. of public ins t ruct ion 

Board of school finance 
Dept. of public ins t ruct ion 

Examiner--1st c lass  
d i s t .  only 

No authority. 

Approval of all budgets i s  
required. 

Supply uniform budget forms. 

Reviews and f i l e s .  

Receive and f i l e .  

Revises and approves budget. 
Reviews, i f  s t a t e  a id  exceeds 

50% of receipts o r  operating 
expenditures exceed 1 5  m i l l s .  

Verifies f o r  compliance with 
laws. . 

Alaska 
HAWAII 

Ci ty  council Dept. of education Adjusts reimbursable items only. 
None. Bureau of t he  budget- Reviews and approves the budget. 

dept. of public ms&uction 

Source: (a) "Table LJ.--Fiscal years, budget forms, and loca l  nonschool agency budget approval - 
for  school administrative units: 1957-58" and (b) "Table 42.--State review and approval 
of loca l  school d i s t r i c t  budgets: 1957-58" in:  Albert R. Ihuzse and Eugene P. McLoone. 
Public School Finance programs of the United S ta tes ,  1957-5s Misc. NO. -33 (Washington; 
13. C. : Government Printing Office, 1960), pp. 63, 65. 

l ~ h e  county governments do approve an annual special  school fund budget which provides f o r  school 
maintenance and construction a s  s e t  fo r th  i n  Sec. 39-2 of t h e  Revised Laws of Hawaii 1955. How- 
ever ,  the s t a t e  const i tut ion provides t ha t  physical f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be provided by the s t a t e  
government. 



Table 17 s m r i z e s  provisions for  public school auditing. School audi t s  

a r e  required i n  39 s ta tes ,  including Hawaii, a s  well a s  i n  the D i s t r i c t  of 

Columbia. In 5 s t a t e s  sorce school d i s t r i c t s  are  required to  have periodic 

f inanc ia l  audits, while in 6 s t a t e s  ( I l l ino is ,  Kansas, Vississippi, Nebraska, 

South Carolina, and Alaska) no school d i s t r i c t s  are required t o  do so. 

Various officers are designated by s t a t e  laws t o  perform the audits. When 

audi t s  a r e  required, it is  advisable t o  make some provision f o r  their 

financing. 

Issues i n  Public School Finance 

Two issues prominent i n  public school finance today are (a) federal  

a id  t o  education, es2ecially i n  l i g h t  of the increasing need f o r  revenues 

t o  support education and the r e l a t i ve  decline i n  the taxing powers of local 

and s t a t e  governments and (b) the f i s c a l  independence of school d i s t r i c t s  

and the character is t ics  of desirable public school finance plans. 

Federal -- Aid to Education l L ,  

Federal a id  t o  support elementary and secondary schools has long been 

a topic of Congressional discussion. .Since 1872 there  have been several  

hundred school aid b i l l s  before the  Congress; rrany were debated a t  great  

length. Few topics have been more extensively and intensively discussed f o r  

over three-quarters of a century and few are more controversial. 

The National Education Association i n  1919 recommended the appropriation 

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

%tady Committee on Federal Responsibility i n  the Field of Education, 
Federal Responsibility i n  the Field of Education, Report submitted Lo the - 
Corrmission on Intergovernmental Relations (June 1955), and Charles A. 
Quattlebam, Federal Aid t o  E2enentary and Sezondazy Wuca- (Chicago: 
Tliijlic Acbdnistration Service, 1948 j , 



Table 17. Provisions f o r  Auditing Public School Financial Accounting Records: 1957-58 

School Dis t r ic t s  Are 
Required t o  Have Frequency of 

Jur isdict ion Periodic Financial Audits School Fund Auditors Designated by S ta t e  Law3 
All  Some None Audits 

w: 
Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 

Cal i fornia  x 
Golorado - 
Connecticut x 
Delaware x 
Di s t r i c t  of Columbia x 
Florida x 
Georgia x 

Idaho X 

I l l i n o i s  
Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas - 
Kentucky x 
Louisiana x 
%ins x 
Maryland x 
Massachusetts x 

Annually 
Annually 

Annually 
Annually 

Annually 
Annually 
Continuous 
Annually 
Annually 

4 years 

--- 
2 t o  4 years 
Annually 

Annually 
Annually 
Annually 
Annually 
Biennially 

Annually --- 
huallf Biennia l y  
Annually 

Examiner of public accounts; private auditing firm. 
S t a t e  Examiner, school audit  division. 
Office of  S t a t e  comptroller; independent auditing 
agency. 

Department of finance. 
S t a t e  auditor; independent auditing agency. 

Tax commission; independent public accountant. 
Auditor; budget commission. 
General accouniting of f  ice. 
S t a t e  audit ing department. 
S t a t e  department of audits. 

Bureau of public accounts of the State auditor 's  
off ice;  public accountant. 

--- 
Sta te  board of accounts. 
S ta te  auditor; approved registered ce r t i f i ed  public 

accountant. --- 
Sta t e  department of education. 
S t a t e  supervisor of public funds. 
S ta te  department of audits;  public accountant. 
Auditors approved by State  superintendent of schools. 
S t a t e  bureau of accounts. 

Cert i f ied public accountant; auditors general. . --- 
Sta te  auditor; r iva te  audit ing firm. 
Independent aud '1 t agencies. 
S ta te  auditor; county treasurer;  

C.F.A. o r  public accountant. 



Nebraska 
Nevada 
Now IIampshire 
New Jmsey 
Now Yexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
0 klahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsvlvania 
iihode" Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 

, Tennossee 
w Texas 
% Utah ' Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

--- 
Biennially 
Annually 
Annually 
iinnually 

Biennially 
Annually 
Annually 
Biennially 
Annually 

Annually 
Annually 
Anl1Ually -- 
Biennially 

Annually 
Annually 
Annually 
Annually 
h n u a l l y  

Biennially 
Annually 
Annually 

--- 
Public accountant. 
S t a t e  tax commission; loca l ly  sclocted auditor. 
Cert i f ied public school accountant; C.P.A. o r  R.M.A. 
S ta te  auditor. 

State  department of audit  and control. 
Independent auditing agency. 
S ta te  examiner; independent auditing agency. 
Bureau of inspection and supervision of public offices.  
State  board of education appointed examiners. 

County auditor; c i t y  auditor; competent accountant. 
City, borough, town, o r  township auditor. 
S ta te  bureau of audits; C.P.A. --- 
Qualified auditor approved by State comptroller. 

S ta te  con-troller; C. P. A. 
C.P.A. o r  licensed accountant. 
Independent audit in agency o r  auditor. 

fl Sta t e  auditor; loca y elected board of auditors. 
State  auditor;  private auditor. 

S ta te  auditor. 
State  t a x  comrniscioner. 
Special audit ing coinmittec; State  auditor; independent 
auditor. 

S ta te  examiner. 

Alaska - - x --- --- 
HAWAII  x - - Annually Te r r i t o r i a l  comptrollei-. - - 

Source: "Table L3.--F"rovisions for  auditing public school f inancial  accounting records: -- 
1957-58" in: Albert R. l k s e  and Eugene P. Mclaone, Public School Finance Programs 
of he United S ta t e s  1957-58, Misc. No. 33 (Washington, D. C.:  Government 
Printing of ~EZ?T$&-~. 



and since then it has made a concerted e f for t  to  encourage Congress to enact 

a broad program of federal a id  t o  education. The proposed b i l l s  have in- 

cluded various kinds of provisions, but not one has been enacted in to  l a w ,  

Although many reasons may be advanced fo r  these fai lures ,  probably the 

major d i f f icu l ty  has been the awareness tha t  a number of fundamntal issues 

are  involved i n  the problem. Among the m r e  prominent issues are  the 

following : 

1. Equalization--States d i f f e r  widely not only in t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  

finance education but a lso i n  the educational opportunities they are  willing 

t o  provide ("tax effortl*). Since s t a t e s  with low per capita income gener- 

a l l y  have a greater number of children, supporters of federal a id  t o  

education contend t h a t  inadequate and unequal educational opportunities 

r e s u l t  in a tremendous waste i n  undeveloped talent-a si tuation of such 

importance tha t  the  e f for t s  of the federal  government are  necessary t o  

maintain the nation's general welfare. Opponents t o  federal  a id  emphasize 

the d i f f i cu l t i e s  i n  assessing t h e  f i s c a l  ab i l i t y  of s ta tes ,  point t o  the  

tendency f o r  lobbyists t o  exaggerate educational needs, and indicate tha t  

very few aid t o  education b i l l s  have equalization provisions. 

2. Statesf  - rights-Public education i s  legal ly  a function of the 

s ta te .  Advocates of federal  a id  t o  education f ee l  t h a t  i ts  h i s tow i l lus -  

t r a t e s  tha t  federal  aid can be granted without jeopardizing states9 rights.  

Opponents maintain tha t  federal  a id  i s  an infringement since education 

thus becomes a par t ia l ly  federal  function. Fu r themre ,  they point t o  the 

waste i n  sending t a x  money t o  Washington where the federal  government uses 

a portion of it t o  sustain i t s e l f  and returns the r e s t  t o  s t a t e  govern- 

ments; a be t te r  pattern wuld  be fo r  the federal government t o  decrease i t s  



revanues and increase the taxing powers of the  s ta tes .  In  f i s ca l1959  the 

federal ,  s ta te ,  and loca l  governments collected $100 bi l l ion;  $67.3 b i l l i on  

f o r  the federal  government, $16.9 b i l l i on  f o r  the loca l  governmnts, and 

615.8 b i l l i on  f o r  the s ta tes .  

3. Control of education--Many supporters of federal  aid t o  education 

r ea l i ze  tha t  federal  grants i n  the form of blanket appropriations without 

specif ic  accounting i s  not good administration. They, howver, f e e l  t ha t  

federa l  a id  can be provided i n  such a way tha t  s t a t e  and local  control can 

be maintained and efficiency and i n i t i a t i v e  i n  school management can be 

encowaged. A frequently mentioned suggestion t o  achieve this is  for  the 

federa l  governant  t o  establish some generally accepted, clearly defined 

educational standards re la t ing t o  such factors as  the preparation of teachers, 

school d i s t r i c t  reorganization, etc. Supporters a l so  indicate t ha t  "federal 

control  over education i s  a strawman" and tha t  authoritat ive studies show 

t h a t  many programs of federal assistance have been administered without 

imposing undesirable federal  control.l5 People who oppose federal  aid point 

out that federal  a id  without federal  control i s  impossible and indicate 

t h e i r  fears  tha t  the federal  government might slowly begin t o  exert  greater 

control, though it may do so unintentionally. Furthermore, they contenii t ha t  

the  various l eve l s  of government were created t o  divide the major areas of 

responsibi l i ty  not t o  furnish multiple participation i n  g o v e m n t a l  

ac t iv i t i e s .  

' ' ~ i b r a ~  of Congress, Legislative Reference Service, W f i c i a l  Effects 
of Federal Aid t o  the States  f o r  Education, prepared a t  the  request of the  
chairman and several  other members of tne Cofrunittee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, United States  Senate, 85th Congress, 2d Session (Washington, D. 5.: 
G o w m e n t  Printing Office, 1958), p. 25. 



I.+. Effect on nonpublic schools-Some plans would extend federal  a id  

t o  nonpublic schools. Those who favor support of nonpublic schools gener- 

a l l y  do so on the basis of the "child benefit" theory; i.e., many of the  

services of the public schools, Like recreational act ivi t ies ,  health 

inspections, transportation, guidance services, etc., a r e  rea l ly  cornunity 

services which every child i s  en t i t l ed  t o  u t i l i ze .  Since 90 per cent of 

nonpublic elementary and secondary school enro.Umjnts is i n  schools under 

the jurisdiction of some church organization, this issue also involves 

t h e  question of appropriating public funds fo r  sectarian schools. Those 

who oppose federal  a id  fo r  nonpublic schools see such aid a s  a violation 

of the federal  Constitution which provides for  the separation of church 

and s ta te .  

5. Racial segregation--Some supporters of federal  a id  t o  education 

favor inclusion of the provision requiring desegregation of schools. 

Although such a provision is i n  conformity with the recent decision of the 

Supreme Court, the  inclusion of such an amendment i s  generally considered 

po l i t i ca l ly  unwise because it would align the southern s ta tes  against the 

adoption of a federal a id  t o  education b i l l .  

The Conunittee f o r  the White House Conference on Education i n  1956 

recommended tha t  federal  funds should be expended for school construction 

during the  current emergency.16 The report of one study conenittee of the 

Conunission on Intergovernmental Relations, on the other hand, reached the  

general conclusion t h a t  "Federal aid i s  not necessary e i ther  fo r  current 

operating expenses f o r  public schools o r  f o r  capi ta l  expenditures for  new 

 he Condttee f o r  the k i t e  House Conference on Education, A Report 
t o  the President (April 1956), p. 6. 



school f a ~ i l i t i e s . ~ " ~  The Coimission9s report t o  the President included the 

following recommendation: 

The Conmission recommends tha t  responsibil i ty f o r  providing 
general public education continue t o  res t  squarely upon the States  
and t h e i r  po l i t i ca l  subdivisions. The Commission fur ther  recomeends 
tha t  the States  a c t  vigorously and promptly t o  discharge the i r  
responsibil i ty.  The Commission does not reconmend a general program 
of Federal f inancial  assistance t o  elementary and secondary education, 
believing tha t  the S ta tes  have the capacity t o  m e t  t he i r  educational 
requirements. Howver, where, upon a clear factual  finding of need 
and lack of resources, it is demonstrated t h a t  one or  more States  do 
not have suff ic ient  t a x  resources t o  support an adequate school system, 
the National Government, through sone appropriate means, would be 
jus t i f ied  i n  ass is t ing such S ta t e s  temporarily i n  financing the con- 
s t ruct ion of school f a c i l i t i e s - e x e r c i s i n g  particular caution t o  avoid 
interference by the National Government i n  educational processes or  
programs. 18 

In recent years three b i l l s  providing federal  a id  under certain condi- 

t i ons  were enacted: (a) Public Law 815 passed i n  1950 provided tha t  the 

federa l  government would furnish f inanc ia l  assistance f o r  the construction 

of schools i n  'sfederally-affected.' areas; (b) Public Law 874 passed i n  1950 

provided t h a t  the  federal  government would furnish financial  assistance f o r  

t he  operation and maintenance of schools i n  "federally-affected" areas; 

and (c) Public Law 864 ( ~ a t i o n a l  Defense Education ~ c t )  passed i n  1958, 

composed of 10 t i t l e s ,  provided federal  support f o r  programs important to  

the na t ionfs  defense by appropriating funds f o r  certain areas of general 

education (science, mathematics, and nodern foreign languages), fo r  fellow- 

ships f o r  grsduate students interested i n  college teaching, f o r  the fur ther  

growth of guidance, counseling, and t e s t i ng  services, etc. 

ijills on federal  a id  t o  education have generally included appropriation 

of funds for  school construction. However, there i s  current in te res t  i n  

17study Committee on Federal Responsibility i n  the  Field of mucation, 
OD. c i t . ,  p. 97. 



r a i s i n g  the sa la r ies  of teacners, possibly through federal aid. In 1960, 

f o r  example, the  United S ta t e s  Senate passed S. 8 ,  which provided $20 

per chi ld  of school age o r  about $900 million i n  grants t o  the  s t a t e s  for 

each of tvio years t o  pay, a t  the discret ion of the  s ta te ,  fo r  school con- 

s t ruc t ion  o r  teacherst sa lar ies .  The House during tha t  same year passed 

H. R. 10128 which authorized $325 mill ion a year f o r  four years on federal  

grants  t o  s t a t e s  f o r  school construction. Since the House Rules Committee 

re jected a request f o r  a Senate-House Conference Committee t o  eliminate 

t he  differences between these two b i l l s ,  no legis la t ion was enacted. The 

f a c t  t ha t  both houses passed b i l l s  providing for  federal  a id  f o r  school 

construction i s  noteworthy, and the action of the 87th Congress w i l l  

warrant observation. 

F isca l  Independence 

There has been much discussion of t he  re la t ive  merits of f i s c a l  

independence and f i s c a l  dependence of school d i s t r ic t s .  Fiscal  independ- 

ence e x i s t s  in areas where boards of education, within the l imi t s  s e t  by 

s t a t e s ,  have f u l l  authority t o  determine how much money i s  necessary t o  

operate the  schools and have the power t o  levy taxes t o  ra ise  the required 

amount of mney, Mhen school boards do not have this authority, they are  

f i s c a l l y  deperdent on sowe c i ty ,  county, o r  other local  unit o f  government. 

School d i s t r i c t s  whose boundaries a r e  coterminous with those of counties 

o r  c i t i e s  are usually f i s ca l ly  dependent. 

In  general, Qeducators, and especially school administrators, endorse 

f i s c a l  independence, while public administrators and students of govern- 

ment favor the  f i s c a l  dependence of schools."19 Educators and po l i t i ca l  

i9~enjamin F. Pittenger, a a l  Public School Admknistration (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1951), p. 34. 
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s c i e n t i s t s  agree tha t  many taxing uni t s  are  too small and tha t  t a x  reforms are 

necessary, but they disagree on pooling school funds -with the res t  of public 

revenues . 
The reasons advanced f o r  f i s c a l  independence and dependence a re  m r i e d  

and have been discussed by numerous writers. The following by Bollens 

summarizes t he  basic p i n t s  usually presented i n  such discussions. 

The proponents of school independence from general local  govern- 
ments support t h e i r  position i n  several  ways. Education i s  so 
important, so basic t o  other governmental functions, and so deserving 
of substantial  f inancial  support t h a t  it should be kept f ree  of the 
uncertainties of  l oca l  po l i t i cs .  It i s  a s ta te  and not a 10cd govern- 
ment function. Since it must s tay as close a s  possible t o  the people, 
it should not be removed one s tep from t h e i r  control by being made 
dependent upon another government. The opponents counter by arguing 
t n a t  although they agree on the importance of education, a single 
and comprehensive government should judge the re la t ive mrits of the 
f inancial  needs of the  various public services i n  the community. 
They deny tha t  governmentally independent scnools are subject t o  l e s s  
po l i t i ca l  pressure than dependent schools, and tha t  education i s  any 
more a s t a t e  function than many other loca l  services, par t icular ly  
public h a l t h ,  law enforcement, and public welfare. They believe, 
furthermore, t ha t  s ignif icant  economies resu l t  from the integration 
of services, such a s  purchasing, which are common t o  a l l  functions. 
And f ina l ly ,  they contend t h a t  a separate scnool government with 
independently elected board members lengthens the bal lot  and makes 
the task of maintaining accountability more d i f f i cu l t  f o r  the 
cit izenry.  . . . 20 
Students of c i t y  government a r e  usually opposed to f i s ca l  independence 

of school d i s t r i c t s  because t h i s  practice makes it impossible for  an over- 

a l l  comprehensive picture of municipal taxation t o  be developed, They argue 

tha t  p a r t i a l  integration of school and c i t y  governments would resu l t  i n  

some advantages f o r  education. hMle they are aware tha t  f i s c a l  dependence 

would weaken the powers of school boards, t h y  do not f e e l  t ha t  such boards 

should be abolished a t  t h i s  tirce. 

2G~ohn C. Bollens, Special D i s t r i c t  G o v e m n t s  i n  the United States  
(Berkeley and Los Rngeles: University of California Press, 1957), pp. 191-92. 



One c i t y  which abolished the school board for  more than three decades 

(1914-1950) i s  St. Paul, Minnesota, which treated education a s  an ordinary 

branch of c i t y  government. The management of the schools was vested i n  

the c i t y  commission from whose membership the mayor appointed a conmLissioner 

of education. The coinmissioner, a s  a rule, assumed a l l  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 c i ty  

continues t o  suppLy the boardts requests i n  purchasing, c i v i l  service, 

l e g a l  advice, and accounting. The board's budget is presented t o  the ci ty  

comptroller and then t o  the c i ty  council, subject t o  the same procedures 

a s  the  budgets of other departments. 

W i l l i a m  Anderson, expert i n  loca l  government, advocates the elimina- 

t ion  of separate school d i s t r i c t s  a s  corporate bodies. He proposes tha t  

"Under s t a t e  control and supervision the several counties, c i t ies ,  larger 

towns, and larger  vil lages would administer the local  schools within 

t h e i r  limits," although advisory and even administrative boards might 

exist.21 Anderson recognized that this i s  an "advanced proposaltt growing 

out of the principle that there should be only one local  government in 

each area. 

The National Education Association i n  i t s  study of the f i s c a l  powers 

of c i t y  school boards concluded tha t  i f  boards were t o  be dependent, a 

specif ic  local  governmental agency should be selected and i t s  powers 

2 1 ~ i ~ i a m  Anderson, The U n i t s  of Goverwnt  i n  the United States; An 
humeration and Analysis, Publication No. 83 (1949 Revision; Chicago: 
Public Administration Service, 1949), p. 45. 



c lear ly  defined. On the other hand, i f  boards were t o  be independent, many 

exis t ing controls should be abolished. A t  any rate, the present pattern 

should be discontinued. 

. . . Continuing the present pattern, with various agencies exercising 
d i f fe ren t  degrees of control  over a wide var ie ty  of school business 
a f f a i r s ,  makes f o r  confusion, tension, dissat isfact ion,  and l e s s  e f f i -  
c ient  public service. Progressive search should continue f o r  that 
basic pattern of f i s c a l  relationships which provides the public with 
the best  possible school services and, a t  the same time, i s  defensible 
i n  terms of the essen t ia l  principles of good public a d m i n i s t r a t i ~ n . ~ ~  

2 2 ~ a t i o n a l  Education Association, Research Division, Fiscal  Authority 
of City Schoolboards, Research Bulletin, Vol. XXVIII, No. 2 (Washington, - 
D. C.: the Association, April 1950), p, 78. 





V. ~LICATIOMS FOR HAWAII 

The foregoing sections of this report  presented material considered 

essent ia l  t o  an understanding of public education i n  the United States.  

Drawing upon tha t  background, this section will explore some of the possible 

areas in which the legis la ture  might consider possible extension of powers 

f o r  the Hawaii board of education. A s  a mans  of furnishing additional 

background, the various surveys of education i n  Hawaii w i l l  be summarized, 

together with a presentation of pertinent provisions i n  the s t a t e  constitu- 

t i on  and laws of Hawaii. 

Surveys of Education i n  Hawaii and Related h g a l  Provisions 

Five surveys of education i n  Hawaii  w i l l  be discussed.' The first was 

conducted under the direction of the U. S. Commissioner of Education a t  the 

request of the Territory of Hawaii and w i l l  be referred t o  in this report a s  

"the 1920 federal  survey.1f The second, %he 1931 survey," was conducted by 

the governor's advisory cormnittee on education, and the third,  "the 1940 

survey,f' by the committee of f i f teen,  composed of senators, businessmen, and 

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

'(a) Department of the Interior,  Bureau of Education, A Survey of 
Education i n  Hawaii, Bulletin 1920, No. 16 (~ashington, D. C.: Govement 
Printing Office, 1920), 408 pp.; (b) Governorss Advisory Committee on 
Education, Survey of Schools and Industry i n  if& (Honolulu: the Comit- 
tee, February 1931), 156 pp.; (c)  Elizabeth M. Collins, Executive Director 
of the Co~munity Survey of Education, Conclusions and Reconanandations; 

Report t o  the Committee of Fifteen 
9411, n.p.; (c) Edgar M. Draper and 

Alice H. Hayden, Hawaiian Schwls;  A Community S w a y ,  1944-15, conducted 
f o r  the  1943 House Holdover Coxnittee of the Hawaiian Legislature (Washing- 
ton. D. C. : b r i c a n  CounciL on Education. 1946). 176 uu. : (el Hubert C. - - ,  . ,  . . 

Armkrong and WFlliam R. Odell, Social se t t ing ,  b&aniaation and Finance, 
Organization and Administration of the Public Schools, Territory of Hawaii 
(Stanford, California: June 30, 19571, 227 pp. and The Survey s t a f f ,  
s j  Organization and kdrninistration of the  Public Schools, 
Territory of Hawaii  (Stanford, California: June 30, 1457), 53 pp. 
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studyst of 1944-45, conducted f o r  a House Holdover Comittee, was a cur- 

riculum survey. The l a s t  was the 1956-57 Odell report, a comprehensive 

presentation on the organization and administration of public schools i n  

Hawaii. Since it i s  the most recent, i ts authors were aware of the 

const i tut ional  provisions affecting education and considered t h e i r  nature 

and iixplications in the i r  report, Consequently, most of the material 

from the Odell study w i l l  not be presented here, as  par t  of the  background 

material, but w i l l  be used i n  the following discussion on areas for  

l eg i s l a t i ve  consideration. 

The scope of the above-mentioned reports  was broad, and they concen- 

t r a t ed  on various aspects of education i n  Hawaii. This report ,  however, 

w i l l  examine only those suggestions which deal with (a)  the powers of the 

board of coimnissioners or a proposed board of education, (b) proposals 

fo r  decentralization i n  the public school system, and (c) support of 

public education. 

Board of Education 

A l l  of the surveys of education i n  Hawaii, except the 1940 survey, 

suggested thz t  the  board be given f u l l  power and authority over the 

department of public instruction,  The 1920 federal  survey indicated t h a t  

the  board should be assigned leg is la t ive  and judicial  functions, and the 

superintendent, executive functions. The Draper-Hayden study suggested 

tha t  the policy-making functions of the board should be def in i te ly  

separated from the administrative functions of t he  superintendent. The 

const i tut ion of the State  of Hawaii provides t ha t  "The board of education 

s h a l l  have the power, i n  accordance with law, t o  formulate policy, and 

t o  exercise control thro.agh i t s  executive of f icer  . . .", and the Hawaii 
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S t a t e  Government Reorganization Act of 1959 provided t h a t  the "department 

of education s h a l l  be headed by an executive board t o  be known a s  the  board 

of education." 

Another recomnendation made by several  of the surveys deal t  with the 

appointmgnt of the superintendent of public instruction by the board of 

education. The 1931 surrey expl ic i t ly  suggested tha t  the  superintendent 

should se rve  a t  the boards8 pleasure, while the Odell report  recomnded a 

four-year term and no residence requirement. TheDraper-Hayden study indi- 

cated thz t  the superintendent should not be a member of the board since he 
. . .  

should'be charged with the responsibil i ty,  of executing board pol ic ies  and 

consequently 'should not help t o  formulate them. The Hawaii Congress of 

Parents and Teachers likewise was c r i t i c a l  of the voting privilege of the 

superintendent. 2 

Decentralization i n  School Organization 

The 1920 federal  survey commission f e l t  that  many matters considered 

by the t e r r i t o r i a l  board of school comnissioners could more quickly and e f f i -  

c ien t ly  be se t t l ed  i f  on each island there  were a county board of education 

with the authority t o  administer the schools within the general pol ic ies  

established by the t e r r i t o r i a l  board. The survey commission recomnded t h a t  

the  t e r r i t o r i a l  board appoh t  the t e r r i t o r i a l  superintendent and members of 

the  county boards of education. It was a l so  suggested t h a t  the county board 

be permitted (a) t o  appoint i t s  own executive and his corps of ass i s tan ts  

and supervisors and (b) t o  assign, t ransfer ,  and dismiss a l l  teachers. The 

2 ~ a w a i i  Congress of Parents and Teachers, Special School Board Committee, 
Study of t.he Board of Education of Hawaii (Honolulu: the  Congress, 
November i9@), p. 7 .  



ac t ion  of the county boards, however, would be subject t o  review by the 

comnissioners and superintendent. 

None of the other surveys, except t h a t  of the Odell swvey s t a f f  wbJ.ch 

attempted t o  inplement the s t a t e  consti tution regarding loca l  school ad- 

visory councils, recomended any form of decentralization. One report  

of the  education cormittee of the Consti tutional Convention (S.C.R. No. 52), 

while recognizing tha t  centralized control  of education should be fixed 

i n  the  s t a t e  constitution, a lso indicated tha t  the establishment of loca l  

school advisory councils had the addit ional merit of raking possible 

"some very wholesome ?grass roots* participation i n  public school affairs." 

Support of Public Education 

The 1920 federal  survey recommended that  the special  fund ( se t  aside 

a t  t ha t  t i m e  by the Territory for  the erection of new school buildings 

and general upkeep and maintenance of them, and administered by the respec- 

t i v e  counties) be administered by county boards of education, the establish- 

ment of which was previously discussed. 

The 1931 survey suggested t h a t  there should be one budget for  

education, instead of three (general school fund, special  fund, and 

teachers salary fund), t o  make it eas ie r  f o r  l eg is la tors  t o  see c lear ly  

the t o t a l  amount requested f o r  education and t o  weigh tha t  request against 

other expenditures of governmnt. 

The Draper-Hayden study also included several  changes affecting 

school finance. The authors recomended tha t  the board of coirsnissioners 

develop the school budget through the boardts secretary. Since the 

authors f e l t  that  the board should a t  a l l  t i a e s  be aware of the f inancial  



aspects and should prepare the budget, they also suggested tha t  the secretary 

of the board be the business =.lager and that the presentation of the  budget 

t o  the legis la ture  be made by the school cou~ss ione r s .  T h i s  probably grew 

out of the authorst expressed desire  f o r  closer cooperation between school 

o f f i c i a l s  and legis la tars .  The s t a t e  constitution of Hawai i ,  however, 

provides t ha t  "the governor s h a l l  submit t o  the legis la ture  a budget s e t t i r ~ g  

fo r th  a complete plan of proposed general fund expenditures and anticipated 

receipts  of the State  for  the  ensuing f i s c a l  period." 

Another area which Draper and Hayden discussed was the use of the  

teacher-pupil r a t i o  a s  a basis f o r  determining the s ize  of the teaching 

s t a f f ,  without taking in to  consideration other important factors. For 

example, a teacher i n  the r u r a l  area  working with 15 pupils i n  three grades 

would be carrying a heavier load than one who was teaching a regular c lass  

of 35 pupils i n  one grade o r  subject. The teacher-pupil r a t i o  has been 

used since the ear ly  19400s i n  Hawaii as  a basis f o r  par t  of the school 

budget. 

Probably the most comprehensive study of school finance i n  Hawaii was 

conducted by the Odell survey s taff .  Several recommendations would necessi- 

t a t e  basic changes in the present system, and these w i l l  be discussed i n  the 

next portion of t h i s  report. 

Some Areas f o r  Legislative Consideration 

The Hawaii s ta te  board of education i s  authorized t o  formulate the  

po l ic ies  governing public elementary and secondary education. Vocational and 

technical  schools a s  well a s  adult education courses below college grade 

a re  a lso administered by the department of education. Furtherrare, the  



S t a t e  Government Reorganization Act of 1959 placed the l ib ra ry  system 

within the departmnt of education. Under the s t a t e  constitution the 

board of education is a l so  empowered t o  appoint the superintendent of 

public instruction who will administer the public schools under pol ic ies  

established by the board and be a voting member on that  board. 

The following discussion of the  poss ib i l i t i es  of fur ther  a l te r ing  

present organizational arrangements o r  extending present powers of the 

s t a t e  board w i l l  deal  with the following f ive  major areas: 

1. Education i n  the governmental s t ruc tu reShou ld  education be 

considered a unique function, separate from existing governmental. 

units? 

2, Centralization and decentralization-Should the authority t o  

operate the public schools be centralized i n  one body-the s t a t e  

board of education? 

3. School finance-Should changes be made i n  the present system of 

financing public education? 

4. Relationships between the board and superintendent-Should the 

superintendent be an of f icer  only responsible f o r  the execution 

of board policies? 

5. Higher education-Should the s t a t e  board of education administer 

higher education o r  any phase of i t ?  

There i s  also a short discussion on the e f fec t s  of organizational and 

f inanc ia l  arrangements on the selection of school board niembers. 

T h i s  report w i l l  not make recommendations on specif ic  organizational 

arrangements which might be provided f o r  and powers which might be assigned 

t o  the Hawaii board of education. It will instead a t t e ~ p t  to  delve 



suf f ic ien t ly  into  several areas for  l eg is la t ive  consideration so tha t  action 

can be taken with some awareness of ~ e r t i n e n t  problems and consequences. 

Education -- i n  the Govenunental Structure 

Should education be considered a function suff ic ient ly  dif ferent  from 

other governmental responsibi l i t ies  a s  t o  warrant separation from them? 

O r  should it be considered another function of government along with the 

others, l i k e  police protection, public health, and public welfare? 

Some contend tha t  because education a f fec t s  so many people and requires 

the la rges t  single s t a t e  expenditure, education i s  deserving of a government 

unto itself--independent from the r e s t  of the governmental structure. This 

would require the establishment of a separate governmental unit,  the school 

d i s t r i c t ,  with its own off icers  and powers of taxation. 

The establishment of such independent school d i s t r i c t s  requires a basic 

change i n  Hawaiivs governmental structure;  Table 18 has been formed t o  indi- 

cate the kind of legis la t ive  action which is involved. It does not purport, 

t o  be a comprehensive presentation of a l l  the legal  provisions necessary t o  

es tabl ish independent school d i s t r i c t s ;  it has been developed for  i l l u s t r a -  

t i v e  purposes only. 

Should the Hawaii legis la ture  deem it desirable t o  t r e a t  education, not 

a s  a unique function, but a s  one of several  governmental undertakings, the 

present f i s c e l  dependence of the education board on the s t a t e  and respective 

counties should be ~a in ta ined .  Furthermore, other provisions which would 

enable the legis la ture  and/or the governor t o  supervise more closely the 

school board may be appropriate. Budget review with f u l l  power by the execu- 

t ive  branch t o  a l t e r  the school budget a s  it sees f i t ,  a l eg is la t ive  audi t  



Table 18. I l l u s t r a t ive  Legislative Action Related t o  Establishment 
of Independent School Dis t r ic t s  i n  Hawaii 

Ob jective Types of Legislative Action t o  Accomplish Objective 

1. Organized Entity--assignment of The Constitution of the State  of Hawaii grants the legis la ture  
corporate o r  quasi-corporate powers the authority t o  create po l i t i ca l  subdivisions, other than 

counties, and t o  provide f o r  t h e i r  respective governments 
(Article V I I ,  Section 1) .  The legis la ture  may be able t o  amend 
the Laws of Hawaii t o  create indeoendent school d i s t r i c t s ,  t o  
describe the i r  boundaries, t o  specify the powers of school 
boards, etc., depending upon the interpretation which is given 
t o  Article M, Section 2, of the Constitution. 

Amend Laws of Hawaii t o  provide f o r  the  election of school 
board members and f o r  proper election procedures. 

3. Fiscal  Independence Amend Constitution t o  make it unnecessary f o r  school boardsorthe 
s t a t e  bcnrd t o  submit budsets t o  any other o f f i c i a l s  f o r  roviow. 

Amend Laws of Hawaii t o  grant school d i s t r i c t s  o r  the s ta te  
board powers t o  levy taxes and t o  incur indebtedness. 



of school expenditures t o  enable the  legis la ture  t o  check in to  the actual 

manner i n  which appropriated funds were spent (Constitution, Article V I ,  

Section 8, provides f o r  legis la t ive  auditor) ,  and accozntability of the  

board of education t o  the  legis la ture  and/or governor are  a l l  measures which 

place education within the governmental s t ructure  a s  another function not 

unlike others. 

A t  the present time, education i n  Hawaii i s  treated a s  another govern- 

mental function. Financial control over education r e s t s  with s t a t e  and 

county governments. The members of the school board owe t h e i r  appointments 

t o  other government officers. 

A more independent board of education i s  advocat-.!i by a recent report 

of the Hawaii Congress of Parents and Teachers (H.C.P.T. ): 

Education must cow t o  be accepted a s  a responsibil i ty of 
government wLq-le i n  t y ~ z .  He hold the function of Education t o  be 
different  i n  essence from a l l  other services of government. Because 
of these matters there i s  an ever inore pressing need for  the people 
of this State  to  be given every opportunity t o  exert as  d i rec t  an 
influence as  i s  possible upon our policy-makers i n  Education. Further- 
more, the responsi'oility f o r  education should be more spacif ical ly  
defined i n  law. The Board of Education should be empowered by law to  
define educational policy and should be held responsible f o r  carrying 
it out. That i s  t o  say, neither the Legislature nor t,ie Governorqs 
of f ice  should be the body responsible f o r  educational matters. Those 
agencles ha-re many and more general problems with which t o  contend. 
A more indepnnd~r~ .  Eoard of Education, responsible a s  d i rec t ly  a s  
possible t o  the p.?-pie-.-~ust be our aim i f  the t o t a l  function of 
education i 3  t o  a t t a i n  the importance i n  our society which we claim 
f o r  it. 3 

The H.C.P.T. also recoumended tha t  the  authority of the s t a t e  board 

be made t o  match i t s  responsibility, and was especially cognizant of the 

importance of granting t o  it greater f inancial  responsibil i ty and control. 

This organization strongly urged that  gethe Board be given the r ight  to draw 



up, publicly justify, and superintend the implementation of i ts  own 

budget fo r   ducati ion."' However, the H.C .P.T. f e l t  i t  was %nappropriate 

o r  inpracticalsl t o  discuss f i s c a l  independence a t  the present time. 

The Odell survey s ta f f  likewise did not recommend f i s c a l  independence, 

although the authors f e l t  t h a t  a good case might be made for  it, but made 

suggestions for  improving the financing of public education; these wi l l  

be discussed la te r .  The s t a f f  pointed out t h a t  the education budget 

should go t o  the commissioners f i ta te  b o a r g  fo r  study, modification, and 

approval. T h i s  matter i s  presented a t  greater length i n  a subsequent dis- 

cussion on school finance and Table 19  indicates leg is la t ive  action which 

would grant the s ta te  board such control over the education budget. 

Centralization and Decentralization 

The principle of centralization i n  the administration of public 

education was enthusiastically endorsed by the education c o d t t e e  of the 

Constitutional Convention: "The concept of a single, statewide system 

of public schooling i s  so fundamentally sound, so widely acclaimed, and 

so proved i n  the l i gh t  of Hawaiian history a s  t o  jus t i fy  inclusion of the 

principle i n  the State constitution of Hawaii." 

Hawaii's highly centralized system of public education places both 

regulatory responsibil i t ies,  commonly associated with s t a t e  boards on the 

mainland, and governing responsibil i t ies,  commonly associated with loca l  

school boards, i n  one board-the s t a t e  board of education. The s ta te  con- 

s t i t u t i o n  centralized public school finance even fur ther  by providing tha t  

the s t a t e  shall be responsible for  school construction (not the counties 

a s  was t rue  under t e r r i t o r i a l  status).  



The greatest  concern about centralization i s  the  lack of effect ive lay 

par t ic ipat ion i n  public education. This concern =s shared by the  Constitu- 

t i o n a l  Convention, the Odell s t a f f ,  and the H.C.P.T. Part ly out of a desire 

t o  provide f o r  grass roots participation i n  public school a f f a i r s  (as well 

a s  t he  resu l t  of considering the advantages and disadvantages of an elected 

school board), the education committee of the Constitutional Convention 

suggested the appointment (by and with the consent of the senate) of the 

members of the s t a t e  board by the governor f r o i n  panels of names submitted by 

loca l  school advisory councils. Although the only consti tutional responsi- 

b i l i t y  assigned t o  these councils deals with t h e i r  ~ a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  nominating 

board members, the education c o e t t e e  recommended that  these councils func- 

t i on  a s  advisory committees t o  t h e i r  respective members on the s t a t e  board. 

The H.C.P.T. also considered these councils a s  being the 'Ipulse of the 

public* and f e l t  t ha t  i t  was important t o  assign the following addit ional 

responsibi l i t ies  t o  them: ( a )  serve a s  l i a i son  and advisor between schools 

and the cornunity by working with the school board, the s t a t e  superintendent, 

the d i s t r i c t  superintendent, and the board of supervisors i n  school matters; 

and (b) receive reports from ci t izen groups on education a s  well a s  t o  con- 

duct research a t  the request of t he  board. 

The Odell s t a f f  recommended even stronger powers f o r  the l oca l  school 

advisory councils. While the  OdeU report nad a similar recommendation a s  

the first one of the  H.C.P.T., it also suegested tha t  the members of the  

councils be voting members of the  Augplented Board of Supervisors and Citizens 

Advisory Committee on the Fublic Schools on matters pertaining t o  the  support 

of t he  school budget. 



Another means of s t h l a t i n g  l ay  participation i n  public education 

was defined by the H.C.P.T. t ha t  suggested several ways through which corp 

munication between the public and the board might be improved: public 

flearings on the  school budget and other important items should be held; 

periodic reports on educational developments should be made by the board 

t o  the people; board meetings should be widely publicized and open t o  the  

public. 

In a somewhat dif ferent  vein was the suggestion of the OdeU. report 

which explored the possibi l i ty  of forming two c ivic  bodies t o  "add t o  the  

qual i ty  and s t a b i l i t y  of long-term policy i n  both government and private 

endeavorst*. F i r s t ,  t he  Public Policy Council--an independent and unoffi- 

c i a l  body, possibly i n i t i a t ed  by the  University of Hmaii, composed of 

c i t i zens  from various f ie lds  of endeavor who "are a t  once scholara of 

society and who enjoy the confidence of the  people." This group would 

serve a s  a source of leadership and co~nnunication as  well a s  a cata lyst  

i n  analyzing trends i n  the s t a t e  and i n  awakening public awareness of 

cornunity problems. Second, the Joint  Council on Research and 

Information-a body composed of men i n  government, business, and educa- 

t i on  who are  engaged in s t a t i s t i c a l ,  research, o r  f i s c a l  ac t iv i t i es .  

The members of t h i s  group would coordinate t he i r  findings and be informed 

of the t o t a l  research findings i n  the  s t a t e  a s  well a s  seek t o  engage i n  

special  research projects i n  areas where there i s  a dearth of pertinent 

information. 

The above remarks offer  various means by which a highly centralized 

system might still  provide fo r  greater l a y  pa r t i c ip t ion .  There is, of 

course, the a l ternat ive of decent rd iz ing  the system of public education 



t o  some degree. Probably no one would advocate the  formation of a multitude 

of school d i s t r i c t s  i n  Hawaii, but between that  form of decentralization and 

the present form of centralization,  there are  intermediate positions. 

For example, it i s  possible t o  have a s ta te  board of education and 

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

s i b i l i t i e s  comrcon t o  s t a t e  boards i n  general; the l a t t e r  would be given 

governing responsibi l i t ies  con'lion t o  dependent school d i s t r i c t s .  Specifi- 

ca l ly ,  i n  terms of finance, it would be possible f o r  the s ta te ,  assuming it 

decides t o  use the foundation program approach (discussed i n  Section IV of 

t h i s  report ) ,5  t o  give a county school d i s t r i c t  a certain sum of money t o  

run i t s  schools i n  the manner t ha t  it sees f i t .  The county school d i s t r i c t  

could decide t o  provide addit ional sunis f o r  education. Furthemore, the 

county board of education could hire and dismiss i t s  teachers, could 

es tab l i sh  i t s  07m salary schedule, could n,odify the s ta te  curriculum, etc.- 

a l l  within the context of s t a t e  regulations as  s e t  by the s t a t e  board. The 

1920 federal  survey essent ia l ly  made t h i s  proposal. 

School Finance 

Pr ior  t o  statehood, any study of the financing of public education i n  

Hawaii was faced with the major d i f f i cu l ty  of deteroining the exact amunt 

of nioney spent f o r  t h i s  purpose during a certain period. This was largely 

due t o  two circurrtances: (a) instead of one consoliciated budget f o r  educa- 

t ion,  there  were one t e r r i t o r i a l  budget and four special  school fund budgets, 

one f o r  each of the counties; and (b)  each county had i t s  own procedures i n  

5 ~ n d e r  the  foundation program, the s t a t e  and loczl  school d i s t r i c t s  
guarantee a basic program of instruction defined as  eosential t o  a l l  
children i n  the %ate. 



record keeping and budget making, thus making it di f f icu l t ,  if not impos- 

s ib le ,  t o  make comparative studies of county expenditures for  school 

purposes. To complicate the s i tuat ion even further is the dependence of 

public schools on school funds derived from donations, student contribu- 

t ions,  and various sel l ing ac t iv i t ies ;  these funds a re  not a part  of any 

of the education budgets. 6 

The s ta te  constitution c l a r i f i e s  the f i s c a l  aspects of school admin- 

i s t r a t i o n  t o  some extent. It provides t h a t  the state 's  responsibil i ty 

f o r  education extends t o  the provision of physical f ac i l i t i e s .  T h i s  w i l l  

mean the end of  special school fund budgets being submitted t o  the 

counties, It a lso  provides that the  governor sha l l  submit a budget t o  

the  legis la ture ,  compiled i n  two parts: *'one set t ing for th  a l l  proposed 

operating expenditures for the ensuing f i s c a l  period and the other, a l l  

capi ta l  improvements expenditures proposed t o  be undertaken during such 

period." 

S ta te  support of physical f a c i l i t i e s  does not necessarily mean tha t  

the  counties can no longer help i n  financing public education. One 

al ternat ive i s  fo r  both the s t a t e  and counties t o  contribute t o  the t o t a l  

educational cost. Both the Ode11 report and the H.G.P.T. study reco- 

mended that the s ta te  appropriation fo r  education be on a formula basis 

and that the s t a t e  portion should approximate a t  l ea s t  88 per cent of 

the t o t a l  school revenues with the counties furnishing the remainder; 

h'hese school funds are not inconsequential; t he i r  t o t a l  i s  more 
than the t o t a l  general fund appropriations fo r  supplies, books, and 
equipment made by the legis la ture  t o  the Departmnt of Public Instruction. 
In  1959-60, over $3 million was received in to  these funds, almost $3 
million was spent, and the combined year-end balance aniounted t o  $1,163,U9. 
Charles S. James, Special Funds i n  the State  G o v e m n t  (Wogra&sd ;  
Honolulu: University of Hawaii, h g i s l a t i v e  Reference Bureau, December 22, 
19@), pp. 13-U. 
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i n  essence, a foundation program approach, The Odell s taff  also f e l t  that  

counties should be f ree  t o  exceed the required contribution t o  the foundation 

program, so that  a be t t e r  educational program might be offered if the 

par t icu la r  county so desired. 

The H.C.P.T. fur ther  recommended t h a t  the school appropriation be a 

leg is la ted  amount per student and tha t  t h e  board of education i t s e l f  shou1.d 

be responsible for  the allocation of such funds. In t h i s  connection, the 

weighted pupil u n i t  (discussed in Section IV of t h i s  report)  or  the average 

da i ly  attendance might be a bet ter  basis than the school census. '/ 

It i s  also possible f o r  the t o t a l  support of education t o  be borne by 

the s t a t e ,  with no comty contributions o r  with county funds being turned 

over t o  the s t a t e  for  a s t a t e  program of public education. The former 

would probably man that  t he  s t a t e  government would reduce i t s  grants t o  

counties i n  order t o  furnish the t o t a l  su.pport f o r  public education. 

k few ways i n  which the s t a t e  board of education might be given 

greater  control over i t s  budget are  i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  Table 19. Some of the 

poss ib i l i t i e s  considered a re  elimination of budget review by the governor, 

presentation of the budget d i rec t ly  t o  the legis la ture  by the board i t s e l f  

instead of by the superintendent and his s ta f f ,  and authority to  deterffhe 

how much money should be spent on supplies, administration, etc.  It i s  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  provide complete control over the education budget within the 

framework of a f i s ca l ly  dependent school system, for  one of the basic prin- 

c ip les  of government i s  t h a t  the  source of taxing power should determine the 

7~e igh ted  uni ts  are  generally based on extensive research and 
experience. For example, each high school studenc i n  average dai ly  
attendance night  be considered the equivalent of 1.3 e l ewn ta r?~  pupil units. 
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Table 19. Legislative Action Related t o  School Finance - 
Objective Types of Legislative Action t o  Accomplish Objectives - 

1. Increased control over the  Amend Laws of Hawaii t o  (a) delete  provision that  the  education budget go t o  
budget by the  s t a t e  board the director  of the budget f o r  revision; (b) provide tha t  the budget be sent 

t o  the s t a t e  board f o r  study, modification, and approval, and then sent t o  the 
legis la ture;  (c) provide for  the  s t a t e  board t o  decide how the school appro- 
pr ia t ion i s  t o  be spent, For example, the s t a t e  board may be given the 
authority t o  determine how much money should be spent on school supplies, 
administration, e tc ,  

2. A consolidated budget for  Amend Laws of Hawaii t o  (a) delete  provision regarding special  school fund 
education budgets and (b) provide f o r  one budget i n  accordance with the provisions of the  

s t a t e  consti tution.  The education budget, a s  Odell suggests, might a l so  be 
expressed i n  terms of i'objectives, speciPic policies, and operating programsew 

I Furthermore, P.T.A. and other pr ivate  donations should be reported i n  suff ic ient  c 
C" d e t a i l  t ha t  an analysis can be mde of how these funds are  being used. 

3. Joint  financing by s t a t e  and Amend Laws of Hawaii t o  (a) delete  provision on s t a t e  and county budgets for  
county on a formula bas i s  education and (b) provide f o r  formula financing on a basis approaching an 

88-12 r a t i o  f o r  s t a t e  and counties, respectively; the appropriation f o r  educa- 
t i o n  being computed on the basis  of a cer ta in  swn per student o r  on the basis 
of a weighted pupil unit.  The county contribution might a lso be viewed a s  a 
"reverse grant-in-aid11 (county funds being used t o  support a s t a t e  program). 

4. Financing by s t a t e  alone Amend Laws of Hawaii t o  (a) delete  provision on special  school fund budgets, 
and (b) provide for  one education budget t o  be t o t a l l y  supported by s t a t e  
funds, T h i s  might require the s t a t e  t o  reduce other forms of s t a t e  grants to 
counties i n  order t~ support the  t o t a l  program of education. - 



manner of expenditure. These suggestive measures are therefore an attempt 

t o  provide so;ne features of independent school boards within a dependent 

school system. Table 19 also deals with other factors related t o  school 

finance . 
The EXfects of Organizational and Financial 
Arrangements on the Selection of School Board Members 

8 

Plany of the decisions which a re  made with respect t o  the place of 

education i n  the govern~ental  structure,  t he  f i s c a l  s ta tus  of school dis- 

t r i c t s ,  and the centralization o r  decentralization of school organization 

a re  necessarily closely interrelated.  Further, some of the fundamental 

decisions i n  these areas are  helpful i n  de te rdning  how members of the 

school governing body o r  bodies should be selected. Thus, i f  one believes 

t h a t  education i s  a unlque function which should ex i s t  independently of 

other governmental units and have complete f i s c a l  independence, then 

probably one would not wish t o  have school board members selected by of f i -  

c i a l s  of other governmental units .  If, on the other hand, one prefers t o  

consider education a s  a responsibil i ty of exis t ing governments, then one 

would probahu desire t o  give such governments some control over the 

selection of board members. The individual who prefers t o  create a sepa- 

r a t e  government f o r  education and t o  grant such a government f i s c a l  

independence but i n  addition favors s ignif icant  decentralization would 

probably desire  t o  l e t  the  e lectors  of each school d i s t r i c t  se lec t  t h e i r  

own board members. The person, however, who favors centralization but does 

not have strong views on governmental and f i s c a l  independence, might well 

approve of the selection of board members by s t a t e  off ic ia ls .  

%or a d i s c ~ s s i o n  on selection of me~bers  of s t a t e  boards of ed~ca t ion ,  
see the publication of the Legislative 2eference Bureau on State  b a r d s  
of Educatiop (Septe&er 18, 1959). 



While the above discussion dealt  ~21th the  e f fec ts  of cer ta in  basic 

decisions on the selection of board members, one can also examine the 

e f f e c t s  of selection on board powers and organizational arrangements. If 

the selection of board members i s  through appointment by some s t a t e  off i -  

c i a l ,  it i s  probable tha t  education i n  Hawaii w i l l  remain a highly 

centralized function of s ta te  government and one which is f i s ca l ly  depend- 

e n t  a s  well. On the other hand, if members of the s ta te  board a r e  elected, 

some changes may resu l t ,  fo r  a board of education elected by the same 

people who elect  the members of the leg is la ture  and the governor may 

a s s e r t  i t s e l f  i n  significant ways. It would be d i f f icu l t  fo r  the legis- 

l a e v e  o r  the executive branches of government t o  t r e a t  the board of 

education a s  one of the heads of a principal department, fo r  the board 

would be d i rec t ly  accountable t o  the people although it might be assigned 

few o r  no f i s c a l  powers. A t  any rate,  one would expect an elected board 

t o  par t ic ipate  act ively and po l i t i ca l ly  i n  furthering the cause of 

education. 

Board-Superintendent Relationships 

The s t a t e  constitution of Hawaii provides f o r  the appointment of the  

superintendent of public instruction by the board of education and grants 

h i m  voting privileges a s  a member of the board. The l a t t e r  provision 

has caused some consternation among those who f e e l  tha t  the superintend- 

ent i s  an of f icer  selected by the board t o  execute policies, not formulate 

them. This position i s  forcefully expressed by the H.C.P.T.: "The 

majority of t h i s  committee Gpecia l  school board committeg f e l t  t h a t  f o r  the 

Superintendent of Schools t o  be a voting ~ercber of the Board tha t  hired 



him o r  t o  be placed i n  the gwsition of having t o  cast  a deciding vote was 

an inadvisable and untenable p s i t i o n  f o r  him t o  occupy."9 

On the other hand, the education committee of the Constitutional Conven- 

t ion,  while aware of the a r p e n t s  against the granting of voting pr ivi leges  

t o  the  superintendent, jus t i f ied i t s  decision a s  follows: The superintendent 

a s  a professional leader has a responsibi l i ty  t o  exercise influence in behalf 

of his convictions. Voting privileges would enable h i m  t o  represent his 

profession more effectively i n  establishing educational policies. 

If the Hawaii l eg is la ture  holds t o  the  second view, no leg is la t ion  i s  

necessary. Hpwever, i f  it i s  f e l t  t ha t  the  responsibi l i t ies  of the superin- 

tendent should be confined t o  executive functions, consti tutional arindment 

i s  necessary. 

Another related consideration i s  the tenure of the superintendent. Tkc 

consti tution includes a general prav',sion tha t  executive and administrative 

o f f i ce r s  appointed by boards o r  commissions may be rerooved by a majority 

vote of the board members. Whether t h i s  provision applies t o  constitution- 

a l l y  established of f icers  i s  not clear. Should the leg is la ture  consider the 

superintendent a s  an executive of f icer  only, the application of the general 

provision seems feasible.  

However, i f  the superintendent i s  considered as  a meaber of the  board 

(as i s  provLded i n  the constitution), tenure might be provided, perhaps 

iden t i ca l  t o  tha t  of meiobers of t he  board of education. The Odell report  

suggested tenure f o r  four years, 

A nationwide atudy of education indicated t h a t  i n  1955, out of l+i+ s t a t e  

boards of education, the s t a t e  superintendent was an ex o f f i c io  member i n  



17 states.1° In these s ta tes ,  13 superintendents were elected f o r  four 

years, 2 fo r  two years, while 2 superintendents were appointed by the 

governor. I n  17 other s t a t e s  the  board appointed the s t a t e  superintend- 

ent  who was considered an executive of f icer  only. Tenure was provided i n  

5 s ta tes ,  annual appointrent i n  1, no provision i n  1, and rel~oval a t  

boardss pleasure i n  10. In  none of these 17 s t a t e s  was the board-appointed 

superintendent made an ex off ic io  member of the board. 

Hinher Eliucation 

A t  the present time, Hawaiivs board of education has the  authority 

t o  administer programs of adult education below the college grade; i t s  

powers do not extend in to  the area of higher education. T'nis seems an 

opportune t ine ,  especially i n  view of the growing in t e r e s t  i n  community 

o r  junior colleges, t o  evaluate the  poss ib i l i ty  of developing higher 

education o r  sone phase of it under the department of education. 

The education committee of the  Constitutional Convention discussed 

the problem of defining responsibil i ty for  junior colleges. The board 

of  regents of the University of Hawaii presented a suggestion t o  the com- 

mittee tha t  there be a const i tut ional  provision reserving control over 

a l l  publicly supported higher education t o  t he  regents, but the committee 

decided t o  leave the rnatter t o  future  leg is la t ive  action. 

A l l  of the studies dealing with the needs of higher education i n  

Hawaii generally agree tha t  soEe expansion i n  f a c i l i t i e s  i s  necessary. 

There i s  disagreement, however, i n  defining how these expanded f a c i l i t i e s  

should be re la ted t o  the University of Hawaii and/or t o  the department of 

l 0 ~ r e d  F. Beach and Robert F. \Mill, The S ta te  and Education; The 
Structure and Contml of Public a t  the S ta te  Level, &sc. No. 23 
?.'dashington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1955), pp. 4.1-161. 



education. From the standpoint of the legis la ture ,  the following questions 

seem especially pertinent: What system would enable the leg is la ture  mst 

effect ively t o  evaluate the needs, provisions, and possible expansion of 

higher education? What system would best help the leg is la ture  t o  hold 

accountable those who are responsible f o r  higher education i n  the s ta te?  

What system would tend t o  maximize quali ty and make cost reasonable? 

Both the Governores Conference on Education held i n  1955 and the 

Odell report recommended the development of junior colleges under the 

department of public instruction. The l a t t e r  report  was quite specific. 

The further developent of vocational education throughout 
Hawaii i s  related t o  the development of regional community colleges 
on the larger islands. These community colleges could be developed 
aroma the nuclei of the present technical schools and would provide 
not only for  the retention of the specif ic  trade training,  which 
they now include, but would provide for  the fur ther  extension of 
t h i s  training. 

The present technical school could well consti tute the technical  
division of a modern community college, which provides post-high 
school educational offerings for  t he  following four population 
groups: (1) Those youth who desire  specific vocational preparation 
i n  a recognized trade or  industry; (2) Those youth who desire  t o  
complete the first two years of preparation f o r  the Bachelor's and 
advanced degrees; (3) Those youth who desire  to extend t h e i r  compe- 
tencies  through a program of general education a t  a higher l eve l  
of maturity; (4) Adults i n  the  community who wish to  extend t h e i r  
educational competence i n  any field-academic, vocational, o r  
cultural .  

The development of such a system of regional conmiunity colleges, 
having both te rn ina l  and t ransfer  functions, i s  thoroughly con- 
s i s ten t  with continued growth of the University of Hawaii. The 
University of Hawaii has already faced many problems i n  connection 
with needed expansion of i t s  f ac i l i t i e s .  The growth of s t a t e  uni- 
vers i t i es ,  and par t icular ly  those on the West Coast, indicate tha t  
this expansion has only begun. The community college w i l l  never 
replace the university, even a t  the  lower division level.  It wUl 
provide lower division t ra ining f o r  some students who w i l l  t r ansfer  
t o  the university for  Bachelores and graduate degrees. T h i s  s ta te-  
ment implies t ha t  the t ransfer  work a t  the  cornunity college must 
be thoroughly comparable t o  lower division work a t  a university 
and must c a r r j  equal credit .  



The freeing of the University of Hawaii from excessive deniands 
f o r  the provision of the t o t a l  undergraduate program w i l l  enable it 
t o  expand i t s  graduate and research training programs, This has 
been the general pattern of development i n  the States  which have 
s e t  up public cornunity colleges. In  the long run, both the public 
schools and the university gain not only i n  s ta ture  but also in 
freedom t o  meet the unique responsibi l i t ies  of each inst i tut ion.  ll 

The report  of the Study and Development Commission of the University 

of &waii a l so  discussed the need f o r  expanding higher education through- 

out the  state.= The Comission, :omposed of facul ty  members, conducted 

a sel f  study, and i t s  report  with recommendations has been submitted t o  

the  president of the University. 

The Commission, f u l l y  aware of t he  need f o r  expanded f ac i l i t i e s ,  

f e l t  t h a t  t he  establishment of a second s t a t e  university o r  of several 

four-year colleges was d i f f i c u l t  t o  support because the costs of opera- 

t i o n  a r e  heavy and the population i n  some areas i s  not suff ic ient  t o  

provide a minimum enrollment. The Commission therefore recommended that  

the University plan for  the  establishment of a system of cornunity 

colleges. 

Two other related suggestions were made by the Commission: (a) the  

University should es tabl ish two-year terminal academic programs leading 

t o  the  Associate i n  A r t s  (A.A.) o r  to  the Associate i n  Science (A.s.) 

degrees t o  be granted by conaunity colleges a s  well a s  by the main campus; 

and (b) the University should develop terminal two-year sub-professional 

programs t o  serve cer ta in  professional f i e l d s  (engineering aides, dental  

ass i s tan ts ,  l ib ra ry  aides, etc.). 

R. Hanna and Henry B. HcDaniel, General Curriculum and Voca- 
t i o n a l  Curriculun, Organization and Administration of the Public Schools, 
Terr i tory of Hawaii, by the  Odell Survey Staff (Stanford, California: 
June 30, 1957), PP. 76-77. 

l2ursLve rsity of Hawaii, Report of t n e  Study arid Devalopment Conmission 
t b f i ~ e n & q h e d ;  Honolulu: the University, Wove~ber 1960). 



The discussion thus  f a r  i n a c a t e s  two possible systems of providing for  

the  expansion of higher education in  the s ta te :  (a) expansion under t he  

department of education through the establishment of comunity colleges 

amund the nuclei  of the present tec,hnical schools; and (b) expansion under 

the  University of iiawaii through the establishment of comunity colleges, 

two-year terminal degrees, and two-year sub-professional programs. S t i l l  

another poss ib i l i ty  i s  f o r  t he  legis la ture  t o  create comunity colleges with 

t h e i r  own governing boards. 

The problem of defining responsibil i ty f o r  an expanded post-secondary 

educational program would be simplified somewhat i f  the granting of college 

c red i t  were not involved; i.e., one could argua tha t  education i n  grades l.3 

2nd 14 was an extension of high school work and consequently should be a part  

of the  public school system. When courses i n  grades 13 and l.4 carry college 

credif ,  however, the need f o r  insuring the quali ty of credi ts  i s  magnifid 

and the coordination of ins t i tu t ions  becomes necessary. 

Basic t o  a decision on how best t o  provide f o r  expanded f a c i l i t i e s  is 

knowledge of how adequateljr exis t ing opportunities a r e  meeting student 

demands. There i s  also the need f o r  an extensive follow-up of high school 

graduates, so t ha t  information on t h e i r  intent,  coupled with t h e i r  a b i l i t y  

levels,  might be used i n  determining the type of public post-secondary 

education most needed, whether i t  be higher education, technical education, 

business training,  and the l ike .  T h i s  assesswent of post high school needs 

may well furnish the answer not only t o  the kind of ins t i tu t ions  which 

should be established, but t o  the most effective placement of them i n  the 

ex is t ing  governmental and educational structure. 




