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PREFACE 

Basic to the tenets of our democratic society is the 

ideal of educational opportunity for all through the public

ly supported school system. While mounting evidence indi

cates numerous important changes, this long accepted 

principle maintains a continuous priority in American tradi

tion. Educational programs, organizational structure and 

financial policies have changed greatly during the past 

decade. Considerable progress has been made, however, in 

adapting education to the needs of society. In recent years 

economists have suggested that education warrants increased 

attention and consideration in the public sector. No one 

denies that good schools are essential to the national wel

fare. Few disagree that the most important resource of the 

United States is its citizens. The financial support of 

public education is one of the most pervasive problems of 

government. Local boards of education and state legislatures 

find themselves increasingly involved with questions per

taining to funds for public education. 

The direct relationship between the funding of school 

finance formulas and the quality of education must be artic

ulated to those in the political decision making positions. 

Improvements are needed in incentive aid programs to overcome 
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existing weaknesses and to demonstrate the advantages of 

flexibility. 

The Kansas public schools at present face a serious 

financial crisis. Sanctions have been imposed by the NEA 

and KSTA. Kansas educators and politicians cannot avoid en

gagement with the struggle to meet demands of a changing en

vironment, or the involvement of issues for financial support 

of public schools. 

~he present foundation plan for school finance in Kansas 

was adopted in 1965. Although that plan is an improvement 

over past finance plans, there still remain unsolved prob

lems. The most controversial issues in public school finance 

are: the source of the revenue needed, the method of dis

tributing the state funds, and the establishment of accept

able practices to identify quality education. 

It is hoped that this study will offer a new approach 

for distributing state funds to local school districts and 

will create an incentive for local districts to work toward 

optimum efficiency with maximum effort. 

The purpose of this study is twofold. ,,,first, the. 

writer plans to develop a defensible foundation program that 

will assure equalization in distributing state funds to 

Kansas schools. The second purpose is to reinforce and sup

plement the knowledge now possessed by legislators, educa

tors, and interest groups relative to the theory of ' 

equalization and educational opportunity. The writer will 

cite new revenue sources not only to fund the foundation 
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program but to give relief to overburdened school 

districts. 

The successful completion of this study is due to sup

port given the writer by his Advisory Committee, the Kansas 

Association of School Administrators, the Kansas State De

partment of Education, the Kansas State Teachers Association, 

the Kansas Association of School Boards, and a number of 

individuals who made special contributions. 

Sincere appreciation is expressed to my Committee, 

Dr. Richard Jungers, Chairman, who co-authored the foundation 

proposal for the Oklahoma Education Association, Dr. Kenneth 

St. Clair, Dr. James Appleberry, and Dr. Ansel Sharp. Spe

cial gratitude is extended to Senator Joe Harder, Chairman 

of the Joint Legislative Finance Committee, and Damon Weber 

of the National Education Association, who provided special 

assistance for the project. Indebtedness is acknowledged to 

members of my staff who were always diligent, cooperative, 

considerate, and helpful. Finally, I am very grateful to my 

wife, Lois, for her confidence and understanding, and above 

all, her patience during the development of this project. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Public education in the United States is provided 

through the cooperative actions of the federal, state and 

local governments. Although each of the three levels of 

governments has responsibilities for public education, the 

primary responsibility rests with the state government. 1 

State policy for public education is set by the legisla

ture of each state and may be designed to include a wide 

range of purposes. Jarvis, Gentry, and Stephens list primary 

purposes for state support in public education as: 

1. Social benefit 
2. Equalization of educational opportunity 
3. Equalization of tax burden 
4. Stimulation of local expenditures 
5. Distribution of costs among different tax 

sources 2 
6. State control 

School requirements have risen steadily in recent years. 

This in turn has created a need for greater understanding on 

the part of all citizens to provide greater support for pub

lic education. It is therefore necessary to suggest or 

1Robert L. Drury and Kenneth Ray, Principles of School 
Law (New York, 1965), pp. 2-21. 

2oscar Jarvis, Harold Gentry, and Lester Stephens, Pub
lic School Business Administration and Finances (West Nyack, 
New York, 1967), pp. 44-46. 

1 
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create and explain financial programs which not only provide 

greater support but which also are accepted by the legisla

ture and educators. Demands for increased funding result 

from increasing enrollments, rising standards of living, and 

changing programs within the school .sys·tem. 

Politically powerful groups in Kansas have had consider

able effect on school finance. Power groups enact or defeat 

legislation which is urgently needed to solve educational 

finance problems. Burkhead has observed: 

Education is one of the most thoroughly political 
enterprises in American jife--or for that matter 
in the study of society. 

When power groups understand educational proposals, they, 

can make an impact on legislators. When constructive pro

grams are presented and explained to the many power groups, 
\ 

legislative action reflects this orientation. 

berly states: 

Elwood Cub- '1 

Th~ first important step in the provision of educa
tional advantages for the children of the state has 

· been taken when the people of that state come to 
recognize a broad and general responsibility for 
the education of all the children of the state, 
rather than proportions of them here and there. 
This recognition of responsibility is evidenced by 
the establishment of large area taxing units and a 
wide pooling of maintenance costs. These marked at
tempts to equalize, to some important deg:ree, the 
burdens of support for ?hich is conceived to be for 
the common goal of all. . 

. 3Jesse Burkhead, Public School Finance, Economics and 
Politics (Syracuse, New York, 1964), p. 93. 

4Elwood P. Cubberley, State School Administration 
(Boston, 1927), p. 450. 

\ 
I 
: 
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Although the three levels of government are interested 

in public.schools and involved in their financing, the re

sponsibility for the direct administration and supervision 

of the public schools is vested in the local school district.5 

The American three level financing of public schools is more 

complicated than one finds in countries providing for the 

finance, administration, and control of the public schools 

by central governments. A further complication is that 

school boards have only the power to obtain and use local 

funds for schools as granted to them legislatively and con

stitutionally. Decisions rega:i:-ding financial support in 

local school systems are political. In most local school 

districts the school board is elected by the non-partisan 

popular vote, and in the others it is appointed by poli~ical

ly elected officials. 6 Therefore, while schools are presum

ably removed from partisan political control, all basic 

policies are subject to political considerations. 

"America·' s public schools are in deep and growing 

trouble with the taxpayer. 11 7 This statement is supported by 

research from U. ~· News and World Report on the outcome of 

school bond elections from 1965 through 1969. During this 

5Roe Johns and Edgar Morphet, Financing the Public 
Schools (New Jersey, 1960), p. 197. ~-

6Roe Johns, Theodore Reller, and Edgar Morphet, Educa
tional Organization and Administration (Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jersey, 1967), p-:--5°12. 

37. 
7u. S. News and World Report, October 20, 1969, pp. 36-
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period the success of 2,041 bond elections with 516 rejec

tions in 1965 has changed to 1,341 successful bond issues and 

579 rejections in 1969. The percentage of rejection has in

creased from 25 percent to 43 percent. In the years follow

ing World War II, a "baby boom'' and the mobility of 

population forced taxpayers to spend lavishly on new build

ings and increase teaching staffs as enrollments soared. In 

1950 the national expenditure for public schools of $5.8 

billion represented an increase of 150 percent over school 

spending ten years earlier. During the decade beginning with 

1950, the annual costs tripled to $15.6 billion. The ~ear 

1965~66, when declining birth rates brought the first signs 

of lessening future enrollment, required spending for public 

schools of $26.2 billion. Although current elementary school 

enrollments show some decline, the total educational expendi

ture (l}-12) at present is approaching $30 billion and is expected 
' 

to pass $40 billion by 1975, despite anticipated lower high 

school enrollments. 

Educators provide a variety of explanations for the in

creased costs. Inflation is adding heavily to the opera

tional costs each year. Pressure grows to provide more and 

more compensatory education for children of the economically 

and culturally deprived, especially in the large urban 

cities. Innovative programs ranging from educational tele-

vision, programmed learning, and computerized instructions 

affect the budgetary needs. 
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Even though all decisions regarding support for educa

tion cannot be removed from the political realm, Nicholas 

DeWitt calls attention to some recent developments that help 

provide a more objective basis and sounder rationale for in-
--------··--··-------

creased financial support to education. These include: 
'-----·-··--·-·-·-·-·---·- ···-··---................................ ,, .. ,. .. .. ......... ....... . 

1. An increasing recognition by economists that edu
cation has considerable economic value as shown 
by recent studies. 

2. Strong evidence from research studies that under 
appropriate conditions there is a relationship 
between costs and quality of education. 

3. The development through research of basis and 
procedures for apportioning funds that will m~ke 
possible equality of educational opportunity. 

Nature of the Problem 

According to Kansas legislators and power groups, Kansas 

school districts are in a serious financial difficulty. 

J 

I 
l 

There is consensus among political and educational leaders 

that a major revision of the state financial policies is 

necessary to continue development of education for Kansas \ 
children and to provide equity in tax support. The founda

tion plan of 1965 was adopted because of general acceptance 

of the principle of increased state responsibility for the 

financial support of education. The distribution formula, 

however, is difficult to understand and has failed to produce 

equality of educational opportunity or reasonable tax equity. 

The five years of operation under restraints of the present 

8Nicholas DeWitt, "Investment in Education and Economic 
Development," Phi Delta Kappan, December, 1965, pp. 193-196. 

\ 
i. 

\ 
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foundation program have contributed to the complex state of 

financial problems. Urgent attention and study of new plans 

is needed to improve the programs for financing Kansas 

schools. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to collect information 

from research and authoritative sources and develop a desir-

able and workable distribution formula for financial assist-

ance for elementary and secondary schools in Kansas. 

The writer identifies three important questions for 

study: 

1. What are the criteria for determining elements of a 
satisfactory foundation program? 

2. How well do each of the present elements within the 
present Kansas school finance structure meet the re
quirements of foundation theory? 

3. What revisions or improvements can be made in the 
present distribution formula to gain consensus among 
all interested power groups? 

Burdick, in his dissertation at Oklahoma State Univer

sity, "A Distribution Program for State Support of Current 

Expenses," lists four questions for research purposes that 

need to be considered for this project. 

1. What are some specific school finance principles 
widely acceptable that can guide the proposed 
investigation? 

2. What does current school_ finance theory suggest 
about the state financial' structure for public 
education? 

3. What does the best from current practice and the 
recommendations of school finance authorities 



concerning distribution formulas suggest about 
possible alternatives for a desirable program? 

4. What recommendations can be made for the school 
finance structure for the next five years?9 

Background Information 

7 

Kansas is often characterized as a sparsely populated 

rural flatland where cattle graze and wheat flourishes, how

ever, more than sixty percent of its 2,250,000 people are 

concentrated in urban centers of Kansas City, Topeka, and 

Wichita. 10 Although the state's economy is still basically 

agrarian in most areas, the development of the oil industry, 

other natural resources, and industry give a balanced diver-

sity to the economy. 

A look at state history reveals that funds for education 

have never been easy to secure at the state level, however, 

recent efforts have been made to increase state aid. The 

1965 session of the Kansas Legislature was labeled a memorable· 

one by the Kansas-NEA, Kansas Association of School Boards, 

National Congress of Parents and Teachers, Kansas Associa

tion of School Administrators, and other interested groups. 11 

Several major proposals were writt-en1..::j:.nto··.lawr•to~improve · · .. 

9Larry Burdick, "A Distribution Program for State Sup
port of Current Expense for Public Education in Oklahoma11 

(dissertation, Oklahoma State University, 1967), p. 8. 

lONational Education Association and Kansas-NEA, A State
wide Study of Educational Conditions and Financial Suj?port 
(Topeka, Kansas, January, 1968), p. l"fZ:" 

11rbid. 
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education within the state. One of these was the Kansas 

Foundation Act which provides the state-shared guarantee of 

state aid to supplement funds from local districts and coun-

ties. Before deductions are made, the state-shared guarantee 

is based entirely upon the total number of college hours and 

years of teaching experience for all certified personnel in 

the district. The element arrived at by combining experience 

and professional training of the teachers is multiplied by 

$760. The state-shared guarantee is a result of this computa

tion provided that the ratio of pupils per teacher is proper

ly maintained to comply with the state guideline. Local effort, 

contributions and penalties make up the deductions that are 

subtracted from the guarantee. The allocation for state aid 

has remained basically the same since 1965, while the coat 

of education per pupil has ris·en twelve percent during the 

past two years.12 The ad valorem tax was eased in 1965, but 

is now at the pbint of reaching an all time high.13 

Stecific Goals for Improvement 
o School Finance in Kansas 

Recent surveys by various power groups in Kansas reveal 

that there is a desire for continued and improved support 

for educational opportunities. There are three desirable 

changes which could restructure the present foundation pro

gram to make it a more satisfactory solution for all con

cerned with the future of education in Kansas. 

12rbid. 

13Kansas Government Journal, "State and Local Govern
ment Tax Levies" (April, 1969), p. 156, ed. E. H. Moser. 



1. In order to compensate for inflationary costs in 
all phases of education, more funds should be al
located to the foundation program. 

2. Financing the foundation program must be through 
a new tax structure to enable .. the state to assume 
a larger role in support of public schools with
out relying on present overburdened tax sources. 

3. The most controversial part of the present foun
dation plan is the distribution formula. The 
present formula and all proposed formulas fail 
to satisfy a majority of Kansas school districts. 

)!'here must be a new formula with a different 
system of variables in order to achieve equali
zation.14 

9 

The paradox is, however, that with no new acceptable 

plan to be implemented, the present one must remain in oper-

ation. 

The writer recognizes that the 'inajor problem facing any 

of the new proposals which strive to improve the "school 

foundation act" is the lack of cooperation and consensus 

among powerful interest groups, All of these groups agree 

that changes to the present program are needed but how the 

changes come about and which elements are to be affected by 

the change are real sources of controversy. 

In order to develop a defensible school finance plan, 

it is imperative that the elements supported by the majority 

of people are identified. The writer's first step toward 

the development of a new school finance plan was to make 

personal contact with presidents or executive secretaries of 

five major organizations. Arrangements were made to survey 

. 14Report of the Kansas Association of School Boards, 
Committee on School Finance to the KASB Delegate Assembly, 
January 18, 1970. 
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each of the organizations' board members. The questionnaire 

included in Appendix B was mailed to each of the 71 members. 

The principle response to the questionnaire was developed 

from the characteristics of a desirable foundation program 

as listed by Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns and Theddore L. 

Reller. 15 The mean response to each principle is illustrated 

in Appendix D. 

From the results of the survey, a set of principles has 

been developed which will be used as a basis and guide for 

the establishment of a new school finance plan and distribu

tion formula. The principles are as follows: 

1. Financial support of public education should be a 

joint partnership of the local government, state government, 

and federal government. 

It is imperative that the federal government increase 

its participation in support for public education but con

tinue its role as a junior partner. 

2. The State of Kansas must assume a greater responsi

bility for the support of public education. All unified 

school districts other than the extremely rich districts 

should receive a minimum of 50 percent state support for the 

operation during a fiscal school year. Local boards of edu

cation should be free of unreasonable restrictions in the 

administration of fiscal affairs and from undue controls by 

state agencies. When school boards are hampered in the 

15Johns, Morphet, and Reller, p. 512. 



exercise of their judgment to solve the great variety of 

problems facing them, the education of children sufferso 

11 

3. The measure of the local school district's ability to 

E!!Y. should be in terms relative .:!:£. both the property ~ 

base and the local economic index of personal income. Con

sideration must be given to the school districts in high in

come areas which have a low assessed valuation and to those 

school districts with a high assessed valuation and limited 

personal income. 

4. Boards of education should continue to be fiscally 

independent of other governmental bodies, but in order to 

maintain continued corrununity interest required to further 

qualify education at the local level, each district's guar

anteed share will be established in relation !£. !!. local levy 

of 10 mills. This levy, however, should not be compulsory. 

As a local incentive the district should be permitted to in= 

crease the levy an additional 5 mills without a referendum 

of the people. For districts that exert extra effort to im

prove the quality of education there should be matching funds 

from the state prorated on a percentage equalizing basis. 

Incentive programs should be approved by the State Board of 

Education. 

5. The amount of state support given to the public 

schools should be based ~ the per capita income within the 

State of Kansas in relationship !£ the national per capita 

income and national average of state support for public 

schools. 
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A study by Benson16 reveals that 41 of the 50 states 

fall within a pattern of $75 a'Qove or below a reil.at:ionship· 

between the state's: per pUpi11 :sµpport. a:nd1.:per· cap:tta income. 

Pigure.l illustrates .uhis~aorralatian~ J -· 

$1,000.....------·-------------------. 

eN.Y. 

/' 
./N.J. 

•WYO. / ..:. • CO~N.;., 
/.ORE. DEL.,, 

,, MD CALIF. ~"' 
MONT. ,_.. WISC .• A. I.HAWAII • NEV •_.. .. ILL. 

/ MINN.• •• • • • •/ 
N. MEX. ,..-'o1.RIZ. COt.O.• IN~. MICH. :wASH. 

LA.• • ,, •vA. PENN. /MASS • 
... .,,.,. .vr. • .1ow~ ........ 

........ UTAH NH KANS ... ... 
,,,..,,-' N. DA~. • •FLA . Mo; ......... ..... 

_,.,"' $.OAK.• 00~LA. . /'•NEBR. •OHIO 
/"' GA. •TEXAS,, 

; KY.• • ME. ,., ... " 
,_. ARK. W. VA.• •N. C. _.., 

.,,.,,,,,,. : ALA. fENN~...,..,. • tOA. 
,.. ... ,_. s. c. .,,,, .... "' ... .... .... .... .. 300 

$1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 . 3,500 
PERSONALINCOME PER CAPITA 

Figure 1. Relation Between State Personal In
come and Public School Expenditures, 
1966. 
Source: Charles S. Benson, The 
Economics of Public Educatio~ 
Figure VIII:° p. 196. 

6. There should~ an inverse relationship between the 

amount of state aid received and the school district's as-

sessed valuation per pupil relative to the state mean as

sessed per pupil valuation. 

7. The variables for the distribution formula to be 

given attention are: 

16chatles s. Benson, Pers~ectives on the Economics of 
Education (Boston, 1963), p. 2 4. 



(1) Ability to pay (property tax) 
(2) Local economic index (personal income) 
(3) Size of school 
(4) Professional training and experience of teachers 
(5) Pupil teacher ratio 

Variables to be used in the new formula are: 

(1) Economic index. The present formula provides an 

economic index at the county level. The economic index in 

13 

the new formula would be operational within school district 

boundaries with a variable for taxable income per pupil in 

public schools. 

(2) Local ability to ~· It is the consensus of the 

Kansas-NEA, Kansas Association of School Boards, State De

partment Board of Directors, that the inclus.i0,n of the vari

able on property tax base is imperative. The statewide 

median assessed valuation per pupil within school districts 

is $8,500. The range, however, is from $3,000 to $106,000. 

A variable should be implemented within the formula :i.n orde:r 

that poor districts: are riot overbur~ened~,ip,~t1·ff~ring the' ,,' 

same quality of e'dticatip'J:l'!j,.as,,.richer districts .. 

(3) School enrollments. Statistics from the Kansas 

State Department of Education reveal that the larger school 

districts may operate on a lower cost per pupil than the 

extremely small districts. Therefore, a variable is needed 

within the formula to compensate for extra expenses of oper-

ating the less populated school districts in large sparsely 

populated areas.17 

~>7Report of the Kansas Association of School Boards, Com
mittee on School Finance to the KASB Delegate Assembly, January 
18, 1970. 
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(4) Professional training and experience of teachers. 

There is a variable for this purpose in the present formula 

which should be retained to encourage boards of education to 

employ professionally trained staffs. However, simplifica

tion of the administration and record keeping of professional 

hours and experience of each staff member is needed. Com

puter programming and innovations for file systems offer an 

opportunity to save countless hours in the administration of 

this portion of the formula. 

(5) Pupil teacher ratio. This variable is also con

tained in the present distribution formula and should be re

tained to encourage boards of education to continue the quest 

for quality education. It serves as a stabilizer which 

assesses a penalty upon districts ,employing too many or too 

few teachers. Guidelines are provided in the foundation pro

gram which list maximum and minimum pupil teacher ratio re

quirements relative to school enrollments. 

8. Transportation costs and sparsity factors should be 

excluded from the foundation formula. Research by the Kansas 

Association of School Boards and the Kansas State Department 

of Education reveals that it matters not whether transporta

tion costs are included or excluded from the foundation for

mula.18 Since tr:B:hsP._o·t:itation. problems vary so much from 

'district to' distric,t, transportatton can be a ~epcirate item 

l~Ibid. 
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for state aid and need not be included in the actual distri

bution fonnula.19 

9. Budget capacity should be pre-planned in each dis

trict with regard to projected enrollment. Official enroll

ment count will be based on semi-annual enrollment figures. 

Small error in projection should be pennitted before dis-

tricts are penalized. Addition or deletion from state aid 

in successive years can serve as a procedure for correcting 

official membership. 

10. The foundation plan should be financed .£y a "good" 

tax. Sharp and Sliger in their book, Public Finance, give 

three principles of a "good" tax: 

(1) Equity 
(2) Efficien2o 
(3) Adequacy 

11. ,The foundation plan should provide funds for capital 

outlay and school textbooks. Kansas statutes call for free 

education."21 Most school systems in Kansas now operate on a 

textbook rental program which places a financial burden on 

large families with low income. Capital outlay expenditures 

are permitted by a four mill special levy but are not sup-

plemented by state funds. 

12. School districts eligible for state support should 

have a minimum school enrollment of 150 (K-12). 

19Arvid Burke, Financiny Public Schools in the United 
States (New York, 1957), p. 46. ~ ~-

20Ansel Sharp and Bernard Sliger, Public Finance (Home~ 
wood, Illinois, 1964), p. 196. 

21Kans. State Dept. of Educ., 1968 School Laws of Kansa~ 
Topeka, Kansas, KSA 72-4154, p. 454. 
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Procedure of the Study 

Using the twelve stated principles as a basic guide, 

the report will have four parts. The first part will consist 

of a review of literature relative to school finance and re

lated issues. The second part will consist of an evaluation 

of each variable of the present distribution formula in rela

tion to the principles. The third part consists of a de

velopment of a distribution formula which will be operation

alized for all school districts of Kansas. The final part 

consists of an evaluation of the plan with the principles 

serving as criteria along with recommendations for legisla

tive changes and future studies. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. An obstacle to the preparation of the project was 

lack of recent data. It was necessary to use 1969-70 sta

tistics for a plan that would be implemented two years later. 

A time lapse of only one year is pre·ferred. 

2. One limitation was the lack of interaction desired 

with organizations and special interest groups. Opinions 

were expressed on the questionnaires without the opportunity 

to question or discuss the issues. 

3. The change of political offices and leadership during 

the preparation of this project results in a change of phi

losophy toward school finance within the political domain. 

4. The conflicting views of conservative groups, welfare 

organizations and special interest groups toW.ard education 
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creates a difficult task to seek common goals for developing 

principles of a school foundation program. 

5. The lack of understanding of equalization in educa

tional opportunity has been a serious limitation. Indica

tions are that the majority of citizens look to a foundation 

program for flat grants only. 

Definition of Terms 

Equalization: Corbally21 describes equalization as an 

attempt to use other than local funds to insure that each 

school district in a state will receive adequate financial 

support to enable it to provide a satisfactory educational 

program without requiring undue financial effort of those who 

by reason of circumstance reside in the school district with 

below average financial ability. 

Pupil-Teacher Ratio (PTR): The ratio of the number of 

students enrolled in the district to that of the total number 

of certified employees in that district. 

Local Ability: Local ability is defined as a quantita-

tive measure of the resources available in a taxing juris

diction ~ithin a local district to raise revenue for public 

purposes. Peterson lists three measures of ability: income, 

economic index, and property valuation.22 

21John Corbally, School Finance (Boston, 1967), p. 48. 

22LeRoy·'J, :Beterson, Economic Impact of State Su~~ort 
Models ,£g Educational Finance (Wisconsin, 1'9"63), pp.-48. 
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Criteria of Quality (COQ): The criteria of quality 

comprises.a variable in the form of an index number presently 

used in the Kansas foundation formula for distribution of 

funds to each school. It is computed as follows: (1) The 

number of college hours for all certificated personnel within 

the district (not to exceed 210 hours for each person) are 

added and the sum is divided by 30. (2) The number of years 

of experience for all certificated personnel (the limit of 

15 each) are added and this sum is multiplied by .2. 

(3) The sum of the two numbers previously computed gives the 

criteria of quality for that particular school district. 
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Sunnnary 

Due to change in requirements, our schools face new 

problems of financial support reinforced by a greater problem 

of convincing the public of these needs. As in most states, 

the interested power groups in Kansas have had a considerable 

effect on school finance. The success of any school finance 

proposal is wholly dependent upon the ability to bring organ

izations and legislators together in a cooperative movement 

to support the program. 

The increased percentage of school bond rejections dur

ing the past five years reflects the attitude of patrons 

toward increased school expenditures from local sources. 

Kansas schools are in financial difficulty despite a 

foundation program implemented in 1965. While the alloca

tion of state aid have remained basically the same since 

1965, the cost of education has risen consistently. Property 

tax received one year of relief but has again soared to 

record levels. Not only is the present formula difficult to 

understand, but some groups feel that it produces neither 

equality of educational opportunity nor tax equity. 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the present 

formula and to develop a more satisfactory foundation plan 

for allocating state funds to the public schools of Kansas. 

Three important questions identified for the study are: 

(1) What are the criteria for determining elements of a 

satisfactory foundation program? (i) How well do each of 

the present elements within the present Kansas school finance 
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structure meet the requirements of foundation theory? 

(3) What alternatives or improvements can be made through the 

present distribution formula to establish a congruence of 

objectives among the interested groups? 

Specific goals in this program for improving public 

school finance in Kansas are: (1) Increasing the allocation 

of funds for a foundation program, (2) shifting of taxes to 

relieve overburdened areas and select a "good tax" for new 

revenue, and (3) development of a formula with a system of 

variables that will achieve equalization. 

Recognition of the major problem of developing coopera

tion among power groups is essential before the development 

of a newsehool..:financ.e plancan begin. The first step in 

the procedure for preparing a suitable school·. finance plan was 

to acbieve consensus on major elements of a distribution for

mula. This task was accomplished by surveying the board of 

directors of f;ive major organizations. From the data re

ceived in questionnaire form, a set of twelve principles has 

been established to serve as criteria for developing a new 

foundation program and to evaluate the results of the formula 

when it becomes operational. The project consists of four 

parts: (1) review of literature relative to school finance 

and related issues, (2) an evaluation of the variables from 

the present distribution formula relative to the established 

principles, (3) development of a distribution formula and 

foundation program, and (4) evaluation of the foundation pro

gram and recommendations for legislative changes and future 

study. 



CHAPTER II 

A REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 

The mounting evidence indicates clearly that important 

changes will need to be made in almost every aspect of educa

tion during the next few years. 

Educators and responsible citizens cannot afford either 

to do the wrong thing or to neglect to do something that is 

needed if there is any way of avoiding such a mistake. 

Fortunately, in many aspects of education, there are 

defensible theories and research findings that can provide 

some guidance. 

By planning for the future, unfortunate developments 

can be avoided and advantageous accomplishments can be facil

itated. On the basis of available evidence and by utilizing 

sound judgment it is possible to identify appropriate objec

tives and modify them. Alternate methods of achieving an 

objective should also be identified. An analysis of the in

puts required and of the costs and benefits of each will 

usually be helpful in arriving at a decision as to which 

would be most advantageous. 

After· studies of educational issues it is found that . . . 
"I ·; ,, . -. 

major probtems needing consideration still exist as in these 

21 
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. 
qu,estions asked by Johns and Morphet: 

(1) Is equality of educational opportunity practical 
and desirable? 

(2) Does a closer approach to equality mean greater 
centralization? 

(3) Should expenditures for all aspects of local 
government be considered in determining local 
ability to support schools? 

(4) What is the best measure of local ability?! 

Conceets of Education 
and Finance 

Concepts regarding the financing of education vary among 

local school systems in each state and in the different 

states. There are more striking and significant similarities 

than differences. These similarities stem from a democratic 

gove:i:nment and the beliefs of its citizens regarding policies 

and procedures essential to its perpetuation. Among the per

tinent concepts and beliefs generally held by citizens 

throughout the nation are: 

(1) Education should be provided for all through the 
elementary grades, for virtually all through the 
high school grades, for a large portion through 
junio~ college grades and for the most competent 
through the colleges and universities. 

(2) Everyon,e should have equality o'f opportunities 
for the kind and quality of educational program 
which will best meet his needs and those of the 
society in which he lives. 

(3) Public elementary and secondary schools should 
be entirely supported through public taxation; 
public institutions of higher learning should 
be largely supported by such funds; non-public 
schools and institutions of higher learning 
should be supported on a voluntary basis and not 
from tax funds. 

1Roe L. Johns and Edgar L. Morphet, The Economics and 
Financing of Education, (New Jersey: 196~ pp. 187-19~ 



(4) Each state should provide through its constitu
tion or laws, for adequate financial support of 
public schools and institutions of higher learn
ing. 

(5) Each citizen in the state should contribute in 
accordance with his ability to the support of 
public schools and public institutions of higher 
learning in the state. 
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(6) The resources of a nation should be used to as
sist in providing educational opportunities to 
children through public schools and institutions.2 

Three differences in generally accepted objectives and 

connnon practices related to the educational program and its 

financial support are: 

-.,, (1) While many complete high school and a substan~ 
t:;ial per~entage' of these 'l.t:t.erid college, there ' 
are many who drop out be~ore completing high 
school. 

(2) The educational program in many connnunities is 
inadequate. Appropriate educational opportuni
ties are lacking due to insufficient funds, in
effective leadership, or a program that is not 
designed to meet the needs of many of the 
students. 

(3) Many citizens do not contribute to the support 
of public schools and institutions of higher3 
learning in accordance with their abilities. 

Some of the reasons for the differences in what we be-

lieve and in what we do are: 

(1) Definition of concepts of purpose 
(2) Reliance on property taxes and outmoded 

practices 
(3) Inequities in local wealth and local ability to 

assume local responsibility 

2Roe L. Johns and Edgar L. Morphet, Financing the Public 
Schools. (New Jersey, 1960), p. 4. 

3 Ibid. , p, 7. 
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(4) Continuation of antiquated districts 
(5) Weaknesses in leadership and management4 

Issues in School Finance 

Two basic questions recur directly or indirectly in most 

of the controversial discussions about school finance: 

(1) What should be accomplished through the public 
schools? 

(2) How much should the public school program cost 
and how should it be financed?5 

Some feel that any reasonable quantity and quality of 

education can and should be financed. Others feel that taxes 

are too high and financial support must be limited, and con

clude that the educational program provided must therefore 

be limited. It is much easier for most to see a relationship 

between quantity and cost of educational expenditures than 

between quality and cost. 6 There are only a limited number 

of situations where increased quantity does not require in

creased expenditures if quality is to be maintained. In 

some schools a few students could be added to a certain class 

without increasing costs significantly. However, if the en

rollment in the local state school system increases by ten 

percent, the cost probably would be increased by nearly the 

same proportion if quality is maintained. Many agree that 

increasing quality is apt to add to the cost but few would 

agree that increasing the cost would necessarily add to the 

4 rbid., p. 8. 

5Ibid., p. 11. 

6Ibid. , p. 12. 
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quality. There are some conditions under which there is not 

necessarily a relationship between cost and quality: 

(1) Small schools tend to cost more per pupil than 
larger size schools, even though the quality of 
education provided in the smaller schools is 
frequently found to be inferior to the larger 
schools. 

(2) The quality of education may be adversely af
fected by inept leadership and administration. 

(3) Some state laws or local board policies which 
may require the continuation of out-moded prac
tices limit the quality of education provided.7 

Educational Opportunity 

The concept of educational opportunity is generally ac

cepted but is not always practical. Its definition, however, 

should be understood to be opportunity for education for 

individual need through a multiplicity of programs. 

Some of the differences in equality of educational op

portunity are difficult to demonstrate. State averages do 

not show the extremes. Johns and Morphet cite a difficulty 

that emerges from this fact. Educational opportunities in 

the best school systems of some of the less affluent states 

may compare reasonably well with those in the best systems in 

other states. 

The potential state expenditure for education and other 

governmental services is directly related to the income of 

its citizens. The expenditures for education on a state

wide basis seem to have a direct bearing on the. quality of 

7 lb id. , p . 13 . 
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education provided. 8 With the great mobility of population 

at the present time it is evident that inadequate educational 

opportunities in a state not only handicap the people in that 

state but may constitute a problem for other states into 

which the migrants settle. 

Research indicates that the range in educational oppor

tunities within a given state is usually greater than the 

differences in the average of all the states, Many states, 

however, offer most children fairly adequate educational 

opportunities. 

Equality of educational opportunity within most local 

school systems is greater than within states. 10 There are 

variations in most school systems. It could be that children 

from homes in certain areas are more handicapped than those 

from other types of homes. School factors such as inferior 

buildings or schools where the less competent principals, 

teachers, or noncertified personnel have been assigned are 

also variables 0 .I t:is. the opinion of J<;>hns 1and ~orphet tha.t too 

many systems have such schools in underprivileged areas where 

some of the background factors involved in inequity of oppor

tunity are: 

(1) Many people do not realize the extent or impli
cations of inequalities, 

8 rbid., p. 14L 

9rbid., p. 143, 

lOJohns and Morphet, The Economics and Financing of Edu-
cation, p. 171. ~ -----



(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Some people have become accustomed to the exist
ing situation and accept it as normal. 

Substantial numbers of people seem to be more 
concerned about their own personal problems and 
the rising cost of living and of government than 
about variations in educational opportunity that 
do not seem to affect them immediately. 
Until recent years the procedures cyeeded to 
solve certain aspects of the problem had not 
been satisfactorily developed or understood. 

There are wide differences among local school 
districts in wealth per pupi1.lI 

Need for Reorganization 
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Keith Goldhammer suggests a complete reorganization for 

operation of school systems and schools. 12 

There still exist many rural areas as well as urban and 

suburban districts where the provisions for education are in-

adequate. The definition of local responsibility and control 

needs to be reconsidered. One approach might determine in 

context, what kinds of educational decisions can be made best 

at the individual school level, at the state level, and at 

the national level, and also what kinds of organization will 

facilitate them.13 

llrbid., pp. 172-173. 

12Keith Goldhammer, "Local Programs for Education," 
Chapter II, Oregon State University. 

13rbid., p. 75. 
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Variations in Ability 

The study of the problems in school finance shows that 

the citizens of a community must have the financial ability 

well above that required to provide the bare necessities be

fore they can afford a program of education beyond that inci-

dental to the learning required for survival. 
~ 

''"In order to establish ·abili'ty to pay ~~r educa'tion, 

there;must be ag~eement about the measures to be used. In 

the past the measure of the ability of the people in each 

state was assumed to be per capita wealth as represented by 

the value of property in the state.14 Property tax, however, 

as a source of state revenue is not adequate to bear the bur

den and does not measure wealth as equitably as does income.15 

Reliable data are now provided periodically by government . ,,. 

agencies regarding annual income payments of the citizens of 

each state. When the income of the people of each state is known 

it is possible to determine the average per capita income, 

the average income per child of school age, or the average 

income per pupil based on average daily membership or attend

ance. Johns and Morphet feel that personal income per child 

14Johns and Morphet, p. 178 

15Ibid. 
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of school age is a better measure than the personal income 

per pupil and the average daily attendance in public schools 

because all children in these age groups should be educated 

in some kind of schoo1.l6 Even when this is used as a meas-

ure, there are considerable differences in the ability of the 

respective states to support schools. The wealthiest state 

has between two and three times the ability to pay than does 

the poorest. 17 

In most states the variations among the districts in 

their ability to support schools are greater than those be

tween the states. 18 Recent studies in a number of states 

have indicated a range in ability in a county-unit and other 

large district states of from nine to one to about twenty

five to one. 19 If no state aid were provided in these 

states, the poorer districts would have to make from nine to 

twenty-five times the effort ma.de by the wealthiest to fi-

nance a program providing reasonable equality of educational 

opportunity. The following conclusions can be made from the 

previous studies: 

(1) In no state can the least wealthy districts fi
n'ance a reasonably satisfactory program of edu
cation from local funds without an unreasonable 
tax effort, and in many districts, the effort 
required would be prohibitive. 

i6Ibid. , p. 179. 

17Ibid., p. 179. 

18Ibid. , p. 179. 

l9Ibid., p. 183. 



(2) The differences in wealth in small-district 
states are so great that no program of state 
aid is likely to solve all the problems until 
further reorganization occurs. 

(3) Until further progress is made in many states 
in improving district organization and provisions 
for financing schools, inequalities in educa
tional opportunity are certain to continue . 

... substantial numbers of pupils in many states 
cannot expect to have even reasonably adequate 
e~u7atioual opportunities under present con
ditions. 20 

Current School Support Issues 
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At the close of the 1960's, financial support of schools 
,. 

was a great problem of governments at all levels .21 :Not otily 

have the costs of all government services increased but the 

birth rate has led.to rapidly increasing school enrollments 

at all levels. 22 

Percentage of financial contribution to education are 

3.6 percent federal, 40.1 percent state, and 56.3 percent 

local. 23 While educators may argue that schools are still 

inadequately financed, the taxpayer is resisting tax increase. 

Data prepared by the Tax Foundation for 1958 reveal that all 

federal, state and local taxes in that year removed almost 

24 percent of the personal income from taxpayers and even at 

the lowest income level (under $2,000 per year), the personal 

tax bill represented 21 percent of the income, 24 The support 

2©rbid., p. 184. 

21John E. Corbally, School Finance (Boston, 1967)~ p,58. 

22rbid ... 

23rbid. 

24rbid. 
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of public schools is currently requiring funds which fall 

just short of reaching four percent of personal income, 

therefore, each wage earner contributes approximately one 

working day per month to provide funds for public education.25 

Corbally says additional study is needed to determine revenue 

sources of the several levels of government and how adequate 

they are. 26 

State Taxes in 1968 

Considering that 1968 was an election year for ··p£fice.'.c:c 

in state legislatures, the record of taxes enacted was la'~, 

beled heavy. 27 The additional state revenue forced the con

sideration of tax legislation in nearly all of the 24 state 

legislatures which met in the regular session during 1968. 

The resulting tax activity produced a variety of increased 

taxes with particular emphasis on general and special excise 

taxes. These actions are estimated to add $1.3 billion a 

year to state tax revenues. 28 Total revenues from state 

taxes have more than doubled since 1960. 29 In 1968, general 

revenue receipts increased to $59.1 billion. This represents 

a 13.6 percent increase over 1967 receipts. The states' 

25Ibid. 

26Ibid., p. 59. 

27Research Division--National Education Association, 
State Taxes in 1968 (July, 1969), p. 1. 

28 Ibid. 

29 Ibid. 
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general expenditures, however, increased to $60.4 billion, 

h b 1 · . d f" . 3o E d" . 1968 . t ere y resu ting in a e icit. · xpen itures in in-

creased by 13.3 percent over 1967. An expansion of state 

services particularly in education and public welfare con

tributed heavily to the deficit. Table I reflects state tax 

revenue impact between 1958 and 1968. 

Fiscal 
Year 

1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 

TABLE I 

STATE. TAX REVENUE, 1958-1968 

Total 
Amount 

(millions) 

$14,919 
15,848 
18,036 
19,057 
20,561 
22,117 
24,243 
26,127 
29,388 
31,929 
36,414 

Amount of 
Increase 

over 
Previous 

Year 
(millions) 

$ 388 
929 

2,188 
1,021 
1,504 
1,556 
2,126 
1,884 
3,261 
2,541 
4,485 

Per
Capita 
Amount 

$ 86.50 
90.18 

100.64 
104.60 
112.81 
117.76 
127.24 
135.36 
150.60 
162.01 
182.94 

Amount 
per 

$1,000 
of Per
sonal 
Income 

$41.98 
41.95 
45.46 
46.19 
49.83 
50.56 
52.82 
53.52 
55.52 
55.31 
58.57 

Source--Table 1: State Taxes in 1968, July 1969, 
National Education Association Research 
Divis ion, p. 1. 

3oibid., p. 2. 
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Property tax revenue continues to carry the burden for 
31 

n e W.i school revenue. The 1968 state revenues are exceeding 

those of new:;loca.l revenues of the preceding year. State expendi

tures for education during 1968 increased 14.4 percent reach

ing a total of $24.3 billion. 32 Table II shows the' state 

collections by types of taxes, from 1967 and 1968. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 

has recommended that the states which have no personal in

come tax should adopt one and that those who have the tax 

should utilize it more effectively. 33 The personal income 

tax, according to the commission, represents the last under

utilized major revenue source in many states. One-third of 

the states, including some high income sections in the coun-

try, do not tax personal income while another third tax them 

at relatively low effective rates. 

In Kansas, the property tax is the subject of much dis

cussion by most citizens. 34 All agree that the property tax 

in Kansas is too high and should be lowered_ and thatthere 

should definitely be no further increase. In order to 

compensate for the less or reduced reliance on the property 

tax by local governments, it will be imperative for Kansas 

to shift some of the property tax burden to other more 

31Ibid. 

32 Ibid. 

33Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
1967 State Legislative Program M33 (Washington, D.C., 1966), 
p. 6. ---

34Kansas Governmental Journal (April, 1969), p. 156. 
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TABLE II 

STATE TAX COLLECTIONS, BY TYPE OF TAX 

Amount (millions) 
1968 1967 

P~§nt--C1ie~~e Percent Amourit -- - NUmber Of 
1967 .l~()() Distri- per St;:ates 

to to 
1968 1967 

bution, Capita, . Using fax, 
1968 · · · 1968 ·· fiscal 1968 

7----- 8 

Total collections $.36;414 $31,929 14.0% 8.6% 100.0% $182.94 
Sales and gross receipts 20,976 18,575 12.9 9.0 57.6 105.38 5-0 

General 10,440 8,923 17.0 13.3 28.7 52.45 44 
Selective 10, 536 9, 652 9. 2 5. 3 28. 9 ·:;::S2 ~93 50 

Motor fuels 5,178 4,837 7.0 4.5 14.2 26.01 50 
Alc~holic beverages 1,138 1,041 9.3 5.7 3.1 5.72 50 
Tobacco products 1,886 1,615 16.8 4.7 5.2 9.47 49 
Insurance 924 877 5.3 8.0 2.5 4.64 50 
Public utilities 664 600 10.8 8.7 1.8 3.34 40 
Other 745 682 9.3 4.6 2.0 3.74 44 

Licenses 3,852 3,628 6.2 3.8 10.6 19.35 50 
Motor vehicles and 

operators licenses 
Corporations in general 
Alcoholic beverages 
Other 

Income 
Individual 
Corporation 

Property 
Death and gift 
Severance 
Other 

2,484 
575 
143 
650 

8,768 
6,249 
2,519 

912 
872 
618 
416 

2,313 20.7 
610 - 5.7 
141 1.5 
563 15.4 

7,136 22.9 
4,909 27.3 
2,227 13.1 

862 5.9 
795 9.6 
577 7.2 
357 16.6 

8.3 6.8 12.47 
8.8 1.6 2.89 
4.3 0.4 0.72 

1. 8 3.27 
12.5 24.1 44.05 
14.1 17.2 31.40 
9.3 6.9 12.65 
3.4 2.5 4.58 

- 1. 6 2.4 4.38 
5.8 1. 7 3.11 

10.5 1.1 2.09 
Source--Table 2: State Taxes in 1968, July, 1969, National Eaucation Association 

Research Division, p. 2. 

50 
50 
49 
50 
41 
36 
40 
49 
49 
29 
32 

w 
+:--
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effective revenue sources. Figure 2 shows tax levies since 

1927 at four governmental levels. Since 1960 there has been 

great escalation in property taxes for all types of school 

districts. 

According to "State Governments Finances in 1967," 

Kansas is $22 per capita higher than the national average for 

tax levies. 35 It also shows that in 1966 only 3.1 percent of 

all local taxes in Kansas came from nonproperty sources while 

the national average was reported at 12.9 percent. 36 Local 

governments in 35 states received a greater proportion of 

their total taxes from local nonproperty sources in 1966 than 

d .d K . . li . 37 i ansas municipa ties. 

Foundation Concepts 

The foundation program concept maintains that all stu

dents throughout each state, regardless of economic or geo

graphic consideration, should be entitled to the opportunity 

to receive an educational program designed to meet their 

needs. 38 

The concept of the foundation program was first intro

duced and interpreted in the Strayer-Haig educational finance 

inquiry in New York in 1923. 

35Bureau of the Census, "State Government Finances in 
1967" (Washington, D.C., 1967), quoted in Kansas Government 
Journal, p. 185. 

36rbid ... 
37rbid.' 
38Roe L. Johns and Edgar L. Morphet, Financing the Pub

lic Schools, pp. 262-263. 
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STATE COUNTY 
$100 $100 

80 80 

60 60 

40 40 

20 20 
~· .. -

0 0 
27 30 3S 40 45 so SS 60 6568 2 7 30 3S 40 4S so SS 60 6S 6 8 

CITY SCHOOL 

$100 $30Q 

80 240 

60 180 

40 120 

20 60 

0 0 
27 3 0 3S 40 4S s 0 SS 60 6S 68 27 3 0 3S 40 4S so SS 60 6S 68 

Figure 2. Kansas Property Tax Levies--1927 to 1968 Levies 
for 1928 to 1969 Purposes 
Source: Kansas Government Journal (April, 

1969), p. 159. 
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· The foundation program plan has provided a partnership 

to support aspects of the educational program included in the 

plan. The funds needed to support the foundation program 

throughout the state are provided by both district and state 

funds on an equitable basis. Beyond this program each dis

trict may provide funds to finance additional or higher qual

ity services within the limits of state laws or 

constitutional provisions. 

Any defensible plan for financing public schools will 

enable the people of the state and each district to provide 

essential educational oppot'tunities and programs for all at 
~ . 

a reasonable and equitable cost. 

Unit of Educational Need 

The first step in developing a satisfactory foundation 

program plan is that of establishing objective, equitable, 

and valid measures of educational need. 39 While there is 

agreement that a sound measure of need must be developed, 

there are differences of opinion as to whether a single meas

ure should be used for developing all aspects of educational 

need and as to the extent to which average practice should 

be used in deriving measures of educational need. 

Burdick feels that the educational need that can solve 

all of the problems .is non-existent. 40 It is, however, 

39rbid., p. 277. 

40Larry Burdick, p. 10. 
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necessary to establish a unit of educational need in order 

to allocate funds to local districts. 

Peterson states that the lack of accurate measurement of 

educational responsibility or need is a serious limitation 

h .d . . . t 41 wen consi ering economic impact to state supper programs. 

He.indicates that the following measures of educational needs 

represent the major units that have been proposed or used in 

various forms or combination for the apportionment of state 

funds: area school district, taxes paid by each district, 

valuation of taxable property, total population, number of 

school-age children, the number of teachers employed, enroll

ment, state salary schedules based on training and experi-

ence, average daily attendance, and average daily memberships. 

42 Burke offers a similar list for identifying needs. 

Mort and his associates directed their efforts in the 

1920's to the discovery of better measures of educational 

needs and the determination of the items to be included in 

the state support program. They established three criteria 

for the selection of educational items to be included in the 

state support formula: 

(1) Any educational activity found in most or all 
communities throughout the state is acceptable 
as an element of state support. 

(2) Any unusual expenditure for meeting standard 
educational requirements over which a local 

41LeRoy J. Peterson, Economic Impact of State Su~port 
Models 91!. Educational Finance (Wisconsin, IT63), p. 4. 

42Arvid J. Burke, Financing Public Schools in the 
United States (New York, 1957), p. 575. ~ ~-



community has little or no control also should 
be recognized. 

(3) In that it could be established that unusual 
conditions require extended or more costly types 
of educational offering these should be recog
nized in apportioning state funds.43 

39 

Units of need for developing educational responsibility 

for each community were then developed by Mort. This meas

urement depends upon average practices for determining the 

weighting. Mort's weighted pupil measure concentrates upon 

the pupil-teacher ratio factor. 44 This is usually higher in 

larger schools and in urban centers than in the smaller 

schools or sparsely settled areas. Despite criticisms, re

search reveals that the· .. staridard·:unit is still the most. fre..; · 

qµently used ·measure "'of··educational: ne~ds. 45 

The most frequently employed standard units -of the pres

ent state support programs are weighted _pupil units and 

weighted classroom units. 46 These measures have been devel

oped and refined by authorities since th·e original Mor~·study, 

but are based upon the same central idea. Peterson lists 

another factor to be considered in the development of the 

standard unit measurement of educational need, that being the 

percentage of children in high school because it is more ex

pensive to operate high schools than to operate elementary 

43LeRoy J. Peterson, p. 48. 

44Ibid., p. 49. 

45 Ibid. 

46Ibid., p. 49. 
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schools. 47 Other factors for weighting to be considered are 

differences in the cost of living, differences between cur-

rent and other expenditures, or any additional items which 

result in major differences in per pupil costs. 

One of the most recent changes :l.n measuring educational 

need was instituted in New York state during the 1962 legis-

lative session. The density factor was given weight in de-

. . d . 1 d 48 termi.ni.ng e .ucat i.ona nee . In recognition of added 

services that large districts provide, especially for handi

capped children, additional aid may also be paid to larger 

districts. Johns and Morphet point to the single measure for 

determining all aspects of need as being the most desirable~9 

The development of a single unit for measuring educational 

need would have, in their opinion, advantages in analyzing 

the expenditures of different types of districts and among 

different states in developing foundation program laws. The 

pupil-teacher ratio is necessarily much smaller and cost per . 

pupil in attendance or membership is much greater in smaller 

schools, in certain types of classes and in some grade levels, 

than for regular classes in larger schools. Therefore, it 

is necessary to develop either a weighted pupil or an ad-

justed classroom unit for arriving at the foundation program 

cost. 

47 Ibid. 

48Burdick, p. 21. 

49 Johns and Morphet, pp. 278-279. 
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The chief problem with the weighted pupil unit is that 

it is difficult to interpret to legislators and other laymen. 

The adjusted classroom unit, although it is directly related 

in its derivation to the weighted pupil unit, is much easier 

for laymen and teachers to understand. Either unit may be 

derived on the basis of average practice. Mort and Reusser 

point out: 

This has two very serious faults. First, practice 
on which the weightings'a:re based varies from dec
ade to decade. Second, it varies from state to 
state. The most serious variations are in the 
weightings given to secondary pupils as compared 
with elementary pupils. Sparsity corrections appear 
to be more uniform from state to state and more sta
ble from decade to decade.SO 

The weighted pupil unit is used as a cost unit for the 

foundation program as well as the need unit, thus attention 

is centered on the cost from the beginning, and tax conscious 

people may tend to resist improvements because the unit is 

directly associated with cost. This has not usually hap

pened. Indications are that many people tend to be less con

cerned about the cost after they understand and have agreed 

upon the need. 

Johns and Morphet list two points of view relating to 

the derivation of the adjusted classroom unit. One holds 

that the unit should be derived in pure form from the studies 

and discussions and should cover needs for all employees and 

services. The other holds that the classroom unit should be 

SOPaul R. Mort and Walter C. Reusser, Public School 
Finance (New York, 1951), p. 493. 
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structured in terms of services needed, commencing with 

classroom teachers and then considering other pertinent fac

tors and arriving at a single unit formula, similar to one 

derived from the first procedure. 51 

Other factors to consider are attendance during the cur

rent year, whether it is attendance or membership and the 

relation of needs to cost. Benson, 52 Freeman, 53 and 

Corbally54 all point to teacher salaries as an important unit 

to translate into costs. Several state committees have 

agreed upon fixed amounts per unit which should be included 

for instructional salaries. Other committees state that if 

a fixed amount is included for all districts, those which 

are now employing poorly prepared teachers probably would use 

the money in developing salary schedules for their presently 

employed teachers. 

The value of the classroom unit thus becomes the total 

of the amount included for instructional salaries, the amount 

of current expense other than salaries and transportation, 

and the amount of capital outlay if this is to be included 

in the foundation program. The cost of the foundation pro

gram for any district then will be determined by multiplying 

51Johns and Morphet, p. 280. 

52charles S. Benson, The Economics of Public Education 
(Boston, 1961), pp. 284-28~ 

53Roger A. Freeman, Taxes for the Schools (Washington, 
D. C.), National Publishing Gompany-.-

54corbally, pp. 118-119. 
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the total value of the classroom unit by the number of units 

in the districts and adding the allowable cost of transporta

tion, if transportation is included in the program. 

The: mos·t conc:ise 'statement of what a measure of educa-

tiori:al'·ne·ed;!shoul:d·be i:s given by 'Cornell and Mcclune: 

(1) Include all essential elements of educational 
costs. 

(2) Reflect all significant cost variations due to 
factors beyond the control of local boards of 
education. 

(3) Exclude your marking or compliance features 
which destroy local initiative and determina
tion. SS 

· McCl1une1 suggests that the increase in the use of salary 

schedules is due to: 

(1) The desire of the legislatures to have a specif
ic purpose for educational funds that they can 
indicate to the teachers and to their constitu
ents. 

(2) The attitudes of the teachers who want to pro
tect what they have. 

(3) The fact that if they are properly designed 
they will fulfill the necessary objectives of a 
desirable state program.Sb 

Burke, who feels very strongly about the need for local 

control, points out that such programs cause the center of 

gravity in control to be shifted from the local operating 

unit to the state.S7 He also suggests that since salaries 

allowed often are weighed more in terms of experience and 

SS Peterson, p. 51. 

S6National Education Association, Trends in Financing 
Public Education, (Washington, D. C., 1965), p-.-68. 

57 Burke, pp. 577-578. 
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preparation, they may have little bearing upon the qualif ica

tions of the staff. 

Research about the use of the pupil unit as a means of 

measurement, reflects that the most common practice has been 

to use the attendance of pupils during the previous year to 

arrive at the educational need. 58 The increasing number of 

rapidly growing districts, however, has made this practice 

unrealistic. Some state aid formulas that have been revised 

recently allow for increased c;lttendance during the current year. 

Some difficulties, however, result from decreased attendance 

due to epidemics or foul weather. Johns and Morphet suggest 

the following possible solutions: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Basing the units on attendance during the first 
two or best two months. 
Maintaining for each district for the three pre
ceeding years, the ratio between average daily 
attendance and av€rage daily membership and 
automatically correcting to the average when a 
district during any year drops below average. 
Changing from the average daily attendance to 
average.daily membership.59 

Indications show a trend toward the third solution. The 

use of average ·daily membership is becoming more widespread. 

The number of pupils to be educated is clearly a rough meas

ure of educational need. In order to make this a usable 

measure, certain refinements will be necessary. How to meas-

ure pupil load must be decided. Consideration must be given 

58Paul R. Mort, Walter C. Reusser, and John W. Polley, 
Public . .School Finance (New York, 1960), pp. 47-48. 

59Johns and Morphet, Financing Public Schools, p. 282. 
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to some type of weight for the various aspects of the school 

programs. When these necessary elements have been deter

mined, the result is the weighted pupil unit. This provides 

a simple basis for the distribution of state funds and is 

advocated by Mort, Reusser and Polley who state: 

The weighted elementary pupil unit has proved to be 
the most satisfactory measure of educational need 
thus far developed. The concept of the weighted 
elementary pupil is a simple one. Under like con
ditions expenditures in education vary rather close
ly with the number of pupils. Accordingly, it is 
feasible to assume that larger expenditures per 
pupil will give better return if there is a rela
tionship between expenditure level and the quality 
of education.60 

The last measure to be reviewed is the classroom unit. 

It is obtained merely by dividing the number of weighted 

pupil units by the number of students that will constitute 

the desired class size. It is encouraged very strongly by 

Johns and Morphet: 

The adjusted classroom units, although it is direct
ly related to its derivation to the weighted pupil 
unit, is much easier for laymen and even teachers to 
understand. They can readily see the relationship 
between the number of teachers needed and program 
of services or facilities to be provided. This re
lationship is not so obvious in the case of the 
weighted pupil unit.61 

Corbally agrees that the classroom unit is more desir

able than the pupil unit. He indicates that the classroom 

unit provides a more workable base and is more easily under-
62 stood. 

60Mort, Reusser, and Polley, pp. 47-48. 

61Johns and Morphet. 

62 corbally, p. 133. 
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New Approach to Measuring Need 

Another approach to the measure of need is the idea of 

using the percentage of the operating cost to determine the 
• 

need of the school district. The states of Wisconsin and 

Rhode Island have utilized this concept in their pragrams for 

several years. 63 Benson is a very strong advocate of the use 

of a measure of need based on percentage of district expendi

tures, He describes this method in the following quotations: 

The state shares without limit in the locally de
termined levels of expenditure. That is, the Rhode 
Island plan is truly open ended. Practically any 
kind of expenditure legally authorized by a local 
school connnittee is eligible for reimbursement. 64 

Local Abilities to Support Education 

The next factor to consider for the development of state 

support for school finance programs is the ability of local 

districts to support education. There are wealth variations 

in the school districts. 

The definition of wealth in this project relates to the 

financial ability to support public schools. 

There are several factors which need to be considered in 

measuring the ability. Some of these are dollar factors and 

relate primarily to the tax base within a governmental unit, 

Other factors influence school cost and may relate to popu

lation, geographical or sociological statistics. All state 

63B~;nson, p. 188. 

64Ibid., p. 189. 
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support programs that include a fiscal equalization concept 

and a state local sharing concept related to the ability of 

the local district require a method of measuring the fiscal 

capacity of school districts. In a research report, '~conom

ic Impact of State '·suppo~t Models of Educational Finance~;" 

Peterson suggests: 

There are essentially two approaches to measuring 
the fiscal capacity. One approach used is indi
cators of economic activity, notably measures of a 
flow of resources out of which state and local taxes 
can be paid. The other approach evaluates the tax
able resources--the tax basis--available within a 
state and estima~s the amount of revenue that can 
be produced if they are subjected to various levels 
of taxation.65 

Peterson identifies three measures of ability that have 

received the most attention and are used as an apptoach to 

measuring fiscal capacity. They are income, economic index, 

and property valuation. 

Income 

Income, the first approach suggested, is frequently used 

for measuring fiscal capacity. Since taxes are generally 

paid out of current income, personal income is assumed to be 

a satisfactory measure. 

Economic Index 

The second technique as an approach to measurement of 

fiscal capacity is the economic index. In this situation, 

capacity is defined as a potential ability of states and 

65 Peterson, p. 52. 
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1 1 . . t . h h . 66 oca ities o raise revenue t roug taxation. If the uni-

form system of taxation reflects the present state in local 

tax structure, the tax basis used will be property or sales 

and may not correspond closely to personal income. 

Propetty Valuation 

A great many of the studies of variations in the tax

paying ability of the local school districts have used 

property evaluation as a measure of ability to express the 

fiscal capacity of the district to support education. Prop

erty values have been divided by some unit of measure of 

educational load, such as per capita, per pupi~ per teacher, 

or per weighted pupil. This is the procedure used in most 

states at the present time. 67 

Other Approaches 

Cyr, Burke, and Mort concluded. that a study of ability 

to support schools must go much deeper than the study of 

money, and that :'lt must involve factors as productivity, 

consumption, wealth, and income. 68 Davis classified measures 

of taxpaying ability 

(1) The amount 

(2) The income 
(3) The amount 

66Ibid., p. 52. 

67 Ibid., p. 53. 

under three categories: 

of wealth possessed 
received 
spent69 

68Johns and Morphet, Financing Public Schools, p. 221. 

69 Ibid. 



Norton measured the taxpaying ability of the 

states by calculating the economic power behind each 

pupil,70 

49 

Mort and Newcomber used still another approach in which 

they computed the yield of the "modern tax system" as a cri

terion of the relative taxpaying ability of the states. An 

index of the relative taxpaying ability of the states was 

developed by using ten economic population factors.71 Mort 

devised a method for measuring the ability of the state to 

finance education in terms of their capacity to raise state 

and local tax revenues. To do this he used a system where 

each possible measure of ability was weighted and combined 

in a formula for determining ability for the state to finance 

education.72 Newcomber and Chism also developed a measure of 

the ability of the states to support public education which 

has the possibility of adaptation to s.maller units. Their 

proposal is expressed in the formula: 

Abili t _ Tax resources available under model tax plan 
Y - Number of children five to seventeen years of age 

70rbid. 

7lrbid. 

72Peterson, p. 54. 

73Pau1 R. Mort, Federal Suaport of Public Education 
(New York, 1936) , p. 179, quote by Pe tel;' son, p. 49. 

73 
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Burke takes an approach similar to Peterson in measuring 

taxpaying ability only with concentration on taxation and in

come as measures. 74 He first ident-ifies the fundamental 

problems that exist in the measurement of taxpaying ability. 

Although property valuation is not a perfect measure, 

it can be made to meet more criteria than the economic indi

ces or income as a measure of local ability. 75 

The major limitation of existing research on fiscal 

capacity is conceptual. Economic indices and other measures 

of fiscal abilities sometimes are developed without the use 

of criteria of satisfactory measurement, a clear understand-

ing of what the measure actually measures or the taxing pow

ers of the local unit involved. The measure of relative 

state or local taxpaying ability which will reflect ability 

to raise property taxes, non-property taxes, or a combination 

of both must meet certain criteria. These include: 

(1) Reliability or dependability--Is it possible to 
obtain reliable or dependable data for each com
ponent of the measure? 

(2) Currency--Is it possible to obtain up-to-date 
data on each component of the measure? 

(3) Applicability--Can the data be assigned to the 
unit of government ability of which is being 
measured? 

(4) Validity--Does the income measure reflect tax
paying ability which the unit of government can 
reach through its taxing powe·rs? 

(5) Universality--Can the data be obtained for all 
units? 

74Burke, pp. 628-656. 

75 charles S. Benson, Pers~ectives on the Economics of 
Education, (Boston, 1965), p .64. - --



(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

Equity--Can the measure be applied equitably to 
every unit? 
Objectivity--Will the measure not be subject to 
state or local manipulations to favor certain 
areas? 

Weighting--If more than one tax source is in
cluded in the measure, the question is: Is the 
lack of weighting or the weighting assigned to 
the various taxes such as to create a bias or 
to violate the equity criteria? 

Stability--Will the measure be stable enough to 
avoid creating serious federal state or local 
fiscal problems in one year? 
Acceptability--Will the various units of govern
ment accept and have confidence in the measure?76 

Patterns of State Support 

Historical Developments of 
State Grants for Educa
tional Services 

51 

The history of state grants-in-aid commences with Elwood 

P. Cubberley at the turn of the twentieth century. 77 Cub

berley's approach to the problem was multifaceted. His 

specific proposals were relatively simple. A summary state-
·1 

ment of his complex views of the ends of state aid is as 

follows: 

Theoretically all the children in the state are 
equally important and are entitled to have the same 
advantages; practically this can never be quite 
true. The duty of the state is to secure for all 
as high a minimum of good instruction as is possi
ble, but not to reduce all of this to minimum; to 
equalize advantages of all as nearly as can be done 
with the resources at hand; to place premium on 
those local efforts which will enable connn.unities 

76 Burke, p. 636. 

77 Benson, The Economics of Public Education, p. 154. 
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to rise above the legal minimum as far as possible; 
and to encourage communities to extend their edu
cational energies to new and desirable undertaking.78 

Cubberley examined data from Indiana, Washington, 
_.· 

Kansas, California, Missouri, and Wisconsin, and was con-

vinced that inequalities in quality of school programs and 

in local tax loads were likely to be found over the whole of 

the United States. 79 He found a positive correlation between 

the low quality of programs and high tax loads. He therefore 

concluded: 

Any attempt at the equalization of the opportunities 
for education, much less any attempt at equalizing 
burdens is clearly impossible under a system of ex
clusively local taxation. Some form of general aid 
is a necessity if anything like common advantages 
are to be provided at al1.80 

The contributions by Strayer and Haig presented some 

essential elements of new theory in educational finance. It 

constituted the background for studies and developments that 

have resulted in revolutionizing provisions for financing 

schools in most states. 81 

Paul Mort actually developed the basic techniques for 

applying the Strayer-Haig model, directly and through subse

quent studies made by his students. 82 

78Elwood P. Cubberley, State School Funds and Their ~-
portionment (New York, 1905), p. 17. 

79 Benson, p. 156. 

80cubberley, p. 17. 

81Johns and Morphet, The Economics and Financing of 
Education, p. 244. 

82 Ibid., p. 174. 
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Th~ third strand in the development of thinking about 

state grants for school services derives from a report by 

Harlan Updegraff and Leroy King. In their "Survey of Fiscal 

Policies of the State of Pennsylvania in the Field of Educa

tion" (1922), they urged the adoption of what has lately been 

11 d h 1 . . . 83 ca e t e percentage equa izing grant. 

The final concept for the development of state support 

to consid~r is complete state support. The chief advocate of 

this practice was Henry Morrison of the University of 

Chicago. 84 His views are unique for his time and there are 

two central themes in his work: 

(1) The limits of public responsibility 

(2) Equality of educational opportunity 

With respect to public responsibility, Morrison drew a 

sharp distinction between private schools and public. Pri

vate schools are extensions of instruction offered in the 

family and directed toward the attainment of private or 

household objectives. He further states that: 

The school does not become a 
by being open to the public. 
public oS social as distinct 
purpose. 5 

gj· . : . {."'·'·.''.; .. 
Benson, p. 162. 

public school simply 
It must exist for a 

from a private 

84M · u" ., ., c·· · s h· i··· · · · / •· ·· · f orrison, _,,q~t1<I:~ _ ~'iY .c oo J:Revenue ·.;\University o 
tnfaago·~,Press, 1930), p. 9, quoted by Benson, p. 163. 

85 Benson, p. 166. 
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Elements of Design 

·~he three· types .o.f~ s te.te aid·patterns· are: (.1): 'flat.grants, (2) 

£lat g·rants a:nd·.Specia!"aids; .. or'3) .equalization (need and abil

ity considered) with or without flat grants or their equiva

lents in minimum guarantees. 86 

Barr defines a flat grant as a specified amount per 

pupil which completely disregards variations in the local 

taxpaying ability, but does afford tax relief to local 

districts. 87 

Another type of grant-in-aids mentioned is special 

a id, .:in supplement of flat grants. Supplements may include 

payment in all or part for some specific phase of education~8 

Kansas, at present gives speqial grants for educable mentally 

retarded classes, gifted classes, and vocational education. 89 

This aid is distributed in the forms of fixed teacher unit 

grants. 

Benson is critical of this type of grant because the 

richest district can produce a fixed expenditure per pupil at 

a much lower levy than poorer districts. 

The third form of grants-in-aids mentioned is that of 

equalization with or. without flat grants or minimum guaran

tees. When the two (equalization and flat grants) are 

8'6M:ort, Reusser, and Polley, p. 255. 

87w. Monfort Barr, American Public School Finance (New 
York, 1960), p. 255. 

88Mort, Reusser, and Polley, p. 215. 

89Kansas State Teachers Association, Kansas State and 
County Finance Programs (Topeka), p. 2. 
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combined in a foundation program, the result may be a well 

defined equalization program in which each school receives 

at least the amount of the flat grant. 90 

Benson states that there is a strong preference for 

equalizing grants. He mentions two types of equalization 

grants differing from fixed unit equalizing grant. The vari

able unit equalizing grant is a form quite similar to that 

of the fixed unit form. 91 The basis for the variability, 

with which the state provides support is normally the teacher 

with advanced degrees and experience. 

In the variable unit phase, the expenditure per pupil 

which the state will grant support is variable within limits 

depending upon the quality of educational resources the local 

district determines. 

The other type of equalization grant is that of per

centage equalizing. There are only two basic features of 

this: 

(1) 

(2) 

The state pays some shares to locally determined 
school expenditures in a given district. 
The state share is larger in poorer districts 
than in the rich.92 

In determining the state's share in this plan, it is 

necessary to calculate the ratio of tax base per pupil in 

the district and the state tax base per pupil. The relative 

90 Barr, p. 167. 

91Burkhead, p. 214. 

92 Ibid., p. 214. 
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economic standing of a given district is thus established in 

the form of 
yl --· y 

Where yl is the tax base per pupil in the school district 

and y is the state tax base per pupil. Next this ratio is 

multiplied by an arbitrary constant (x) which normally has a 

value between 0 and 1 (as a first approximation the value of 

x can be taken to represent the local share of educational 

expenditures in the state). Finally, the product of x times 

the relative economic standing of the school district (x 

times ~) is subtracted from the numeral 1. The resulting 
y 

figure, ordinarily a fraction, is the state share support in 

that particular district. Benson makes the following illus

tration to show how the formula works: 

Ai = [ 1 - ( . 5 ~§8 'ggg ) J X $400, 000 = $300, 000 
' (total (state 

(state 
share) 

(local share ) expenditure) share) 
$15,000 = school district tax base per pupil 
$30,00Q = state tax.base ge~ pupil . 
• 5 = coi;istant: guarante.e of .50% ~q_ualized support 

The state share in this poor district is 75 percent 
of expenditures. The state share in the district 
of $45,000 per pupil valuation then would be 25 per
cent. Each of the districts could provide a program 
costing $400 per pupil with the same level tax rate 
of 6.7 mills. In the gen~ral case this formula works 
as a resources equalizer.~3 

Formuli for State Apportionment 

In an article by R. L. Johns, "Economics and Finan~ing 

of Public Education," eight different formuli for state ap-

portionment are presented. Major emphasis is given toward 

93Ibid., p. 215. 
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integrating state funds with local funds. Some of them can, 

if necessary, be adapted for the inclusion of Federal funds 

in the total plan. Johns states that it should be possible 

to devise a plan that will assure reasonably adequate educa

tional opportunity for all students in each state with a 

high degree of equity for all taxpayers. 94 While few states 

have come close to achieving this objective, Johns still sees 

the possiblity for them to do so because of the knowledge, 

insight and skills that make feasible major improvements 

available. 

Formula 1: Complete State Support of the Foun
dation Program. 
Under this model the state would provide a basic 
amount per weighted pupil or per classroom unit en
tirely from state funds, and local financing in ad
dition to the state supported foundation program 
would be optional. If it is assumed. that there a.re 
limitations on the potential state revenue available, 
this alternative might not be available. Further
more, since the state would provide the entire cost 
of the minimum program, from state funds, the legisla
ture would probably reduce the local tax limit below 
a certain millage. Experience with this type of 
model has shown that it is difficult to persuade the 
people to levy a substantial amount of local sup
plementary taxes in many school districts. 

Formula 2: A Flat Grant of a Uniform Amount 
Per Weighted PupiT or Per Classroom Unit. 
If the legislature has available a certain amount 
per weighted pupil, this formula makes available a 
flat grant of that amount per weighted pupil (or 
per classroom unit). 

94R. L. Johns, "Econortfics and Financirig of Public Educa
tion, II Compact,. February, 1968, pp. 8·-11, (e'x'c'er'pts from De
signing Educa~·ion for the Future, May, 1968). 



Formula 3: Match Mandated Local Funds with 
State Funds on a Dollar-for-Dollar Basis. 
This is an antiquated, discredited formula, but it 
is still suggested from time to time in state leg
islatures. 

Formula 4: Equalized Matching. 
Under this formula, local funds are matched with 
state funds in the ratio that the equalized valua
tion of the district per weighted pupil bears to the 
state average equalized valuation per weighted pu
pil. This formula unadjusted assumes a ratio of 50 
percent local funds to 50 percent state funds for 
the state as a whole. 

Formula 5: ~Strayer-Haig Model. 
Compute the cost of the foundation program, deduct 
from the cost of that program the amount that can 
be raised by the district from a mandated minimum 
levy on the equalized valuation, and provide the 
difference from state funds. This formula or an 
adaptation of it is now used to apportion more than 
60 percent of all state funds apportioned to local 
boards. 

Formula 6: The Percentage Grant £!_State Aid 
Ratio Formu1a-:-
The state's share of the cost of the foundation pro
gram of a district under this formula is computed 
by multiplying the cost of the district program by 
100 percent minus a predetermined percentage figure 
multiplied by the quotient of the equalized value 
of district property divided by the state average 
equalized value of property per pupil. 

Formula 7: An Equalized Matching Incentive 
Added !£. the Founaation Program. 
Under this formula an equalized matching grant is 
added to the foundation program such as provided 
for in Formulas 5 and 6, in order to stimulate local 
tax effort in addition to the local effort mandated 
in the foundation program. The purpose is to stim
ulate local boards of education to make necessary 
innovations and to move toward a quality level edu
cational program. 

Formula 8: An Incentive Grant Provided :Qy Match
ing Optional-LocaT Taxes in the Same Ratio orstate 
!£_ Local Funds ~ Provideain theFoundationProgram. 
The ratio of state to local funds in the foundation 
program can readily be computed from either Formula 
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5 or 6. It is assumed that this type of incentive 
grant will be added to the foundation program pro
vided for in either Formula 5 or 6 and will require 
more state funds than Formula 7 if the state aver
age percent of the cost of the foundation program 
exceeds 50 percent. 

This formula provides for complete equalization 
of educational opportunity in all districts willing 
to make the same local tax effort in proportion to 
ability, and it provides a powerful incentive for 
additional local effort, especially from the less 
wealthy districts. 

An Adaptation of the Strayer
Haig Formula 
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Morphet and Johns have developed an adaptation of the 

Strayer~Haig Formula which is now being used by a number of 

states. Although the measure of "weighted pupil" is a very 

useful measure in state support, they found it very diffi

cult to explain. It was easier to explain the term "class

room unit" is derived from weighted pupils, it is a function 

of that measure and just as useful. This state support 

model is based on educational services provided and is more 

directly aimed at improving school quality than the original 

Strayer-Haig model. This method of calculating the cost of 

the foundation program might be termed a type of program 

budgeting. It could also be termed PPBS or a program plan

ning budgeting system for determining the cost of the foun

dation program. This methodology also lends itself more 

readily to systems analysis than any other state support 

model. 

.•. this adapted plan provides for the following 
procedures in determining the cost of the foun
dation program: 



(1) calculate the cost of instruction by multiply
ing the allotted classroom units by appropriate 
cost scales; 
(2) calculate the amount allotted for transporta
tion by cost scales which give due consideration to 
the number of pupils transported and the density of 
transported pupils; 
(3) calculate the amount allotted for other current 
expenses by multiplying the number of classroom 
units by a flat amount computed on the basis of 
average costs; 
(4) calculate the amount allotted for capital out
lay and debt service by multiplying the number of 
classroom units by a flat amount determined by the 
average annual depreciation costs of school plants. 

These items are summed in order to determine the 
total cost of the foundation program and from this 
amount is deducted the mandated local levy as in 
Formula 5, the difference being paid from state 
funds.95 

The Wisconsin Plan 
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One of the more challenging approaches to the school 

finance problem has been taken by the state of Wisconsin. 

Instead of requiring all communities to tax at the level 

established for the foundation program in order to get any 

or all of the equalization aid desired, Wisconsin provides 

for whatever level at which the community is operating. The 

state's proportionate share and local proportionate share 

will be the same as it would be in the prescribed foundation 

~,.~'6 For example, if the state aid to which a community 

would be entitled, when it is operating the full foundation 

95rbid. 

96Mort, Reusser, and Polley, p. 268. 
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program were a third of the total, then the corrnnunity, re

gardless of the foundation level, will still receive a 

third of the cost from the state and provide two-thirds of 

the cost locally. There is a limit, however, which de

fines the foundation level for which the state is directing 

its efforts and the local contribution associated with it. 

These limits are presently set at a maximum of $315 per 

pupil and 15 mills.97 

Another procedure used by Wisconsin is to establish the 

foundation level and local rate and then withhold state 

aid equal to that which the community saves by using a lower 

rate. 

Flexibility in state support can be achieved through 

one of two possible avenues in Wisconsin. First, ,the local 

tax impact can be reduced materially by increasing the guar

anteed valuation per resident pupil. The biennial adjustment 

of the guaranteed valuation per pupil permits a realistic 

adaptation of the formula. A second factor in the Wisconsin 

state support program which takes into account the limitation 

of local resources is found in the states willingness to as

sume the total portion of the cost behind the local maximum 

effort. Because of its flexibility, the Wisconsin system of 

97rbid. 
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state aid for education can distribute the financial load 

between the state and local school districts so that the 

school districts are able to provide for and improve their 

d . 1 98 e .ucationa programs. 

The Rhode Island Plan 

Rhode Island's foundation program in operation since. 

1960, is also an innovation in state local partnership for 

school support. 99 

It is virtually unique among grant formulas used by 

state governments in our country. The Rhode Island formula 

provides that the state will share in locally-determined edu

cational expenditures, without ceilings on the level of ex

penditures. The open-ended, matching grant program is a 

definite improvement in both principle and practice over the 
100 foundation programs found in many states. 

In the administration of this matching formula there 

are two major points to be determined. The first is the 

level of expenditures in which the state will share, and the 

second is the matching ratio to be applied to any given ex

penditure. In Rhode Island each regional school district 

reports its expenditures on the current operation of its pub-

lie schools, and these reports constitute the basis for de-

termining school expenditures in which the state will share, 

98Benson, p. 332, 

99Norton, John K., ed., Dimensions of School Finance 
·{NEA Committee on Educational Fin.ance), P, 172. 

lOOibid., p. 173. 
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The second point is somewhat more complicated. The Gen

eral Assembly determined that no district would receive less 

than 30 percent of its last year's expenditures. 101 

This provision means that in the richer localities, as 

measured by value of property, degrees of wealth do not af

fect the sharing ratio; but a flat rate of sharing is estab

lished for each of the more affluent communities. 

For other local authorities, the specific sharing ratio 

is determined by the relation of equalized weighted assessed 

valuation (EWAV) per resident pupil in average daily member

ship in the public schools of the local authority to state

wide average. The formula aims at establishing a close, 

positive relationship between expenditure per pupil and local 

school tax rates on equalized valuation. If Town X decides 

to spend twice as much per pupil as Town Y, it can expect to 

have a tax rate approximately twice as high as Y does. The 

local tax rate becomes a "price" for educational services. 

The equalized weighted assessed valuation of each com

munity in the state is adjusted by the ratio that the median 

family income in the community bears to the median family 

income for the state. This adjusted equalized weighted as

sessed valuation is used as one of the bases for determining 

the local ability to support the basic program. 

As described. by Benson, this approach is not character

~istic of school finance in the United States. Rhode Island's 

lOlRhode Island Department of Education, Title 16, Chap
ter 7, State Support for Rhode Island Public Schools, p. 2. 



plan has been described as a notable advance in equity in 

state-local fiscal relations. 102 

The California Plan 

The foundation program in California as revised in 
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1955-56 provides per pupil aid from kindergarten through 

junior college. 103 California has an extensively developed 

system of school grants based mainly on the fixed unit equal

izing concept. They also make use of categorical a'i:d; ... In 

1966-67 California employed three equalizing grants. 104 For 

elementary schools the foundation program is defined as $249 

per unit of average daily attendance. The local contribution 

rate is 60¢ per $100 of assessedi valuation. For high school 

attendance the foundation program is $339. The local con

tribution is 50¢ per $100 of the assessed valuation. "For 

unified districts" those comprised of both elementary and 

high school grant entitlement is computed separately for the 

different levels of school attendance. In addition there 

are supplementary grants in which approximately the poorest 

half of the district can obtain extra aid if they are willing 

to tax themselves above local contribution rate. This grant 

is variable: 

(1) By the level of assessed valuation per pupil in 
the district. 

(2) By the level of local school tax rate. 

102Benson, p. 186. 

103Barr, pp. 168-169. 
104 Benson, p. 186. 



No extra aid can be earned in elementary districts if the 

tax rate reaches $1.6o. 105 
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The system of public school support effects a partner

ship between the state and the local educational agency 

whereby each contributes to the support of the educational 

programs for all who attend the public schools. 

Revenue is derived from (1) local taxes levied. upon the 

assessed valuation of property in the local agency; (2) state 

taxes levied for general purposes; (3) federal taxes levied. 

for general purposes and. allocated to the state or directly 

to the local agency for public school purposes; and (4) mis

cellaneous revenues received by the local agency. 106 

Certain claims can be made for California school sup

port, An enormous influx in population has been accommodated 

without resort to any economy devices. California teacher 

salaries are generally among the highest in the nation. The 

state has also developed. a magnificent system of public 

h . h d . 107 ig er e ucation. 

Benson, however, calls attention to the shortcomings 

about the California finance plan: 

(1) A considerable variation exists among districts in 

expenditure per pupil and there is no evidence that these 

105Ibid.. 

106Ray H. Johnson and Edwin H. Harper, eds., Structure of 
Public School Support and Recommendations for Improvement 
(California State Department of Education):--

107 Benson, p. 188. 
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differences are so arranged that educational output of the 

state is maximum. Interdistrict tax rate differentials are 

substantial. 

(2) Though the legislature has seen fit to revise the 

amounts of the foundation program upward at frequent inter

vals, a substantial volume of additional school aid is dis

sipated in tax relief and flows ov~r into the support of 

other local government services. A recent study of this 

problem reports: 

It is concluded that of the 1952-53 changes in Cal
ifornia state aid to education, only approximately 
20 percent went to increase total educational ex
penditures beyond what they would have been if 
there had been no change in state aid. More than 
65 percent of the change in state aid was employed 
by local government to reduce their local tax bur
dens, and somewhat less than 15 percent was shifted 
to the financing of other governmental grants.108 

(3) The large cities in the state feel they are receiv-

ing insufficient funds in view of the cost of education in 

high density areas. This complaint is by no means peculiar 

to California and some states including New York have been 

quick to respond to it. 109 

The Washington Plan 

The law under which state funds are allocated to school 

districts in Washington was revised completely by the 1965 

session of legislature. 110 Under the former distribution 

lOSibid. 

l09Ibid. 

110state of Washington, 49th Biennial Re~ort of the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, June, 1 68. ~ ~-
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formula, a major portion of state funds (about 85 percent) 

was paid on the basis of flat grants irrespective of varia

tions among school districts in the relative wealth per pupil 

enrolled. The new formula provides for a guaranteed equal'

ized amount from state designated local funds for each pupil 

enrolled in programs approved by the State Board of Educa

tion. On the basis of state funds appropriated for the 

regular K-12 school programs, the guaranteed amount for the 

1966-67 school year was $326 per weighted pupil. The com

parable figure for 1967-68 was $350. To arrive at the aver-

age annual weighted enrollment for each district, one or more 

of the following weighting factors were used: 

(1) (.5) for each child enrolled in kindergarten. 

(2) (.3) additional for each pupil enrolled in 
grade seven through twelve. 

(3) (.2) additional for each full time equivalent 
pupil enrolled in approved vocational classes. 

(4) (.1) additional for each pupil enrolled in a 
program conducted for the culturally disad
vantaged. 

(5) A range of 0 to 19 additional per pupil enrolled 
to provide in part for higher salary costs in
curred by certain districts, by reason of the 
added professional preparation and/or longer 
years of experience in the educational profes
sion by their staffs. 

(6) A range of .002 to 2.0 additional for each 
pupil enrolled in elementary districts which 
have been determined by the State Board of 
Education to be "remote and necessary" in which 
there are less than 100 pupils enrolled. 

(7) A range of .001 to 2.0 additional for each pupil 
enrolled in high schools which conduct programs 
approved by the State Board in which the total 
enrollment in, grades 9-12 is less than 250. 
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The Florida Plan 

The computation of the Florida foundation program in

cludes a number of instructional units based on the average 

daily attendance and varies with the training and certif ica

tion of the .teachers employed in the county. 111 

Additional allocations provide for current expenses, 

capital outlay, and transportation. The distinguishing fea

ture of this type of program is a reward for employment of 

the better training and certificated teachers which is often 

available only to the fiscally able counties. The founda

tion program is defined in such a manner that all school 

services are included. The only special aid is a purchase 

of textbooks. An interesting feature of the Florida fiscal 

policy is the earmarking of receipts of certain taxes that 

are the source of funds for state support of capital outlay 

and debt services. Rewards for effort, which increase the 

amount of the foundation program in fiscally able districts, 

increases the state support to such districts. This counter

acts the equalization which would normally reduce support to 

wealthy districts. 

Thus, it may be seen that the plan proceeds in three 

clear-cut steps: 

(1) Calculate the cost of providing the minimum ed
ucational opportunities conside~ed as reasonable 
and essential, including funds for instructional 
salaries, transportation, other current expenses, 
and capital outlay. 

111 Barr, p. 170. 



(2) Calculate the sum of money which the counties 
must supply toward meeting the cost. The amount 
to be contributed by the 67 counties collective
ly is 3 mills on the non-exempt assessed valua
tion of property in.the state. Each county 
provides its proportion of this amount as de
termined by an index of taxpaying ability. In 
1969-70 the Index of Taxpaying Ability will no 
longer be used. 

(3) Provide from state funds that which is neces
sary to make up the differences between the 
t~tal cost of ~he ~l~gram and what the coun
ties must provide. 

The Minimum Foundation Program provides funds for 
new buildings, new school sites, new permanent 
equipment, and major additions and alterations. 
These Capital Outlay Funds are allocated on the 
basis of $400 per instruction unit and are guaran
teed by the state constitution. 

Although the major portion of the funds for the 
support of public schools in the state is provided 
through the Minimum Foundation Program, other sup
plementary funds are invaluable in providing ade
quate financing of the school system. The most · 
important of these is Additional Local Funds which 
supplement the operations provided for by the MFP 
and support those aspects of the program which have 
no specific allocation under the MFP. County funds 
come primarily from local ad valorem taxes. 

The state provides additional funds independent of 
the MFP. Each separate support program typically 
is directed at a particular aspect of the pro,gram. 
Among these are: Additional Capital Outlay (;match
ing funds for school construction), Textbook Fund, 
and Driver Education, School Sales Tax Fund (ear
marked for retirement matching). The Racing Com
mission Fund, although often listed as county 
revenue, in actual fact come through the state 
treasury and are transferred to the county where 
they are used as if they were local revenue.113 

112Florida State Department of, Education, Florida's 
Education Program, Tallahassee, Florida, 1968, pp. 38, 
edited by Floyd T. Christian. 

113Ibid. 
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The Peterson Model 

In 1963 a very constructive contribution to educational 

research was completed at the University of Wisconsin under 

the direction of Leroy Peterson. A number of scholars in public 

school finance throughout the United States devoted time and en

ergies and served as an advisory committee to Peterson. 

His report provided a background for better understand

ing of many facets of the school finance. He examined the 

impact of changes over a period of time as well as state sup

port to schools and other municipal functions in Wisconsin. 

The purpose was to identify changes which took place when 

state support to either the school district or the municipal

ities was substantially altered. 

The research involved educational and financial analysis 

of six types of school districts in each of four states. 

Other than Wisconsin the states of New Jersey, Oregon, and 

Tennessee were surveyed for the project. General information 

was received in order to achieve a better understanding as 

to how each state support program operates. Peterson draws 

together some concluding statements from the major findings 

of the research. These findings form the basis for develop

ing and refining the hypothetical model for state support. 

In the final chapter of the project, the hypothetical 

model created by the project staff is operationalized. 

This model was designed to incorporate the results of 

the analysis of the data. The ultimate goals are aimed 
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toward ad.equate support and greater equity in educational 

f . 114 inance. 

Proposed. Kansas Plans 

Since the present foundation plan for financing public 

elementary and secondary schools was implemented. in 1965, 

there have been numerous proposals to change the distribution 

formula by various potent interested. power groups. The list 

includes the Kansas Farm Bureau, Kansas Association of School 

Boards, Kansas State Teachers Association, and. the Kansas 

State Department of Education. The two most recent plans 

that may possibly cause some impact toward changing the dis

tribution formula were submitted by the State Department of 

Education and. the Kansas Association of School Boards. 

Dr. Taylor Whittier, recently appointed connnissioner of 

the Kansas State Department of Education, has submitted a 

proposal. 115 The chief features are as follows: 

(1) A shift of approximately 100 million dollars of 
the tangible tax load to non-ad valorem sources. 
By establishing a 100% surtax on all state in
come tax liabilities, the state would realize 
approximately 100 million dollars with which to 
increase support for school districts and reduce 
local property tax levies. That portion of the 
surtax paid by residents of districts (approxi
mately $74,500,000) would be returned directly 
to the respective districts. 

(2) Improved. equalization of state-wide school sup
port. The plan would provide every district 

114Peterson, p. 5. 

115Kansas State Department of Education, A Plan for 
State Aid. to Kansas Schools (Topeka, Kansas, December--
1969) ,p. l. 



with a level of support as measured against a 
state median of operating costs according to 
categories of enrollment. 

(3) A state-shared guarantee geared to actual year
ly costs of school operation. 

(4) Elimination of the county school foundation as
sessment with its questionable economic index. 

(5) Determination of the financial ability of each 
local district by actual dollar revenue derived 
by that district rather than in terms of a 
state-wide index. As applied to the 1970-71 
fiscal year, the plan would provide for approxi
mately 57 percent of the $376,000,000 estimated 
total operating costs of school districts to be 
funded by the state from non-property tax 
sources.116 

The equalization formula proposed is: 
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State 
Equalization 

Aid 

25 mills 
District Per Pupil tax on 

= Enrollment X Guarantee - adjusted 
valuation 

Residents' 
State 
Income 
Surtax 

The total district enrollment from kindergarten 
through grade 12 as of September 15 of the opera
tional year, with adjustments for increased enroll
ments at midyear. Each kindergarten pupil counts 
as one-half. 

The per pupil guarantee becomes the basis of 
the state shared guarantee. It is established from 
operating costs of school districts over the preced
ing year, taking into consideration the variation in 
expenditures among districts with various levels of 
enrollment. 

Enrollment 
Range 

2,000 plus 
1,000 - 1,999 

900 - 999 
800 - 899 
700 - 799 
400 - 699 

Less than 400 

Estimated Guarantee 
for 1969-70 

$594 
653 - .059 
683 - . 30 
725 - . 42 
737 - .12 
760 - . 0767 
760 

(E-1000) 
(E-900) 
(E-800) 
(E-700) 
(E-400) 

116Kansas State Department of Education, A Plan for 
State Aid to Kansas Schools (Topeka, Kansas: Decemher,-
1969), p:- r. 
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On January 19, 1970, the Kansas Association of School 

Boards Finance Committee presented a new formula for the 

Kansas Legislature to consider for distributing school funds 

to public schools. 117 The KASB Plan is divided into three 

major categories: 

(1) The state-shared guarantee 

(2) The definition of local ability 

(3) Other finance recommendations 

The basic formula recommended by the Committee may be 

stated as follows: 

S G * Income 
tate - E 11 t X uarantee X 075 - . 015 X AAV - Tax Aid - nro men Per Pupil · 

Revenue 
*AAV = Adjusted Assessed Valuation 

The state-shared guarantee represents the total amount 

of money which is to be financed by all levels of government 

involved in the financing of schools--federal, state, county 

and local. 118 The KASB proposes that the guarantee be based 

on the actual operating expenditures of school districts for 

the preceding school year, taking into consideration the var

iation in expenditures found in districts with varying levels 

of enrollment. The formula would incorporate this principle: 

117KASB Finance Committee, Report of the KASB Committee 
on School Finance to the KASB Delegate ASseiii'bly (Topeka, 
January 18, 1970),--p.--z-:-~ 

118 Ibid. 



Enrollment Range 

2,000 or more 
1,000 - 1,999 

900 - 999 
800 - 899 
700 - 799 
400 - 699 

Guarantee Per Pupil 

$594 
$653 -
$683 -
$725 -
$737 -
$760 -
$760 

.059 (E7!1000) 

.300 (E-900) 

.420 (E-800) 

.120 (E-700) 

.0767 (E-400) 
*E=Enrollment 
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The .75 factor in the above formula is a procedure used 

to reduce the expenditure scale in order that it will be com-

patible with the revenue sources. The expenditure scale is 

derived from the total expenditures of all school districts. 

The foundation plan to be calculated, however, is intended 

to finance only that part of the total expenditures which 

come from the state foundation plan and the local tax levy. 

Therefore, it is necessary to reduce the total expenditures 

by the amount derived from (1) all federal aid, (2) all 

county aid, and (3) that part of state aid other than the 

foundation plan in itself. In 1968-69, the total amount de-

rived from these sources amounted to about 25% of the gross 

expenditures. 

In the preceding KASB proposal, local ability was de

fined solely in terms of the adjusted assessed valuation of 

the district, and was arranged in the form of an index, in 

which certain percentage values of state aid were assigned 

to designate ranges of assessed valuation per pupil. The 

corrnnittee now recommends that the entire Kansas state income 

tax on personal income be earmarked as a revenue source for 

the school district in which the individual taxpayer resides. 

The state income tax would be collected by the state, but 

would be returned directly to the school district in which 
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it was collected, as a revenue source. The amount received 

from this source, combined. with an amount equal to the pro-

ceeds of a property tax levy of 15 mills on the ad.justed. as

sessed valuation of the school district, would constitute 

"local ability" and would be deducted from the state-shared 

guarantee. It would not, however, be mandatory for the 

school district to make the 15 mill levy. 

The local contribution rate, or "local ability" is 

based upon the adjusted assessed valuation of the school dis

trict. Since the objective is 50% state support, the .50 

index is assigned to the valuation range representing the 

school district in which the median child resides. In 1967-

68, this median fell in the 8,000-8,999 range. 

Adjusted Assessed 
Valuation Per 

Pu2il Index 

$ 3,000 - 3,999 .60 
4,000 - 4,999 .58 
5,000 - 5,999 .56 
6,000 - 6,999 .54 
7,000 - 7,999 .52 
8,000 - 8,999 .50 
9,000 - 9,999 .48 

10,000 - 10,999 .46 
11,000 - 11,999 .44 
12 ,000 - 12,999 .42 
13,000 - 13,999 .40 
14,000 - 14,999 .38 
15,000 - 15,999 .36 
16,000 - 16,999 .34 
17,000 - 17,999 .32 
18,000 - 18,999 .30 
19,000 - 19,999 .28 

20,000 - 20,999 .26 
21,000 - 21.999 .24 
22,000 - 22,900 .22 
23,000 or above .20 
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An evaluation of this formula shows greater equity for 

distribution of state funds in comparison to past K.ASB pro~ 

posals. The distribution tables, however, still reveal that 

the lion's share would be allocated to the urban communities. 

The criteria of quality element has been completely removed 

and all districts are being penalized by federal funds, 

while only a limited number of districts receive the federal 

imp a c t e d school support. Thia formula displays some char

acteristics of the Strayer-Haig model. 

Similar formulas submitted to the Legislature for con

sideration were proposed by the KSTA and Kansas Farm Bureau, 

The Political Process and Its Implications 

School districts are governmenr:al units and because dis.., 

trict voters have ultimate responsibility in the operation 

of schools, board members, superintendents and other school 

officers are involved i.n politics, Garvue refers to the 

study of politics as a phenomena that has been humanized. i.n 

most recent decades by greater attention to role players such 

as superintendents, teachers 11 and legislators in political 

situations. 119 He feels that this new trend is beginning to 

replace the emphasis placed upon constitution terms and 

statutes. 

Ostrom cites the effc1rts t·J insulate the schools from 

politics have been paralleled by a C·ampa:table effort to 
.•'", 

119Garvue, Modern Public School Finance, p. 14. 



commit larger areas of decision making to the professional 

personnel, especially to the professional administrative 

staff within a school system.120 
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Education is one of the most thoroughly political enter

prises in American life and more money is spent for education 

than for any other single function of stc;i.te and local 
"4 .. , : ~ 

government.121 

The fact that there has been so many attempts to 
illuminate the politics of education is in itself 
worthy of comment. Part of the puzzle is that the 
profession of political science itself, with a few 
notable exceptions has ignored the subject.122 

Burkhead points out that the strongest obstacle encoun

tered by state support of public schools comes through the 

political process.123 The issues relating to the financing 

of education often are complex and difficult to resolve sat

~sfactorily even under favorable conditions. In a majority 

of the states a major portion of the funds for the support of 

elementary and secondary schools is still derived from local 

sources.124 Due to economic factors there ha~ however, been 

an increasingly higher percentage of funds for school support 

provided by the states. This has brought about a focus of 

120NSSE Yearbook, Social Forces Influencing American 
Education, (University of Chicago, 1961), Vincent Ostrom, 
Chapter 2, "Education and Politics,"p. 32. 

121Burkhead, p. 93. 

122Ibid. 

123rbid. 

124rbid., p. 38. 



decision makirlg shifting from the local school systems to 

the states and eventually the federal government. 
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As described by Burkhead~, the base of politics is a 

significant historical fact. 125 Throughout its development, 

public education has been heavily local and unstandardized 

with common recurring tensions of special elements to the 

politics of state aid. He identifies four of these historic 

issues: 

(1) Religion 
(2) Con·trol of state educational appat:'atus 
(3) Localism 
(4) U b 1 . 1 . 126 . r an rura riva ries 

In the political phenomena, :Burkhead refers to the co

hesiveness between school men and their friends as building 

upon the fundamental concerns of parents and the citizenry 

at large for adequate education. He devised the pro-school 

into four groups: First, is the educational academic. Sec

ond, the officials in the state government. The third type 

consists of the professional educators. Finally, there are 

the "surprise actors" aligned with public schools but which 

for subtle reasons make common cause with the school men. 127 

While the school men have proponents, there are also 

.o.pponents •... 'The.· steady increase in· general aid "'to 

education·: since World :Wat·. II -. indicates some lack of 

125rbid., pp. 93-94. 

126Ibid., p. 96. 

127Ihid., pp. 104-115. 
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success by the opponents of school men. Burkhead, powever, 
• . ~···'> ·. ~ 

notes that more school men would contend that state legisla

tures would have gone much further than they have in state 

aid had it not been tor both overt and invisible opposition. 

The political process involves dynamic tensions. In the case 

of state aid, most of the school men are highly visible, even 

when they are unsuccessful. Burkhead identifies the possible 

depressants, imagined and real, as follows: The Roman Catholic 

Church, tax-minded business depressants, localism, conserva

tive politicians, and the splintered school men.128 

It would appear that self-interest would dictate a mas-

sive and uniform opposition of loyal Catholics to increased 

spending for public schools. Burkhead, however, states that 

this logical inference is not supported by empirical evidence. 

Though local priests and local politicians have often re

sponded negatively to demands for increases in local public 

education budgets, there have been scores of examples of 

Catholic laymen, Catholic members of local school boards and 

Catholic politicians, taking the leadership and promoting the 

cause of public education in the heavily Catholic districts.129 

Burkhead's recent study in the northeastern part of the coun

try reveals such activities. Therefore, there is not suffi

cient evidence to state that the Roman Catholic Church has 

been a depressant upon state aid to education. 

128Ibid., pp. 104-115. 

129Ibid., pp. 118-119. 
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Some writers have identified tax-minded business groups 

as being as opposition to the school men. Even when in

creased taxation is deemed necessary or inevitable, many 

business groups fight additional taxes until they are satis

fied that the incident of taxation is relatively favorable to 

business centers. Therefore, they must be considered one of 

the prime reasons why some states fail to be successful in 

promoting new state aid for public schools. 130 

The most persuasive and persistent of depressants on 

state school subsidies is rural localism. 131 These depres

sants are not necessarily against good schools. Their main 

concern, however, is to oppose and. if possible to prevent 

the growth of the power of state governments. They are de

voted to the thesis that each school should stand on its own 

foundation. It is a level of operation that they love too 

intimately and manage too handily to delegate. 

Conservative tax-minded legislators are both an effect 

and. a cause of conservative ethos in the political life of 

the state. 132 Being bolstered in their attitude by editorial 

support in generally conservative press, they are often 

elected with the ~ctive support of powerful business inter

ests. Appropriation committees become foci for conservatism, 

and they usually set priorities in the funds they allocate. 

130 rbid., pp. 119-120. 

131Ibid.., p. 120. 

132Ibid.., p. 121. 
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Their ax is not aim~d at school subsidies alone as education 
' 

is not the only item on the agenda of the state bud.get. The 

competition for stat~ money frequently comes at a time and 

place which makes the situation a major depressant for addi

tional state aid to education. 133 

Burkhead says that on many occasions school men have 

made their own programs easy to bppose. 134 The most common 

handicap to increasing school subsidies in some states has 

been the inability of school men to work cooperatively for 

one responsible school bilt. On numerous occasions school 

groups w:Tl"l;:· publii~ly take opposite sides on the same bill. 

Some are backers of general state aid, while others favor 

state subsidies for local ~erating expenses. .Burkhead' de

scribes the political activity by school men as amateur pol

itics and points to this lack of political sophistication 

and discipline among school men as the major factor for de

pressing state aid assistance. Many law makers would respond 

favprably to financial appeals that school men can make when 

they agree on common goals. This is because legislators do 

find it difficult to withstand coordinated pressure from 

their grass roots. 

Burkhead·;concludes: · 

That those who believe state government must share 
even larger burdens of the cost of public education 
in years ahead, must realize that the road to in
creased state aid is political. They must develop 

133Ibid., p. 121. 

134rbid., pp. 122-123. 



intellectual private interest groups, bureaucratic 
and political leadership capable of defining goals 
and mobilizing effective power for the realization 
of these goals.135 

Use of Power Resources in the Sup
port of Educational Projects 

No school system that was headed by school board mem-

bers, school administrators, or leading teachers who were 
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political eunuchs ever progressed professionally. Strong 

professional leadership is probably the most critical factor 

. . . . . d . 1 136 in initiating e ucationa progress. Therefore, educators 

must make maximum use of the power resources available to 

them in enlisting the cooperation of existing power-wielders 

and become major political entities if they are to utilize 

their resources efficiently for support of good schools. 

Some of the most effective school administrators are 

those who have used the power of others. 137 Thus, one of 

the essential responsibilities of the educational leader is 

to collect the facts and personally see that they are made 

available to influential leaders in the school district. 

Some of the most disastrous failures occur because at-

tempts to initiate educational policies are made without 

factual support. 

135 rbid., p. 128. 

136Ralph B. Kimbrough, Political Power and Educational 
Decision-Making. Rand McNally & Co., Chicag~l964, p. 277" 

137 rbid., p. 277. 
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A school superintendent, principal, or teacher may de-

velop his position in the leadership interaction pattern as 

an effective resource. 

The most effective power resource which teachers can 

develop and exercise control over is professional solidarity. 

The long-range goal in this direction should be further to 

develop the profession of teaching. Bailey like Burkehead 

found that the splintering of school men was a major depres-

sant to state support for education. He states: 

Frequently schoolmen themselves have made their own 
programs easy to oppose. Far and away the most com
mon handicap to increasing school subsidies has been 
the inability of schoolmen to work and speak as one 

-for a responsible general school aid bill. Effec
tive organization is exceptional. Most of the time 
in disorder and naivete are th!3§choolmen's outstand
ing political characteristics. 

Through forceful leadership there is reason for optimism 

even in the face of a monopolistic power structure. There 

is no greater deterent to educational politics than fear or 

pessimism on the part of the school leaders. 

Economic Impact 

Education may be viewed as an industry, one in which re

sources are used to produce given products and services. 139 

138 Ibid., p. 278. 

139swearingen, Eugene L., Helmer E. Sorenson, and Rich
ard P. Jungers, "The Relationship of Economic Theory to 
Educational Finance," The Theory and Practice of School Fi
nance, eds. Warren E. Gauerke and Jack R. Childress (Chicago, 
1967), pp. 24-35. 
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It can be viewed as a big industry due to the large portion 

of the total population involved either as a paid employee 

or consumer. 

Our public education system is uniquely American in that 

it guarantees a minimum education (12 grades) to everyone who 

has the ability and desire to attain it. 140 Recent research, 

however, indicates that there has been an existing shortage 

as high as 127,000 classrooms in the primary and secondary 

schools. 141 This has required at least a half million per

sons to attend school for less than a full day because of the 

shortage of space. From the economist's point of view, the 

real solution lies in attaining addition~! funds to meet the 

demand and this demand must be met without a decrease in 

quality which could circumvent completely the reasons for 

purveying education. 

John K. Galbraith, noted for his writing geared for pop

ular consumption, is most emphatic about the need for addi

tional expenditure in education. 142 He contends that in our 

past, entrepreneurship ~nd other factors were most vital in 

our economic development. Present day needs are in terms of 

great numbers of trained and qualified people. He states: 

Investment in human beings is prima facie, as im
portant as investment in the material capital. 
What is more important is the technical advances 

140Ansel Sharp & Bernard Sliger, Public Finance. The 
Dorsey Press: Combwood, Illinois, 1964, p. 323. 

141Ibid., p. 323. 

142Gauerke and Childress, .£E.· cit., p. 31 



now almost wholly dependent on investment in educa
tion, training~ and scientific opportunity for 
individuals.lq.J 
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Galbraith sees education as fitting into another aspect 

of economics. Reasoning that wants stimulate production, he 

contends that increased educational investment increases 

wants and consequently increases production to satisfy these 

wants. Simple modes of enjoyment need little preparation, 

but the more esoteric desires can be synthesized only by 

certain educational effort.144 

Edward Dennison has made recent attempts to appraise the 

social benefits of education. He studied the growth rate of 

the gross national product between 1929 and 1957 and the 

factors causing the growth rate. He identified positive 

factors which contributed 109io and the negative factors con

tributing 9%, making a net of 100%. He shows the increased 

inputs of labor and capital account for only 49 positive 

percentage points out of 109, or 45% of the total. In

creased inputs of education and knowledge accounted for 43 

percentage points out of 109 or 39% of the total.145 Even 

more significant were his findings with respect to growth 

rate of the economy per person employed. His final estimate 

is that education contributed 42% of the 1.60 percentage 

point growth rate in the product per person employed.146 

143Galbraith, The Affluent Society, Houghton Mifflin -
Boston, 1958, p. 27~ 

144rbid., pp. 279-280. 
145Johns & Morphet, The Economics and Financing of Edu

cation, pp. 77n.-70. 
l46rbid., p. 79. 
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Another method of studying the benefits of education is 

to consider the cost of not educating people. The crime 

rates and the rates of dependency upon public welfare or 

private charity are many times greater among those without 

sufficient education to enable them to succeed in present day 

society than among those who have an adequate education. The 

direct cost to the taxpayer keeping a man in prison may range 

from $3,000 to $4,000 per year in terms of 1967 prices. This 

does not include the cost to the individuals of the crime 

conunitted or the social cost that may be incurred by the 

prisoner's family being forced on to relief. 147 

In spite of the high standard of living enjoyed in the 

United States, relatively large numbers of workers are unem

ployed. Uh-employment leads to pove·rty·a~d a smaller ·market for 

consumer goods. A large portion of the unemployed are work

ers with relatively little formal education. The high school 

dropout finds it difficult to secure and hold a satisfying 

job. The relationship of low education and high ,lll!employmept 

,, reflects that the social cost of under education is likely 

to be concentrated in the future. 148 Improved education, 

therefore, is the hope of minimizing the unemployment 

problem. 

Thomas Jefferson was the first to proclaim that a demo

cratic society can function effectively only under an 

147 b"d ,, Ii., p. 81. 

148Gauerke and Childress, .£12.· cit., p. 34 
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informed literate electorate. It appears, however, that the 

survival of the American free enterprise system requires more 

and better education than has been provided in the past.149 

Standards for Selecting Taxes 

One of the major issues previously identified in the op

peration of public schools is how the operation should be 

financed. Taxes are designed to cover the cost of public 

services. It must be determined whether the tax payments are 

regressive, proportional, or progressive. Since they are to 

express the individuals' valuation of social wants as based 

on property distribution of income, the answer depends on the 

income elasticity of social wants. If this elasticity in the 

typical case tends to be unity, tax contributions will be 

proportional. If it is above unity, it will be progressive. 

If it is below unity, it will be regressive.150 

One of the major issues facing the financing of public 

schools today is the source of taxation. (In Chapter I, 

Sharp and Sliger list three standards to serve as criteria 

for selecting a good tax.) They are~ 

(1) Equity 
(2) Efficiency 
(3) AdequacylSl 

Equity in taxation requires that a tax be just. 

149Ibid., p. 34. 

lSOBenson, p. 99. 

lSlsharp and Sliger, p. 196. 
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The term "efficiency" is a criterion to determine if a 

tax can be construed broadly or narrowly. The term as 

interpreted by Adam Smith means that a tax should be certain, 

convenient, and economical.152 

Though adequacy was not used by Adam Smith as a standard 

for determining a good tax, Sharp and Sliger make the follow-

ing comment: 

Given the two taxes equal in every respect, the one 
that brings in the greater revenue is the better 
tax and no matter how equitable and efficient a tax 
may be, if it fails to derive revenue, it us~ally 
has little justification for being levied.15J 

The first of the major taxes to consider is the federal 

income tax. The basic structure of the federal income tax 

is simple. The taxpayer makes a summation of his taxable 

sources of income and then subtracts certain deductions .. and 

applies the tax rate to the difference. Federal taxation 

is a major device for seeing that our economy performs 

close to its potential output and does so without creating 

a high rate of inflation. Though the federal income tax 

is not simply an instrument to raise revenue for current 

public expenditure requirements, it still should be judged 

as a tax in terms of criteria of equity, neutrality, 

costs and yield.154 With respect to equity the federal 

152rbid., p. 201. 

153rbid., p. 201. 

154Benson, The Economics of Public Education, pp. 101-
102. 
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individual income tax is conunonly regarded as the best tax 

we have. 155 With respect to neutrality, there has been some 

concern on what the effects a progressive federal income tax 

would have on work incentives and investments. 

In dealing with the matters of cost and yield it is gen

erally agreed that the federal income tax is economically 

and efficiently administered by the government. Walter 

Heller has stated: "l'he cost of collecting federal taxes is 

far below costs of collecting state and local taxes. 11156 On 

yield., the consensus is that the federal income tax is our 

most productive levy and also that it is a tax of remarkably 

high elasticity of yield. In evaluating the federal tax 

relative to the criteria established in the principles of 

Chapter I, Sharp and Sliger would rate the federal income tax 

in the following way: equity--good, adequacy--good, 

ff . . 15 7 e iciency--average. 

The next major tax to consider is the state income tax. 

It is relatively neutral in the sense that it cannot be ex-

pected to have much effect on work or investment incen

tives .158 The cost of compliance is considerably reduced 

when states use the federal concepts of taxable income. The 

income elasticity in state income taxes as it has been 

155Ibid., p. 102. 

156 Ibid., p. 105. 

157sharp and Sliger, pp. 200-210. 
158 Benson, p. 106. 
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estimated is 1.389. 159 This is slightly below the elasticity 

of the federal tax. In rating the state income tax, the cri

teria marks would be: equity--good., adequacy--fair, 

efficiency--fair to good (varies in states). Peterson points 

out that this particular tax still has the greatest potential 

of untapped resources. 160 

Another tax to consider is the state sales tax. The 

chief objection to sales taxation is its inequity. The tax 

is levied on consumptioµ~. Poor families consume larger 

portions of their income than do the rich. For this reason 

only, the sales tax would be regressive. 161 Basically, the 

sales tax is a neutral levy. It covers a broad range of com

modities and the rate levy is uniform over all goods, The 

tax is paid frequently in small amounts, therefore, the pay

ments do not have the visibility to the household of either 

the income or property tax. Costs of the administration are 

estimated to be about one-half of orie percent higher than 

those of state income taxes. 162 Elasticity of yield is esti

mated to be in tpe order of 1.00 - 1.27 which is substantial

ly less than that of income taxes. Sharp and Sliger evaluate 

the sales tax as poor in equity, good in adequacy, and aver-

. ff. . 163 age in e iciency. 

159Ibid., p. 106. 

160Peterson, pp. 52-53. 

161Peterson, pp. 50-54. 
162 Benson, p. 107. 

163 Ibid. 



The final tax to consider is the property tax. The 

property tax is based on the value of taxable property and 

is collected from owners of that property. 
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In no state is real property assessed on the average at 

current market value. 164 Benson feels that there is no rea-

son to believe that fractional assessment increases inequi-

ties. With full value assessment, cases of inequity would 

be much easier for the taxpayer to detect and demonstrate to 

the authorities. 

The impact of the property tax is on the owner of the 

property, as it is he who pays the tax bill to the tax juris

diction. 

Sharp and Sliger's evaluation of the property tax for 

school purposes is as follows: 

(1) 

(2) 

Equity--with respect to equity it has long been 
recognized that the tax is probably regressive 
in incidence. The burden is distributed in a 
regressive fashion. The part of the tax which 
is levied on residential property is by defi
nition a tax on housing expenditures. The per
centage of income that households spend on 
housing is greater in low income groups than in 
high. The evaluation of the property tax there
fore, is poor in the using of equity as a 
criteria. 
Efficiency--the property tax is not difficult 
to administer. To administer it well, however, 
is another matter. Local administration is con
cerned mainly with the real properties. It is 
easy to see that the person who is to pay the 
tax because ownership is a matter o.f legal rec
ord. It is' easy to detennine 1n what district 
the property is in, therefore, jurisdictional 
disputes on tax sites are rare. It is rela
tively easy to forecast yields from one year to 
the next. These are real advantages in local 

164Ibid., p. 110. 



administration. Assessment, however, is a com
plicated business, often beyond the capacity of 
local officials. In respect to cost of compli
ance, the property tax administrative expenses 
are practically nill. For the criteria of ef
ficiency, the property tax rates below average 
with the potential to improve. 

(3) Adequacy--it is well to note that the property 
tax is available for emergency whenever bonds 
must be passed for such purposes. The real prob
lem that faces educators and boards at this time 
is that the wealth of this nation no longer is 
concentrated in property, as it has been in the 
past. Relatively, the yield on the property tax 
is inelastic. It is estimated that the elas
ticity coefficient to be .82 which is consider
ably below the estimate for income and sales 
taxes. The evaluation of the property tax with 
the criteria of ade~uacy is fair:l65 

Future Trends Affecting School Finance 
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Corbally estimates that financial needs for school costs 

in the 1970's will double over what existed in the 1960's. 166 

It will be five percent or more of the gross national product 

as compared to less than four percent today. 167 Most of 

these funds must thus continue to come from the state and 

local governments, tuitions, payments and gifts. 

If new school revenue is necessary, the question is 

"From where shall it come?" The property tax appears in 

most areas to be already carrying more than its fair share 

of the burden. State legislatures are reluctant to impose 

new taxes and yet are faced with increasing demands for 

165 Ibid., p. 299. 
166 Corbally, p. 14. 

167 Ibid., p. 147. 
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revenue for higher welfare programs as well as for schools. 

Corbally cites federal aid as a possible source.168 Several 

bills relating the federal support of public education have 

been debated by Congress. New vocational bills and Public 

Law 89-10 (The Elementary and Secondary Act) have given some 

relief to the schools as has Public Law 874 for federally 

impacted areas. The uncertainty of these federal funds, how

ever, makes it very difficult for administrators to plan ef-

fective school programs. The need, therefore, for a federal 

plan to subsidize the states for local school systems with 

consistency and reliability still exists. 

100% State Support 

Stanley Hecker, a member of the Committee on Education-

al Finance for NEA, endorses 100% state funding for the state 

of Michigan. In order to support the following proposition 

for a fully state funded educational program he makes the 

following specific points: 

(1) Our present funding plans are not meeting the 
American commitment of equal educat~onal oppor
tunity for all. 

(2) Local control is not necessarily a function of 169 
the degree of the local financing of education. 

The basic plan for the state of Michigan would commit 

the state to this proposition: That the state is wealthy 

enough to pay for a good educational system for all boys and 

girls. 

1681bid., p. 148. 

169stanley Hecker, 100% of State Su~'ort--Boon or Bane, 
Committee on Educational-rrnance--NEA, 1 0. ~~ ~ ~~ 
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Despite the 100 percent state funding plan proposed in 

Michigan the local school districts would continue to make 

most educational decisions. The local district would select 

a local board of education which would appoint the district's 

chief administrator. 

Plannip~--Pro~ramming--Budgeting 
--A sxs ·ems' Approach 

Some writers in school finance foresee the probability 

that educational planning in the near future will be utilized 

to a great extent with the concept of planning, programming, 

and budgeting systems. PPBS is a synthesis of established 

techniques that is applied to the management and control 

processes to produce a program budget relating output-

oriented activities of an organization to the input-oriented 

resources.170 

. A properly implemented PPBS system will enable each 

school district to make available to board members and 

administrators more concrete specific data relevant for their 

broad decisions. It will spell out more concretely, the ob

jectives of educational programs, and present for the boards 

possible alternative objectives and educational programs to 

meet those objectives. It will evaluate thoroughly the bene

fits and costs of educational programs by producing total 

rather than partial cost estimates and present on a multi-

year basis, the perspective costs for anticipated accomplish-

). 70Harry J ._ Hartley, Educational Planning- -Programming- -
Budgee~ng'(New·Yqrk, 1968), pp. 43-44. 



ments of educational programs. The PPBS provides a new· 

approach to an old problem, that of best utilizing the re

sources to improve the learning process. 

Increased Federal 
Aid to Education 
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Perhaps the most controversial issue. in the,, total· 

American planning of our public school systems deals with 

increased federal aid to education. Many progressive steps 

have been taken in the past five years with additional school 

aid from Washington. The most debatable issue is how much 

federal control will follow federal support to the public 

schools.171 The problem that the public faces, however, is 

that the American people have taxed themselves as heavily at 

the local level to provide high quality education but more 

m,oney is still needed. Recent changes have made it impera

tive that the federal government rely on its educational sys

tems to help solve some of its problems such as poverty, 

unemployment, economic growth, corrnnon defense, and building 

unity of mixed cultures. National reliance in these matters 

makes the school system a stronger partner than ever with the 

state and local governments. Traditionally, the federal 

government's role in the partnership of public education has 

been a noncoercive and supplementary one. Most of the fed

eral support has come to the schools in the form of categor-

ical aid. Categorical aid, however, arbitrarily elevates 

171Forest Conner AASA, Federal Polic~and the Public 
Schools, American Association of School A Inrstration. 
Washington, D. C., 1967, pp. 22-28. 
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some fields of instruction while downgrading other fields of 

equal validity. General aid is a more advantageous means for 

distributing federally collected revenues to school systems 

as they are more suitable to tie school support to the eco

nomic capacity of the nation. Proponents of general aid ex

press the need for this type of support in two forms: (1) 

general grants-in-aids, and (2) tax or revenue-sharing.172 

Tax-sharing actually comes closer to expressing the funda

mental role of the federal government. By this method its 

action is restricted to purely fiscal relationships with the 

state. It would serve as the means to gear a basic support 

of education to the total economy of the nation. 

There are still many pertinent questions to be answered 

about the increased federal role in education. It remains, 

however, a fact that increased federal payments to public 

schools are necessary and inevitable while specific purposes 

of these payments and the controls that accompany them will 

reflect changing national concerns.173 

Extended School Year 

Another innovation that may affect the future trends in 

school finance is that of the extended school year. It of-

fers many possibilities. The extended school year would al-

leviate over-crowded classrooms, decrease needs for 

addltional building space, reduce juvenile delinquency 

172Ibid. 

173Ibid. 
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potential, and provide opportunity for extended contracts 

with other fringe benefits for teachers as well as the oppor-

tunity to improve instruction. 

To the taxpaying citizen, or anxious parent, the year-

round school offers best utilization of school plant, admin-

istration, outlay items, teaching staff, and educational 

programs.174 

Facts and Statistics About Kansas 

The ability of a state to support education depends upon 

the nature of the state's economy. The diversityofastate's 

economy and changes in the composition of its occupations may 

indicate the kinds of modifications, if any, thatmaybeneeded 

in the tax system to provide the most equitable distribution 

of the cost of education among its citizens. The level of in

come and the general stability provide a basis for estimating 

the economic capacity of a state to support education. 
,. 

For these reasons, it is important to understand the nature 

of the economic resources in order to evaluate the cost of 

education that is desirable in relation to the tax-paying 

ability of the state. 

Table III is a comprehensive set of details about Kansas 

public education. This information was provided by the 

Kansas State Department of Education.175 Table IV, "Where 

Kansas Ranks: 1970,'' offers a set of statistics that can be 

used to give a strong indication of Kansas' position 

174Jeri, Enger, "The Case for Year-Round Schools," The 
Reader·'s Digest, December, 1966, pp. 141-143. 

175National Educ. Assn. and Kansas NEA, £!?.· cit., p. 119. 
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TABLE III 

FACTS AND STATISTICS ABOUT KANSAS PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

FACTS ABOUT PUBLIC EDUCATION IN KANSAS K-12 

Kansas Population (January 1, 1969) 

State Totals - 1968-69 

Number of Local School Systems K-12 
Number of Schools 
Smallest School District's Enrollment 
Largest School District's Enrollment 
Median Size School District 
Certificated. Employees, 9-15:-68 
Federal 89-10 1'eachers, 9-15-68. 
Special Education Teachers 
Vocational Education Teachers 
College Hours 
Experience (years) 
Criteria of Quality, Average 
Certificated Teacher Pupil Ratio 
Students Enrolled 9-15-68, K-12 
Special Education Students 
Vocational Education Students 
Per Pupil Operating Expenditures 
Cost Per Pupil Transported 
Average Budget Per Pupil 
Assessed Valuation Per Pupil 
Number of Pupils Transported 
PuP.ils Transported Over 2.5 miles 

'~Full-time equivalency 
State Shared Guarantee 
County Ability 
Foundation Appropriation 
Foundation Cash Payment 
Amount Returned to State General Fund 
Maximum Budget 
Assessed Valuation 
Total Transportation State Aid Payment 
Total Transportation Costs 
Total Current Expenses (100-800 Series) 
Ratio of State Aid to Current Expenses 

2,287,302 

330 
1,892 

50 
65,490 

674.5 
28,305.1 

891. 6 
825 

1,455 
4,365,252 

238, 351. 2 
6.82 

17.8 
502, 730. 5-JC' 

3 498~'(' , 
70,403 

602 
81 

600 
11,394 

162,203 

$ 107,878 
$ 142,498,404 

52,522,501 
$ 90,876,045 
$ 90,364,800 

511,245 
$ 301,755,375 
$ 5,727,919,325 

4,999,832 
13,119,614 

302,588,379 
32.9% 

Source: Facts About Public Education in Kansas 
Kansas State Department of Education 
Topeka, Kansas, 1969. 



TABLE IV 

WHERE KANSAS RANKS 

Item of Comparison 

1. Total Personal Income, 1968 
(in mil lions 

2. Per-Capita Personal Income 1968 

3. Per-Capita Personal Income as Percent 

Kansas 

$ 7,574 

$ 3,303 

of National Average, 1968 96,6% 

4. Percent Increase in Per-Capita Per-
sonal Income, 1958 to 1968 59.3% 

5. Personal Income Per Child of School 
Age, 1968 $12,540 

6. Per-Capita Disposable Personal Income 
1968 $ 2,929 

7. Per-Capita Disposable Income as Per
cent qf Total Per-Capita Personal 
Income, 1968 88.7% 

,., 

8. Percent Increase in Per Capita 
Disposable Income, 1965 - 1968 22.0% 

9. Per-Capita Total General Revenue of 
All State and Local Governments, 
1967-68 $479.44 

10. Per-Capita Total Tax Collections of 
State and Local Governments, 67-68 $322.00 

11. State ·and Local Tax Collections in 
1967-68 as a Percent of Personal 
Income, 1968 9.8% 

12. Per-Capita Property Tax Revenue of 
State & Local Governments, 67-68 $166.21 

13. Per-Capita Property Tax Revenue of 
Local Governments, 1967-68 $162.27 

14. Property Tax Revenue of State & Local 
Governments as Percent of Total Tax 
Revenue of These Governments, 1967-68 51.6% 
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Kansas 
National Rank in 

$683,702 

$ 3,421 

United 
States 

26 

22 

100.0% 22 

65.4% 39 

$ 13,080 21 

$ 2,930 18 

85.6% 8 

20.7% 23 

$ 506.67 30 

$ 338.09 25 

9.9% 24 

$ 138.83 13 

$ 134.27 13 

41.1% 7 



TABLE IV (Corltinued) 

Itetn of Comparison 

15. Local Property Tax Revenue as Percent 
of Total State-Local Property Tax 

Kansas 

Revenue, 1967-68 97.6% 

16. State and Local Property Tax Collec
tions in 1967-68 as a Percent of 
Personal Income in 1968 5.1% 

17. Per-Capita State Tax Revenue, Fiscal 
1968 $155.03 

18. Per-Capita Local Tax Collections, 
1967-68 $167.00 

19. State Tax Revenue in Fiscal 1968 as 
Percent of Personal Income in 1967 5.1% 

20. Public School Revenue Receipts per 
Pupil in ADA, 1968-69 (Revised) $880.00 

21. Public School Revenue Receipts per 
Pupil in ADA, 1969-70 $965.00 

22. Public School Revenue Receipts, 1968-
69, as Percent of Personal Income, 
1968 5.5% 

23. Local and State Revenue Receipts for 
Public Schools in 1968-69 as Percent 
of personal Income, 1968 5.1% 

24. Estimated Percent of Revenue for Pub
lic Elementary & Secondary Schools 
from Local Governments, 1969-70 56.2% 

25. Estimated Percent of Revenue for Pub
lic Elementary & Secondary Schools 
from State Governments, 1968-69 27.1% 

26. Per-Capita State Expenditures for 
All Education, 1968< $ll2. 80 

27. Per-Capita Total Expenditures of 
State & Local Governments for 
All Education, 1967-68 $215.37 

100 

Kansas 
National Rank in 
•"" · •' United 
,,. ··-": ii! States 

96.7% 26 

4.1% 10 

$ 182.94 36 

$ 156.00 15 

5.8% 40 

$ 840.00 12 

$ 907.00 13 

5.1% 20 

4.7% 14 

52.5% 22 

39.9% 40 

$ 121. 97 33 

$ 205.93 24 



TABLE IV (Continued) 

Item of Comparison 

28. State & Local Total Government Ex
penditures for All Education as Per
cent of Direct Expenditures for All 
Functions, 1967-68 

29. State & Local Government Expenditures 
for All Education in 1967-68 as Per-

Kansas 

47.0% 

c.e.nt of Personal Income in 1968 6.5% 

30. Per-Capita State & Local Expenditures 
for Local Schools (Including Capital 
Outlay), 1967-68 $149.33 

*31. Estimated Current Expenditure for 
Public Elementary and Secondary 
Schools per Pupil in ADA, 1968-69 
(all expenditures) $657.00 

*32. E:stimated Current Expenditures for 
Public Elementary and Secondary 
Schools per Pupil in ADA, 1969-70 
(all expenditures) $721. 00 

33. Current Expenditures per Public 
School Pupil in ADA as Percent of 
National Average, 1968-69 93.6% 

34. Current Expenditures per Public 
School Pupil in ADA as Percent of 
National Average, 1969-70 94.1% 

35. Total Current Expenditures for Pub
lic Elementary and Secondary Schools 

·in 1968-69 as Percent of Personal 
Inco~e in 1968 

36. Estimated Average Salaries of Second-

5.4% 

ary School Teachers, 1969-70 $:7;485 

.· 37. Estimated Average Salaries of Ele-
mentary School Teachers, 1969-70 $·.7 ~485 

38.. Estimated Average Salaries of All 
Teachers in Public Schools, 69-70 $ 7,620 

*includes bonded indebtedness. 
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Kansas 
National Rank in 

·. ::'.: t' .. :, United 
' .· States 

40.2% 7 

6.0% 28 

$ 146.63 23 

$ 702.00 25 

$ 766.00 24 

100.0% 25 

100.0% 24 

5.2% 28 

$ 8.·,321 39 

$ 8,321 31 

$ 8,560 31 



TABLE IV {CBntinued) 

Item of Comparison Kansas 

39. Percent of Public School Teachers 
Paid $8,500 or More, 1969-70 20.0% 

40. Estimated Average Salaries of Instruc
tional St.aff in Public Schools, ..... ~~· .. :_ 
1969-70 $ 7,811 

41. Estimated Average Salaries of Instruc
tional Staff as Percent of National 
Average, 1969-70 87.7% 

Source: Where Kansas Ranks: 1970 
The Kansas State Teachers Association 
Resea~ch Division 
March,. 1970 
Topeka, Kansas 
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Kansas 
National Rank in 
. '.~:::·6.·~-:·.l"I> United 

States 

45.0% 33 

$ 8,901 36 

100.0% 36 

Data obtained from "Rankings of the States," 
1970, Research Division, NEA. 
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for the State of Kansas. These data were provided by the 

Research Division of the Kansas State Teachers Association. 

An analysis of the statistics in Table VI show Kansas to 

be only slightly below the national average in per capita 

income. The economy of Kansas is a well-balanced one, with 

considerable variation among areas in the state on the 

sources of income and occupational activity. A major problem 

for financing public schools in Kansas can be placed with the 

heavy reliance on the property tax. Less than a third of the 

support is provided from state taxes. Kansas government 

functions with a broad tax system which includes property, 

sales, and income. A persistent problem of taxation involves 

equity and the distribution of the burden among the three 

sources. The adequacy to support essential functions of 

government has also become a problem. It therefore appears 

that state funds will have to bear a larger proportion of 

future costs. 

Kansas, in past years, has spent considerably more than 

the national average for public education in proportion '.EO 

its income.175 This expenditure, however, has declined 

slowly in relative effort to the national average and Kansas' 

ed~cational expenditure per pupil is now below the national 

average. Since 1955 the average annual national growth rate 

has been 9.5 percent over each preceding year, while the 

Kansas rate has been 7.9 percent.176 It is questionable 

175National Educ. Assn. and Kansas NEA, .££• .£!:.!., p. 119. 

176Ibid. 
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whether Kansas offers adequate economic opportunity for pro

fessional advancement and career commitment to serve in the 

public schools. A further review of Table VI shows that 

while Kansas per capita income is 97 percent of the national 

average, the average teacher's salary in Kansas is 88 per

cent of the national average. The average salary for Kansas 

teachers is $7,620 compared to the national average of 

$8,560. While Kansas ranks 22nd in per capita income, it 

ranks only 31st in average teacher salaries. 

Summary 

The basic questions creating a controversy in most 

states are: (1) what should be accomplished through the pub

lic schools, and (2) how much should the public school program 

cost, and (3) how should it be financed? It is easier for 

most people to see a relationship between qu.antity_.and edu

cational expenditure·s than between quality and cost. In

creasing quality likely increases the costs but there is no 

certainty that increasing the cost will improve the quality. 

In the past it has. been accepted that the best measure 

of the ability of the p~ople was the per capita wealth repre

sented by the value of tangible property. The measure of 

ability now most commonly used is personal income. Reliable 

data are now available to determine per capita income at all 

levels of government including some school district bounda~ 

ries. 
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It appears that the state income tax is still the best 

source for new tax revenues in mo~t states. Schools in 

Kansas however depend more heavily on local property taxes 

than in most other states, so this tax is being re-examined. 

The ultimate test of the school finance program is not the 

number of dollars it provides the school district but rather 

the degree to which it creates opportunities for the produc

tion of excellent educational goods and services. 

Criteria to be considered in evaluation of a school 

foundation program include: funds fro~ both state and local 

sources for every school district, uniform minimum local ef~ 

fort for financing education, local initiative to provide 

educational opportunities beyond minimum standards, encour

agement of sound and efficient organization, and capability 

for easy public understanding. 

There are variations in school expenditures between com

munities for two reasons: (1) the communities vary in abil

ity, and (?) the communities vary in vigor of local support. 

The first step in developing a satisfactory foundation 

program plan is that of establishing objective, equitable,. 

and valid measures of educational need. 

State aid patterns are (1) flat grants, (2) flat grants 

and special aids, or (3) the equalization need and ability 

considered with or without flat grants or their equivalents 

in minimum guarantees. 

A foundation plan distinct :i;:rom other states is that of 

California. This plan employs three fixed unit equalization 
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grants for the elementary districts, secondary districts and 

unified districts. 

The Washington plan reveals another progressive advance

ment made in school foundation finance. Approximately 75% 

of non-federal revenue for public schools is provided through 

state grant distributions. A distribution formula provides 

for a guaranteed equalized amount from state and designated 

local funds. 

The Florida plan includes a number of instructional 

units based on average daily attendance and varies with the 

training and certification of the teachers employed in the 

country. Additional allocations are provided for current 

expense, capi~al outlay, and transportation. 

A very constructive contribution to educational re

search, The Peterson Model, was completed at the University 

of Wisconsin under the direction of Leroy Peterson. It in

volved educational and financial analysis of six types of 

school districts in each of four states. While the formula 

may be used to advantage over many existing formulas for 

schools, its greatest potential is the changes in education 

that it makes feasible. 

Since the implementation of the present Kansas founda

tion program there have been many arguments directed against 

the distribution formula. Controversies center around the 

economic index which places an element in the distribution 

formula at the county level. 
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Education is one of the most thoroughly political enter

prises in American life. More money is spent for education 

than for any other single function of state and local govern

ment. The largest obstacle to state support of public 

schools comes through the political process. 

Education may be viewed as an industry, one in which 

resources are used to produce given products and services. 

As a change from past economical views, modern economists 

now are increasingly accepting the notion that education is 

an investment. 

One of the greatest issues of the financing of education 

of public schools today is that of the source of taxation. 

The relative merit of the tax can be judged by three rather 

broad standards: (1) equity, (2) efficiency, and (3) 

adequacy. 

The cost of the educational program in the next decade 

appears to be prohibitive. The expected expansion in the 

total economy, however, should be able to support such a 

program without strain if the tax load is equitably levied. 

It is estimated that the financial needs for school costs in 

the 1970's will double over what existed in the 1960's. The 

crucial problem that will face school administrators will be 

the search for new funds. The property tax appears in most 

areas to be already carrying more than its fair share of the 

burden. Increased Federal aid and federally shared taxes 

have been cited as possible sources. Some states still have 

the state income tax as an untapped resource, or they may 



not be utilizing their present revenue source to its full 

potential. 
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Future trends in education that may effect the planning 

of school finance are planning programming budgeting systems, 

and the extended school year. 

Local control is threatened by 100% funding by the state 

as well as increased federal support to education. Increased 

funding at both levels, however, appears inevitable if our 

public school systems are to progress and meet the increasing 

demands placed upon them by society. 

Kansas is slightly below the national average in per 

capita income. It ranks, however, lower in educational ex

penditures per pupil than it does in per capita income per 

pupil. The same situation exists with teachers' salaries in 

Kansas compared to the national average. 

One of the most crucial problems facing the financing 

of Kansas public schools is the heavy reliance on property 

tax. It is therefore imperative, that state funds will bear 

a larger proportion of future costs. 



CHAPTER III 

PRESENT SCHOOL FOUNDATION PLAN IN KANSAS 

Kansas, like other states, supports its public schools 

from local, state, and federal tax revenues. The local funds are 

mainly taxes on property levied by the local school districts and 

the counties. The state funds are mainly sales and income taxes 

distributed from the general fund. Federal funds are aids that 

are granted for particular programs or special programs. 

The present foundation finance plan for public schools 

of Kansas was implemented by the Kansas Legislature in 1965.1 

The implementation of this plan resulted from a series of 

proposals to increase state aid. The original goal was for 

the state to guarantee 40 percent support to each school dis-

trict. The Kansas Foundation Finance Act which provides a 

state shared guarantee, is composed of state foundation aid 

and funds from local districts and counties. This was indeed 

a big step forward for school finance in Kansas. 

The Foundation Formula 

With the exception of a few special state funds, the 

foundation program is that portion of the state plan of 

lNational Education Association and Kansas State Teach
ers Association, A Statewide Study of Educational Conditions 
and Financial Support, Topeka, Kansas, January, 1968. 
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school support through which state funds are provided. 

The foundation program is defined as a state shared 

guarantee which is computed from an objective formula as 

follows: 2 

State 
Shared 

Guarantee 
= $760 x 

Number of 
Certificated X 
Professional 

Staff 

A Pupil
Teacher X 
Ratio 

Factor 

A Training 
and 

Experience 
Factor 

The training and experience factor has a limit of ten 

points, seven for each teacher with 210 semesters of college 

credit and three for 15 years of educational experience. If 

all staff members had 210 hou~s of college credit and 15 

years of experience the district would be guaranteed a foun

dation of $7,600 per staff member employed, provided the dis

trict had a pupil-staff ratio of not less than a specified 

minimum for given size categories. The scale of weightings 

for pupil-staff ratios is as follows: 

1. Under 1,000 pupils 15 
2. 1,000 - 1,999 16 

3. 2,000 - 2,999 17 
4. 3,000 - 3,999 18 
5. 4,000 - 4,999 19 
6. 10,000- 9,999 20 

If a district employs staff in such numbers as to re-

duce the ratio below the minimum, the factor is reduced pro-

portionately. For example, if a district has 600 pupils and 

2Kansas State Teachers Association, Kansas 
County School Finance Programs (Topeka, Kansas: 
p. 3 0 

State and 
June, 1969) , 
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employs 40 staff members it has a ratio of 15. If it employs 

50 members its ratio drops to 12 and it then.becomes a factor 

of 12/15 or 0.8. This number multiplied by 50 yields 40. 

Thus, the costs of staff members beyond the number required 

to meet the prescribed pupil-staff ratios are borne entirely 

by the local district. 

For official enrollment count a district sending a pupil 

to an area vocational-technical school may count him as a 

full-time pupil if he attends the home school at least one

half time. A kindergarten pupil is counted as one-half a 

pupil. 

The training and experience factor averages about 6.6 

for the whole state. Therefore, if all districts had a 

pupil-staff factor of 1.0, the training and experience factor 

would allow only .660 times the number of staff times $7,600 

or a foundation level of $5,016. Kansas actually has a foun

dation program with a theoretical maximum of $7,600 per pro

fessional staff member. This unit is commonly called 

Instructional Unit in states that use the professional staff 

rather than the pupil as the unit of cost of the foundation 

program. 3 

Table V shows the data for computing the Kansas Instruc

tional Units in the foundation program for a sample of dis

tricts. The first example, Mullinville, employed 21 staff 

members but it received only .393 times 21, or<eight 



TABLE V 

METHOD OF COMPUTING THE KANSAS INSTRUCTIONAL UNITS USED FOR DISTRIBUTION 
OF STATE FOUNDATION AID 

Shared 
Pupil- Training Total Total Number Foundation Amount Per 

Number Number Teacher and Correction Instructional Guarantee Instructional 
Certificated Pupils Ratio Experience Factor Units (Kansas Unit 

District S,ta_ff_ (K".'12) Factor Factor (Col.4xCol..5)::•(K~I~U!)7,::::FP:~u,l,a.),,.,(K~I~fl·)* 
(1) (2) (3} (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Mullinville 21 175 0.564 0.696 0.393 8 $ 61,988 $ 7,724 
Johnson 50 667 0.898 0.681 0.612 30 230,052 7,668 
Plainville 56 782 0.956 0.683 0.653 36 275,424 7,651 
Brewster 18 236 0.872 0.692 0.603 11 82,536 7,503 
Lost Springs 42 558 0.953 0.611 0.582 24 183,616 6,651 
Admire 54 624 0.790 0.637 0.503 27 204,972 7,592 
La Crosse 62 817 0.929 0.659 0.612 38 288,952 7,604 
Waverly 38 487 0.839 0.662 0.555 21 160,436 7,640 
Great Bend 254 4,640 0.989 0.703 0.695 177 1,341,628 7,580 
Montezuma 21 308 1.000 0.658 0.658 13 102,524 7,886 
Grinnell 22 358 1. 000 0. 712 0. 712 15 ll6, 356 7, 7 5 7 
Goodland 84 1,581 1.000 0.666 0.666 56 425,144 7,592 
Belleville 81 1,210 0.986 0.652 0.643 52 394,744 7,591 
Effingham 65 1,070 1.000 0.665 0.665 43 327 ,028 7 ,605 
Waterville 41 599 1.000 0.680 0.680 28 210,368 7,513 
Salina 412 9,084 1.000 0.688 0.688 283 2,154,296 7,612 
Topeka 1,132 23,475 1.000 0.687 0.687 778 5,919,488 7,609 
Chanute 131 2,550 1.000 0.681 0.681 89 679,592 7,636 
Wichita 3,341 67,024 1.000 0.732 0.732 2,445 18,585,572 7,601 
Junction City 343 6,815 1.000 0.651 0.651 223 1,697,992 7,614 

*Kansas Instructional Unit (rounded) = 
Col. 6 times Col. 7. 

Source: National Education Association, Kansas State Teachers As
sociation, Report of Public School Study (Topeka, Kansas: 1968), 
Table 1, p. 3. I-' 

I-' 
I'.) 
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Instructional Units. Its foundation program of state and 

locally shared support was 8 times $7,600, or slightly more 

than $60,800. 

Distribution Formula 

The method of computing the guaranteed foundation allow-

ance is a major consideration for study. Another considera

tion is the method used to compute the state aid or the 

state's share of the foundation cost. The formula for dis-

tribution for foundation funds is as follows: 

Source: State general fund 

Distribution: The basic formula is: 

State 
Aid 

State-
= Shared 

Guarantee 

Non
Dis trict 
Revenue 

Local 
Effort 

The amount of state aid is the remainder after subtracting 

two amounts from the computed foundation allowance: (1) cer

tain designated non-district revenues, and (2) an amount com

puted as 11 local effort." 

The "local effort" of a district is based on a county 

economic index. Each county index is equal to one-half of 

the sum of: (1) adjusted assessed valuation of tangible 

property plus (2) taxable income in the countyo This index 

is averaged for the two years preceding the school fiscal 

year to which it is applicable. 
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County School Foundation Fund 

The county foundation fund is first divided on the basis 

of the total enrollment in the county on September 15. This 

determines the per pupil share. There is allotted to the 

board of each district which has some territory in the county 

but which is not a district in the county, an amount equal on 

the per pupil share multiplied by the number of pupils resid

ing within the county. The money that remains in the county 

foundation fund is then distributed to d$stricts within the 

county on the basis of the number of certif~cated employees 

employed in attendance centers within the county.4 

County Index 

The county index represents the ~hare which the dis-. ,_ ~ 

tricts of each county must contribute as the local share of 

the state guarantee, equal to the yield of a ten .mill levy 

on all adjusted assessed valuation of tangible property of 

the preceding year. The county's portion of the total local 

share in the state is then divided among school districts 

according to the number of certificated staff members 

employed. 

The use of the county index which combin~s income and 

assessment of property is one of the most questionable fea

tures of the Kansas finance plan. The effect of equal 

weighting of income and adjusted valuation penalizes the 

property owners in districts where the ratio of income to 

4rbid. ,. p. 7. 



property is greater than the average for the state and it 

rewards those districts where this ratio is less than the 
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state average. This effect can be illustrated very simply 

since the total adjusted assessed valuation of property in 

the state and the taxable income are nearly equal. An exam

ple is to assume a district has $59,000,000 of adjusted as

sessed valuation of property and $65,000,000 of taxable 

income as estimated from the county index. The average of 

these two figures is $62,000,000. A ten mill levy on the 

difference of $3,000,000 equals $30,000. This is the amount 

of state aid that the district loses as compared with an in

dex of local ability based only on the $59,000,000 of ad-

justed assessed valuation of property. One effect of this 

arrangement is to shift some of the burden of equalization of 

the cost of the foundation program from the state to the 

county level. 

Another effect of the county economic index is to penal

ize districts that improve the numerical adequacy of staffing 

in ~he schools. If there are three districts in a county, A, 

B, and c, and each district employs 50 staff members and each 
.. ..... 0 :· r-~ .-

has the same amount of assessed valuation of property, then 

District A may decide to employ five additional teachers. 

Its share of the county index yield changes from 33 1/3 per-

cent to 35.5 percent and its state aid is reduced according

ly. Since its property assessment remains fixed, it now has 

10 percent less local taxing ability to support each staff 
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member above the state foundation than it would have with 

only 50 staff members. 

Budget Control 

No district may budget or expend for operating expenses 

more than 104 percent per pupil of the amount legally budgeted 

per pupil for the preceding school year. There is one excep

tion: districts with an enrollment decrease of less than 10 

percent shall compute the 104 percent limitation on the basis 

of enrollment of the preceding year. 

There are twelve items not included as operating ex-

penses in computing the 104 percent restriction. The most 

common expenditures not considered in the' computation or'the 

104 percent restriction includes bonds and interest and non-

fund warrants, special building funds, payments to another 

district in an adjustment of rights upon annexation of trans

fer of territory, food services, and student activities which 

are reimbursed, and certain federal funds not required to be 

budgeted before expended. 

Appeals to exceed the 104 percent limitation on a per 

pupil basis may be made to the State Board of Education. The 

Board may authorize budget increases to exceed the 104 per-

cent per pupil limitation for one or more of these reasons: 

(1) Unusual occurrences affecting enrollment. 
(2) Level of training and experience of teachers is 

below the state average. 
(3) The district's PTR is higher than the state av

erage in comparable districts and limitation 
will not permit improvement of that ratio. 



(4) The district has a salary schedule below the 
highest salary schedule of all districts in the 
same enrollment classification, and the limita
tion will not permit the district to increase 
its schedule to the comparable, to the highest 
one in its enrollment classification. The en
rollment classification of districts: less than 
500 pupils; 500 to 1,000; 1,000 to 2,500; 2,500 
to 5,000; 5,000 to 10,000; 10,000 or more. The 
State Board of Education determines the highest 
salary schedule for each class of districts. 
Increases allowed by the Budget Review Board 
cannot exceed 4% of the amount legally budgeted 
for operating expenses per pupil the preceding 
school year. (This amount is in addition to 
the regular 4% authorized by the foundation 
act.) 

(5) Additional costs arising out of unification, 
consolidation, .or substantial change in terri
tory. 

(6) Construction of new or additional school facil
ities which causes an increase in operating 
expenses per pupil greater than the district 
can make under the limitation without impairing 
the educational program. 

(7) Initiation of a kindergarten or junior high 
school program. 

(8) .kpanded costs of pupil tr"!-nsportation growing 
out of unification, substantial annexation of 
territory, closing of attendance centers, or 
meeting safety standards for bus equipment, 

(9) Increase in salaries required by the Federal 
Wage and Hour Law, 

(10) Initliation or expansion of approved special 
education programs. 

(11) Implementation of any new programs required by 
statutory directive the cost of which cannot be 
met under the limitation without impairing the 
educational program. 

(12) Additional costs arising out of establishing 
and operating elementary school libraries, 

(13) Additional costs from continued operation of 
Title III programs. 

(14) Additional costs arising from closing non-public 
schools. 
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(15) Districts under 10,000 enrollment which have per 
pupil operating expenses less than 90% of the 
state average.5 
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In lieu of an appeal to the Budget Review Board (State 

Board of Education), a district may budget and expend more 

than 104 percent limitation if the proposition is submitted 

to the voters in an election and receives a majority of the 

votes cast. 

Unification 

Another important act, the School Unification Bill, re

duced the number of school districts from approximately 2,000 

in 1963 to 310 at present. 6 The combination of unification 

and the foundation program gave relief to the property tax 

in 1965 but for a period of one year only. The combination 

of inflationary costs with no increase in appropriations for 

the foundation program has caused the level of state support 

to change from 38.5 percent in 1965 to less than 29 percent 

in some districts in 1969. 7 

Supplementary Aid 

In recognition of the serious problems confronting 

school finance, the 1969 Legislature implemented an additional 

$26 million to the present foundation program, In 1970 this 

became a permanent appropriation. The additional aid was 

5Ibid., p. 6. 

6National Education Association and Kansas State Teach
ers Association, ~. 1. 

7Ibid. 
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distributed by pupil units modified by the assessed 

valuation. 

Tax Lid 

Due to mounting pressure from tax protesting organiza

tions, the 1970 Kansas Legislature passed a new bill creating 

a tax lid on all property for all governmental units. 

All provisions previously stated on 104% limitation and 

the appeals procedure are now ·temporarily replaced by the tax 

lid for at least .two years. Kansas schools may now increase 

their budgets only to an amount of 105% of the previous 

budget. This is not on a per pupil cost basis but consti

tutes a total budget figure. When the tax. lid is lift;ed . ·j\~,. · 

the original provisions will be reinstated unless changed by 

statute.a 

Comparison of Distributions by Counties 

In 1967 Dr. Francis Woodward of Wichita State University 

made a study of th~ school foundation fund redistribution 

pattern and the revenue paid into the general fund by the 

various counties. The economic index, which is a key varia-

ble in the present formula, is established on a county level 

for all school districts within that county. Dr. Woodward's 

thesis was as follows: 

The redistribution flow of amounts paid into the 
General Fund and allocated through the School 

8Kansa:s..:Legi:~lative·:<;olinciL; Re§earch .Department, Sum
mary of House Bill 1825 (Topeka, Kansas: March, 1970), P:-5. 



Foundation Program tends to be from the more popu
lated counties with somewhat of an urban base to the 
lesser populated counties.9 

120 

His methodology was as follows: for each county, calcu

lations were performed to derive the percentage contribution 

to the General Fund and the percentage allocation from the 

school foundation fund. These figures were then compared to 

see if a particular county was receiving more than it was 

paying percentage-wise. Table VI lists the top ten contrib

utors and Table VII lists the top eleven allocations from the 

school foundation funds by counties. Table VIII gives a com

parison of the redistribution of the top twenty counties, 

listing the differential percent-wise of allocation and con

tribution by counties. 

The conclusion of his study shows that the available 

data substantially confirms his thesis. Deductively, it is 

reasonable to assume that the mor~ populated counties are the 

largest contributors to the general fund and that these same 

counties receive the largest allocations from the School 

Foundation Fund. The"induc>tive evidence relnf'orces the deduc-

tive reasoning while also pointing out that many of these 

larger counties have percentage contributions which are 

greater than the percentage allocations they receive. 

9nr. Francis Woodward, School Foundation Fund Redistri
bution Pattern (Wichita State University, 1967y;-p. 2. 



TABLE VI 

TOP•' TEN COUNTY: CONtT:RIBUTQRS ,T.n ·GENERAL FUND 

County 

' Sedgwick 
Johnson 
Shawnee 
Wyandotte 
Reno 
Saline 
Douglas 
Barton 
Montgomery 
Butler 

Percent 

20.01 
9.66 
7.94 
7.30 
3.14 
2.38 
2.29 
1. 82 
1.64 
1.57 
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Source: Dr. Francis Woodward, School Foundation Fund 
Redistribution Pattern (Wichita State unr:-
vers ity~ 1967)','p. 3. 

TABLE VII 

TOP ELEVEN COUNTY, ALLOCATIONS' . FROM>SCHOOL' FOUNDATION FUND 

County 

Sedgwick 
Johnson 
Wyandotte 
Shawnee 
Reno 
Butler 
Leavenworth 
Montgomery 
Douglas 
Crawford 
Barton 

Percent 

17.06 
7.47 
6.35 
5.70 
3.26 
2.21 
2.14 
1. 62 
1.54 
1.51 
1.46 

Source: Dr, Francis Woodward, School Foundation Fund 
Redistribution Pattern (Wichita State unr:-
versity, 1967), p. 4. 



TABLE VIII 

REDISTRIBUTION OF TOP TWEN~Y COUNTIE& DIFFERENTIAL 
OF ALLOCATION AND CONTRIBUTION 

County 

Sedgwick 
Shawnee 
Johnson 
Saline 
Wyandotte 
Douglas 
Lyon 
Ford 
Riley 
Barton 
Finney 
Pratt 
Ellis 
Cloud 
Meade 
Seward 
Scott 
Thomas 
Sherman 
Stevens 
Russell 
Montgomery 
Morton 
Greenwood 
Haskell 
Osborne 

Percent 

2.95 
2.24 
2.19 

.98 

.95 

.75 

.46 

.42 

.37 

.36 

.27 

.16 

.14 

.10 

.09 

.08 

.07 

.06 

.05 

.05 

.03 

.02 

.02 

.01 

.01 

.01 
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Source: Dr. Francis Woodward, School Foundation Fund 
Redistribution Pattern (Wichita State unr:-
vers ity, 1967), p. 5. 
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Dr. Woodward's study proves some validity of the present 

foundation plan on a county basis. Further examination, how

ever, of local mill levies, district allocation per pupil, 

and taxable incomes per district reveal inequities between 

school districts of the same county. Table IX through Table 

XIII give a comparison of districts within the same county 

relative to enrollment, state allocation per pupil, general 

mill levy, and taxable income per pupil. The five counties 

were selected by random sampling. 

The statistics in Tables IX through XIII reveal that 

some districts within the same county show a significant dif

ference in mill levies while their state allocations per pu

pil are approximately the same. A similar situation exists 

when comparing taxable income per pupil for districts who re

ceive almost identical allocations on a per pupil basis. In 

Table IX attention is called to the Wichita Unified School Dis-

trict which receives $3rpet, pupil above the average allocation 

while maintaining a taxable income of $852 per pupil above the 

county averages. Other Sedgwick County districts receive 

less state aid per pupil than Wichita but maintain a signifi

cantly lower taxable income than the county average. Maize, 

Goddard, and Clearwater are such examples. Comparisions with 

other districts of Sedgwick County can be made relative to 

mill levies versus allocation. Haysville h,as a mill levy of 

47.39 mills compared to a 19.43 mill levy for Andale. 



District 

Wichita 

Derby 

Haysv.ille 

Valley Center 

Mulvane 

Clearwater 

Goddard 

Maize 

Andale 

Cheney 

TABLE IX 

COMPARISON OF SEDGWICK COUNTY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

Taxaole DE!Viation 
State. . Mill Income Deviation Deviation Taxable 

Enrollment Allocation . L . .• . . . . Per. . Average . , .... Average . Income 
Per i?lJ.p;ll evy Person· Allocation· Mill Levy Per Pupil 

65,490 

5,799 

3,929 

1,681 

1,508 

790 

1,234 

878 

1, 730 

452 

235.38 

225.80 

231. 4.6 

243.60 

235.13 

201.42 

215.34 

228.75 

223.38 

256.09 

40.00 

20. 2.0 

47.39 

38.04 

34.57 

19.98 

41.55 

37.25 

19.53 

21.71 

~5 '969 

1,178 

1,779 

2,987 

3,051 

2,926 

2,294 

1,293 

1,774 

3,774 

$ 2.89 

~ - 6. 69 

& 1.06 

. +11.49 

+ 2.64 

-31.07 

-17.15 

- 3.74 

- 9.11 

+23.60 

+ 8.00 

-11.80 

+15.39 

+ 6.04 

+ 2.57 

-12.02 

+ 9.53 

+ 5.25 

-12.47 

-10.29 

+ 852 

.-3' 339 

-3,338 

-2,130 

-2,066 

-2' 191 

-2,823 

-3,824 

-3,343 

-1,339 

Total Enrollment 83, 491 

Average 232.49 32.00 5,117 

Source: Statistics~ Kansas State Department of Education 
t-' 
!,'..) 

+:-. 



TABLE X 

COMPARISON OF LEAVENWORTH COUNTY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

Deviation ·· Deciation Difference 
District Enrollmen:i: Mill State Aid from C0unty0Rty. Aver. Taxable Av. Taxable 

Levy Per Pupil Average State Aid Income Income 
. Mill .. Levl Per Pu:eil Per Pu:eil Per Person 

Ft. Leavenworth 2,252 24.69 197.28 -12.42 -46.72 1,324 -1,855 

Easton 608 35.52 238.71 - 1.59 - 5.29 2,370 - 809 

Leavenworth 5,335 40.55 259.98 + 3.44 +15.98 4,786 +1,607 

Basehor 968 39.62 273.14 + 2.51 +29 .. 14. 2_, 418 - 761 

Tonganoxie 9,078 36. 65··· 220.80 - .46 -23.20 3,030 - 149 

Lansing 987 45 .. 60 230.56 + 8.49 =13.44 2,780 - 399 

Total Enrollment 19,228 

Average 37.11 244.00 3, 179 

Source: Statistics, Kansas State Department of Education 

,..... 
N 
\J1 



District 

Osawatomie 

Paola 

Lousiburg 

Total Enrollment 

Average 

TABLE XI 

COMPARISON OF MIAMI COUNTY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

Enrollment 

1,243 

1,536 

765 

3,544 

Mill 
Levy 

36.85 

23.44 

18.07 

26.12 

Difference Difference 
Allocation from Aver- from Aver. 
Per Pupil age County Cnty. Allow. 

Mill Levy Per Pupil 

193.30 +10. 73 - 5.79 

208.73 - 2.68 + 9.64 

188.94 - 8.05 -10 .15 

199.06 

Source: Statistics, Kansas State Department of Education 

Taxable 
Income 

Per 
Pupil 

$4,315 

4,734 

3,389 

4,467 

Allocation 
Per 

Pupil 

$ ~ 152 

+ 267 

-1078 

t-' 
N 

°' 



TABLE XII 

COMPARISON OF BUTLER COUNTY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

E -11 t Allocation Taxable ·- Mill Deviation Taxable D~viation 
District nro men p Pu . 1 Income dLevy State Income Average er ·pi Per Pupil Aid Per Pupil Mill Levy 

Leon 674 .27-0 .13 $2,445 15.83 +33.03 -1,2.63 - 7.85 

Reming_ton 785 268..91 2,753 18.17 +3.1. BL_ -1,005 - 5.51 

Towanda 1,227 257.97 2,367 17.44 +20.87 -1.391 - 6.24 

Andover 952 246.86 2,019 36.17 + 9.76 -1,739 +12.49 

Rose Hill 657 217 .43 1, 906. 44.03 -19.67 -1,852 +20.35 

Douglass 545 241.2.3 3,028 18.50 + 4.13 - 730 - 5.18 

Augusta 1,891 234.27 5,195 19.95 - 2.~3 +1,437 - 3.73 

El Dorado 2,949 259.03 5' 272, . 25. 69 +21. 93 +1,514 + 2.01 

Rosalia 280 253.24 2,013 17.34 +16.14 -1,745 - 6.34 
Total 

Enrollment 9,960 

Average 237.10 3,758 23.68 

Source: Statistics, Kansas State Department of Education t--' 
N 
-....J 



TABLE XIII 

COMPARISON OF DONIPHAN COUNTY' UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

··r'. _., .... h·,·~· I .,,. 

Taxable 
Allocation Income 

District Enrollment Per Pupil Per Pupil 
Mil.l 
Levy 

Deviation 
Average 

Mill Levy 

·· Deviat.ion 
Average 

Mill Levy 

. . .De:v.ia t ion 
Taxable 
Income 

==================================:--·--·-·.'" 
Wathena 

Highland 

Troy 

Denton 

Elw.o_o..d 

528 

423 

560 

3.39 

364 

Total 2 214 
Enrollment ' 
Average 

278. 60 

276.17 

290.55 

267.89 

313 .• 9.5 

285.59 
........ 

4.,074 

2,897 

3,139 

3,.268 

1,672 

3,077 

33.59 

26.58 

28.84 

25.03 

43.24 

31.46 

- 6.99 

- 9.42 

+ 4.96 

-17 .60 

+2.S. 36 

Source: Statistics, Kansas State Department of Education 

12.13 

- 4.88 

- 2.62 

- 6.43 

+11.78 

+ 997 

180 

+ 62 

+ 191 

-1,405 

I-' 
N 
00 
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Haysville receives, however, allocations greater than that 

of Andale by only $8 per pupil. The taxable income per pupil 

for each district is identical. 

In Table XII a very significant inequity exists between 

the allocations to El Dorado and Rose Hill. El Dorado re.

ceives $259 per pupil while maintaining a taxable income per 

pupil of $5,272 with a mill levy of 25.69. Rose Hill re

ceives $217.43 per pupil, maintains a taxable income of 

$1,906 but levies 44.03 mills. Special attention is called 

to Doniphan County illustrated in Table XIII. Doniphan 

County is a rural area. Elwood receives $313.95 per pupil 

in state aid which is $28.36 above the average allocation of 

the county. The taxable income per pupil, however, is $1,405 

below the county average. The levy of 43.24 mills is 11.78 

mills above the county average. The citizens of Elwood are 

making a greater sacrifice for the same quality of education 

that prevails in the other districts of the county. The only 

measurement for criteria of quality in this case is expendi

tures per pupil. 

Evaluation of the Foundation Program 

The final analysis can be made for the present founda

tion program by evaluating the plan as it now stands with 

each of the twelve principles established in Chapter I. The 

first principle indicates that the financial support of pub

lic education should be shared by all citizens and all levels 
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of the government. The present foundation plan does concur 

with this principle. 

The second principle states that Kansas should assume a 

greater responsibility of support for public education and 

recommends 50% state support. State aid in 1969-70 amounted 

to 32%. 

The third principle states that the measure of the local 

school district's ability to pay should be in terms relative 

to both the property tax and the local economic index of 

personal income. The present foundation program gives no 

consideration to local tax base whatsoever. The economic 

index is established at a county level and research reveals 

many inequities among districts within the same county. 

There are no indications of any discrepancy between the 

present foundation program and the fourth principle which 

recommends the continued fiscal independence for boards of 

education. This principle also recommends a minimum local 

effort of at least ten.mills. There were only three dis

tricts in 1969-70 maintaining less than a ten mill levy in 

Kansas. 

The fifth principle recommends state support be directed 

by the state's per capita income relationship to the national 

average. Kansas at present falls within the linear correla

tion of the two variables but its expenditures place it below 

the average level. 

The sixth principle recommends an inverse relationship 

to exist between allocating per pupil and assessed valuation 

per pupil. This principle is not in practice at present. 
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The seventh principle recommends that variables of local 

ability to pay be established in terms of assessed valuation, 

taxable income, size of school, professional training and 

experience of teachers, and pupil-teacher ratio. The present 

foundation's formula does not contain the elements of as

sessed valuation or school size. 

The eighth principle recommends that aid for transporta

tion be excluded from the foundation formula. Transportation 

is not part of the present foundation program but is main

tained separately. 

The ninth principle recommends that budget planning be 

directed by projected enrollment. This is now a current 

practice with the present plan. The membership, however, is 

reflected by an official count of one day. 

The tenth principle recommends a good tax to support 

education. The established criteria for a good tax are 

equity, efficiency, and adequacy. The present school finance 

plan in Kansas relies heavily upon property tax to support 

education. As property is no longer the chief source of 

wealth and because the property tax is presently overused, 

it can no longer be considered a good tax. The present plan 

does not concur with this principle. 

The eleventh principle recommends the provision in the 

foundation program for expenditures toward capital outlay 

and textbooks. There are no provisions for either program. 

The twelfth principle recommends that a unified district 

must have at least 150 pupils (K-12) to qualify for the 
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foundation plan. In 1969-70 seven unified districts in Kansas 

with enrollments smaller than 150 received some state aid. 

Further Criticism of the 
Present Foundation Plan 

"The present. fo.ug_dation formula is essentially a flat 

grant. 11 lOstateDepartment statistics reveal that 92% of the 

school children in Kansas reside in school districts that re-

ceive $50 plus or minus the median of $172 during the 1967-ffi 

school year from the present state finance plan. 11 

Table XI further reveals inequities in wealth and levies 

with the foundation program. The distribution of funds not 

only shows lack of equalization but it denies equal educational 

opportunity for some students in Kansas. Some districts must 

endure extreme hardships if they are to provide their stu

dents with the same level of education as the richer dis-

tricts. Experience shows that even though districts do give an 

increased effort in poor areas, it is highly probable that their 

programs will still be inferior to those of the rich districts. 

The Kansas Association of School Boards Finance Commit-

tee evaluates the criteria of quality variable as follows~ 

The criteria of quality variable within the 
present formula creates two factors: (1) the ad
·ministrative burden both it"loc~l ahd state levels 
is excessive, and (2) the COQ variation between 

· · districts is not very significant in terms of time 
and effort required to compute the criteria of 
quality. The theoretical limits of the criteria 

lOKASB Finance Committee, Report of the KASB Committee 
on School Finance to the KASB Delegate-Xssemb~Topeka, 
October 26, 1968) ,--p.~ ~~ 

11Ibid., p. 2. 



of quality for school districts ranges from 4 to 10, 
however, for 197£ all districts were within a range 
of 5.50 to 7.49. 2 · 
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The present method of increasing state aid is to ·in- :~ 
.. ·i 

1' 

crease the $760 multiplier. · This method, however, increases 

the difference between the various levels of training and 

produces a greater divergence between state policy and 

local practice. 

Nationwide, the cmst of education ha~ been rising at 

the rate of 9.5 percent per pupil per year from 1955-56 to 

1965-66.13 In Kansas the rate is 7.9 percent. The 104 per-

cent increase limitation in per pupil expenditure forecasts 

a continual decline for Kansas public schools relative to the 

national average. This practice is contrary to the actual experi-

ence in terms of increasing expenditures both at the state 

and national levels. Any uniform percentage increa~e is 

inequitable as school districts vary widely in current 

budge·t circumstances. 

Summary 

The foundation program pf Kansas is that portion of 

school support through which state funds are provided. It 

is defined as a state guarantee which is computed by multi

plying the variables of the formula and subtracting local 

1 ~lbid. 

·13National Education Association and Kansas State Teach
ers A~soci~tion, Statewide Study of Educational Conditions,_, 
and Financial Support (Topeka, Kansas~ January, 1968), · 
p. 75. 
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effort. The unit of measurement is the instructional unit 

which is modified by professional training and experience, 

and pupil-teacher ratio. A perfect unit constitutes a grant 

of $7,600. Local effort is based on a county economic index 

which is equal to one-half the sum of adjusted assessed valu

ation of tangible property plus taxable income in the county. 

The county index represents the share which the districts of 

each county must contribute as the local share of the state 

guarantee. Its yield results from a ten mill county-wide 

levy. 

The inequities of the present financial plan for school 

support can be summarized as follows: 

1. The method of computing the cost of the state shared 

guarantee does not provide an equalized foundation 

of financial support. 

2. The state shared guarantee is too low to enable the 

districts of less than average local taxpaying abil

ity to reach an adequate level of support. 

3. The financial plan does not provide adequate in

centives for reorganizing inefficient local districts 

into more efficient units. 

4. The present budgetary limitation of 4 percent per 

pupil increase over the previous year's budget is a 

questionable control over education. 

Strong indications are that the present foundation plan 

in Kansas is failing to meet the adequate needs within 
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Kansas' elementary and Secondary schools. This rationale 

provides the basis of initiating the development of a new 

plan that will offer equalization to all school districts in 

Kansas. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE PROPOSED SCHOOL FINANCE·· PLAN 

· .', FOR .KANSAS 

As the individual elements of distribution formulas are 

studied, it is important to recognize that the crucial prob

lem will be the combining of these elements into an appropri

ate program: Even more important is the constant recognition 

that revenue for school purposes is raised to purchase fac

tors of production which will provide educational goods and 

services. The ultimate test of the school finance program 

is not the number of dollars it provide~ a school district, 

but rather, the degree to which it creates opportunities for 

the production of excellent educational goods and services. 

The obJ1ecti:Ye-s:.and ·goals of the<school finance plan are. de..., 

fined in three phases: (1) increased expenditures at the 

state level, (2) distribution of funds to each school dis

trict with equalization based upon need, ability, and effort, 

and (3) shifting of the tax structure in order to provide 

necessary revenues for school financing from sources that are 

equitable, efficient, and adequate. 

The additional revenue for the public schools in Kansas 

is definitely needed in order to provide educational programs 

lcorbally, p. 60. 

136 
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that meet the needs of all pupils in grades K-12. Research 

provided by the Legislative Finance Committee and the Kansas 

Association of School Boards shows a need for an increase of 

$25 million from the 1969-70 s~hool year to be spent for edu

cation in Kansas in 1970-71.2 

In order to reach the objec.thr.es a:s·stated·in the th-ree-__... 

phases, it is necessary to establish subobjectives fgr the 

development of means toward this accomplishment. 

Subobjectives 

(1). The finance·_p1an wi;ll provide a minimum of 50 percent 

state aid for all schools in Kansas with the exception of 

wealthy districts. A wealthy district is defined as a school 

district with an ae;ses..sed. valuation per pupil equal to twice 

that of the state average AVP and whose taxable income per 

pupil enrolled in public schools exceeds the state taxable ,, 

income per public school student. Provisions will be made 

in the foundation program to provide adequate state alloca

tions which supplemented by local effort will guarantee for 

each school district, expenditures -equal to national average 

costs per pupil. This guarantee will be modified by the 

relative position of Kansas per capita income to that of the 

national per capita income. 

(2) Provisions in the finance plan will proyicle .. a. 

system for rewarding school districts who choose to employ 

2Kansas Association of School Boards, Research Bulletin 
1970-71 No . .!. (Topeka, Kansas: August, 1970), p. 4. 
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teachers with superior professional training and experience. 

For districts that choose to employ staffs with excessive or 

extremely small pupil-teacher ratio, there will be an estab

lished system of rewards and penalties. The goal will be to 

work toward optimum efficiency with guidelines provided. 

(3) Provisions will be established to reward school dis-

tricts for extra local effort. No district, however, will 

be eligible for state incentive grants unless an established 

minimum local effort is made. State incentive grants will 

be allocated on a percentage equalizing basis. Districts de

fined as wealthy districts will not be eligible for state in

centive aid but will have the option for local incentive aid. 

(4) Provisions will include an option of the people of 

each school district to finance their schools by a choice of 

the property tax or by a nonpr-operty tax such as the local 

earnings tax, 

(5) Provisions will establish a protection for the local 

property taxpayer in the form of a tax lid, which places 

limitations on both general levy and local incentive effort . 
. ,..,,_-__ f' 

~tt.' ., 

··:~t will be necessary, however, to permit wealthy districts 

to operate with a higher-tax lid as their·share of state· 

support will require more local effort. 

(~) The finance plan will consist of allocations 

appropriated at· ·state, county, and local levels based upon 

the principl~ ''6f .. ··equalization. 

,·• ' 
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(7) Provision will be made to eliminate all levies 

other than the general operating levy, incentive aid, social 

security, and bonded indebtedness. 

(8) The foundation program will be structure4fnot only 

to maintain local control but to provide for increased state 

support. Each district will have the choice to operate at a 

level equal to, above, or below national standards. Dis

t~~cts who desire school budgets in excess of limitations 

may approve supplementary expenditures by a majority vote of 

the citizens. 

(9) Provisions will be made for categorical aid to fund 

specific supplementary programs for each school district. 

(10) Budget capacity will be developed by a unit of 

measurement that is flexible, simple and equitable. 

(11) The· finance, plan will be financed by a "good 

tax." Sharp defines a good tax as one that satisfies the 

standards of equity, adequacy and efficiency.3 

(12) Provisions in the formula will provide variations in 

school enrollment and for variations in wealth of each dis-

trict. The wealthy districts will be given the option to 

exceed property tax limitations if necessary in order to in

crease their previous budget to the present statutory 

limitations.4 

3sharp and Sliger, p. 196. 

4Kansas Legislative Council, p. 5. 
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The development of a new distribution formula for the 

purpose of allocating state funds to the public schools con

stitutes far more than a mathematical problem. R. L. Johns, 

in his article, "Dimensions of Educational ·~\~E.\l," offers three 

models for decision making that may be helpft.d .. ~ toward the de

velopment .. 'of a framework for a new finance plan. 5 

Figure 3 is a model that may serve as an aid fbr primary 

decisions. Figure 4 is a revenue dimension model, and Fig

ure 5 is an allocation dimension model. The summation of 

the three models provides assistance for the selection from 

numerous alternatives made available through the study of 

school finance. 

The Proposed Foundation P:i;Qlgram 

A review of literature reveals a variety of alterria

tives in., which to select elements for a defensible founda-

tion program. The proposeg finance plan ls:·designecii to provide 

allocations for current expense and is divided into three 

phases. The first phase is referred to as the foundation 

program. The second phase is the incentive program, and the 

third phase is categorical aid. The foundatiori program is. 

operational at both state and county levels. 

..... ·. SKern Alexander, R. L. Johns and Richard Rossmiller, 
'~he· Implicatforis of the Di¢ensiohs ~ Educational Need, ..for 
School Finance," Dimensions of Educational Need, National 
Education Finance Pro3ect, C'li:":'" 9, Vol. I (Gainesville, 
Florida, 1969), pp. 223-225. 
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Source: Johns, Alexander and Rossmiller, Dimensions of Educa
tional Need, p. 224, 
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Federal 
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of Ta:x Base '--- Rate '-- Revenue for 

Dimension Educational 
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Figure 4. Revenue Dimension Model 

Source: Johns, ALexander and Rossmiller, Dimensions of Educa
tional Need, p. 224. -...-- -----
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Source: Johns, Alexander and Rossmille,f, Dimensions of Educa-
tional ~' p. 224. ' 
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As all districts in Kansas are now unified with a K-12 

organization, it is not necessary to impose any restraints 

because of district organization. 

Framework for a Distri
bution Formula 

The second principle in Chapter I recommends increased 

state responsibility for support of public education. The 

foundation program will provide at least fifty percent state 

aid except for those districts defined as wealthy. Benson's 

study as illustrated in Figure 1 proves a correlation to 

exist between state per capita income and school expenditures 

in 41.states. Benson's hypothesis will serve as a criterion 

for establishing the standards for educational expenditures 

that the state of Kansas will support. Statistics from the 

Research Division of the Kansas State Teachers Association 

show the per capita income of Kansas to be 97 percent of the 

national per capita income average.6 School Management of 

January, 1970, shows the national average expenditure to be 

$673 per pupil during the 1969-70 school year. 7 Through the 

utilization of these two variables, the foundation program 

will provide support for a guaranteed cost per pupil of 97 

percent of $673 or $652. The state foundation program does 

not advocate a flat $652 grant per pupil, but it will allo

cate state funds which, supplemented by local effort and the 

6NEA-KSTA, Where Kansas Ranks, p. 16. 

7Dohe·rty, James E., ed., School Map.?9em~nt, Clinton, 
Iowa, January, 1970, p. 42. 
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county foundation program, provides a guarantee of $652 per 

pupil. Local boards will have the option to spend more or 

less than $652 per pupil. The total guaranteed expenditures 

to be supplemented by state support will vary annually with 

the relationship ~o the two variables. 

The foundation program will display some characteristics 

of the Rhode Island and Wisconsin plans. Although the state 

support will not be on a proportional basis as in Rhode 

Island, the districts in Kansas will be rewarded in respect 

to effort made by the local board. 

The foundation program will reveal similarities ~til..., the 

Strayer-Haig-Mort Model, in the following manner. The total 

budgetary power of each district through the equalization 

process is computed. A deduction equal to a mandated mini

mum levy on equalized valuation is made. The difference is 

then provided for from state funds. 

The concept of the flat grant per pupil as suggested in 

the second formula of R. L. Johns is reflected in the 

second principle which recommends that at least one-half of 

the educational expenditures be provided by the state. 

Exception will exist in wealthy districts. 

Johns' fourth formula on equalized matching also con

tributes a similar concept for the incentive aid formula. 

The framework for the foundation program consists of 

the three major elements: educational need, local ability, 

and local effort. 
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Measurement of Need 

The first variable to consider for the foundation pro

gram is the unit of educational need. This foundation plan 

uses the pupil unit as a measure of educational need as 

recommended by Peterson.a 

Larry Burdick, who selected the pupil unit in his pro

posal for a foundation program in Oklahoma, feels that the 

effects of the present programs in Oklahoma and Kansas make 

it desirable to develop a plan which emphasizes revenue 

needed to provide additional educational opportunities for 

students. The pupil unit also provides a method that can 

very easily ~e ·converted into a classroom unit approach. It 

is therefore possible to approximate very closely the results 

of using the classroom unit approach from the findings de

rived from the new distribution formula. The pupil unit also 

provides the simplest basis for the distribution of state funds. 

The formula pertains only to those pupils enrolled in 

the public schools (K-12). Kindergarten pupils are consid

ered one-half students. Senior high students participating 

in an area vocational school will likewise be considered 

one-half students. As recommended by Morrison the students 

in private schools are not a factor in the foundation pro

gram. Morrison describes what he calls a "hidden burden" 

on the part of students in the private sector.9 In districts 

8LeRoy J. Peterson, Economic Impact of State Suz~ort 
Models on Educational Finance (Wisconsin,1963), .; .p.• • 

9Morrison, p. 9. 
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where there is a high enrollment in the private schools, it 

may affect the distribution and actually increase the alloca

tions of those particular districts. The allocations, how

ever, to districts with fewer private school students will 

be decreased. 

Average daily membership will be projected from the 

past year's membership with provision for an adjustment to 

be made at the end of the first semester. The State Board 

of Education will approve projected membership for each dis

trict on the basis of past memberships. The State Board will 

permit a small degree of error, dependent upon the size of 

the district's membership and provide appeal procedures for 

districts that over-project or under-project. 

The flexibility of the formula places no restraint of 

expenditures on any school district. The openness of the 

foundation program creates the feasibility to exceed expendi

tures of $652 per pupil, however, some districts may find it 

possible to operate their districts with an adequate program 

at a cost less than $652 per pupil. Statistics reflect a 

wide variation in present expenditures within Kansas schools. 

In the 1968-69 school year, the cost of operation per student 

ranged from $448 to $1,598.lO These data, however, do not 

reflect an evaluation of the equality of programs being of

fered in each district. 

lOKansas Association of School Boards, Research Bul
letin 1970-71, No. 2, p. 1. 
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As all school districts in Kansas are unified, there 

appears to be no advantage for weighting the pupil units as 

is presently done in California where separate elementary 

and secondary districts exist. The measurement of the un

weighted pupil unit is supported by McClune when he makes 

the following reconnnendations for states with both elementary 

and secondary grades in the same districts: 
t/.-

"Without the basis 
· .. ·. 

of separate elementary and secondary districts, the complex

ity of weighting in grant formulas need not be introduced. 11 11 

Local Ability 

Local ability to support education is determined by 

taxable income per pupil in each unified school district. 

This method is highly reconnnended by Peterson,12 Benson,13 

and Sharp.14 The variable in the formula is expressed as a 

ratio of the taxable income per pupil within the school dis

trict to that of the taxable income per pupil within the 

state of Kansas. When·· this vari~,~l~ is:'. applied, the dis

tricts with both low assessed valuation and personal income 

will receive the largest percentage of state aid. If a dis

trict is wealthy by either assessed valuation or personal 

income arid poor in the other, the two elements will offset 

llNEA Connnittee on Educational Finance, Trends in Fi-
nancing Public Education (Washington, D.C., 1965), p-.-~ 

12Peterson, p. 52. 

13Benson, tconomics of Public Education, p. 101. 

14sharp and Sliger, p. 328. 



each other and a state of equilibrium will be established 

for the taxpayers. 

Local Effort 
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Local effort is measured by the assessed valuation per 

pupil. Each district, in order to attain the full maximum 

budget power, will be required to make a minimum levy of ten 

mills. With personal income as the measure of ability to 

pay, the wealthy districts will receive smaller allocation 

per pupil than poor districts. They have, however, the op

portunity to increase their budgets py levying a larger 

property tax or local earnings tax. The foundation program, 

therefore, offe:rs true equalization with the implementation 

of the three elements: educational need, local ability, 

and local effort. 

Supplementary Variables 

Supplementary variables for the formula consist of 

school enrollment, criteria of quality, and pupil-teacher 

ratio. Statistics from the State Department of Education in 

Topeka reveal that the larger schools can offer the same pro

gram as the small schools at a lower per pupil rate. The 

following index for school size and costs has been developed 

from data furnished by the Kansas Association of School 

Boards and State Department of Education. The scale com

mences with the median school size assigned to the index 

number 1 and other enrollments are assigned a ratio based 

upon actual statistical costs in 1969-70. 
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Size of School Index Factor 

Over 2000 .85 
1001 - 2000 .88 

901 - 1000 .91 
801 - 900 .94 
701 - 800 .97 
651 'J-00 (median size school) 1.00 
601 - 650 1.03 
400 - 600 1.06 

Below 400 1.09 

The criteria of quality elemen4 despite some criticisms 

is one of the variables used in the present Kansas foundation 

plan. In order to extend the practice of selecting teachers 

with professional training ap~ experience, this element will 

continue to be a factor in the new formula. It will be 

structured, however, as one of four elements creating a 

multiplier effect. The criteria of quality index is de;~ 

scribed in Chapter III. State Department statistics reveal 

that most criteria of quality indexes in Kansas schools are 

between six and seven. As the maximum index is 10, the vari-

able in the formula will appear as the district's present 

COQ index divided by 10. The COQ elemen4 as implemented in 

the new formula, will have some effect upon the distribution 

but it will not serve the major role as a unit of measure

ment, as it does in the present foundation program. 

Computer systems at the State Department of Education 

and Kansas Association of School Boards, supplemented by new 

reporting techniques, will eliminate much of the administra

tive detail that has been necessary for computing and report~ 

ing the criteria of quality. 
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The pupil-teache~ ratio is inserted in the formula as 

it exists in the present foundation formula. The PTR will 

be .~n element for both county and state foundation distribu

tions. The purpose is to encourage boatds of education to 

operate with an optimum number of teachers. The PTR factor 

cannot exceed one, but with an excess number of teachers it 

will be less than one. With the multiplier effect, boards 

employing a larger staff than that authorized in the guide

lines will be penalized. If boards employ a staff below the 

established standards, then that district will receive less 

than its maximum county foundation allocation. The PTR 

guidelines are described in Chapter III. 

The Proposed Formula 

. [ ("TXS) en ( PTR)] G =-·~·.;326 X 1 + (Sc) TXD ( tQ) C . - . OlOAVP 

G = 
SC =· 

,TXD = 
TXS = 

State share of guarantee per pupil 
Size of school element 
Taxable income per pupil in the school district 
Taxable income per pupil in the state of Kansas 

CQ 
PTR 

c 
AVP 

($3608 in 1969-70) 
= Criteria of Quality 
= Pupil-teacher ratio of the district 
= Required constant for per pupil teacher ratio 

depending upon the size of the school 
= Average assessed valuation per pupil 

The established guarantee for the foundation program is 

$652 per pupil. In order to reach the goal of 50 percent 

state support, the element G is determined by taking one-half 

of $652. The other variables may change due to certain activ

ities within the school district. The SC index could be altered 

if the school enrollment increases or decreases significantly. A 

crop failure in one area could cause a significant change in 
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the taxable income per pupil element. The criteria of qual

ity of teachers for professional hours and experience will 

change somewhat if a large turnover takes place within a 

district. The pupil-teacher ratio will change if the dis~ 

trict employs too many teachers. 

Effect of Federal Funds 
on District Allocation 

Some foundation programs include a provision for federal 

funds to be deducted from the state allocation. This is no 

longer constitutional. In the case of Hergenreter versus~ 

Hayden, the Federal District Court rules it unconstitutional 

to deduct from state aid any portion of the federal alloca

tion for impacted area students.15 The philosophy of Public 

Law 874 expresses the intent on the part of the federal gov-, 

ernment to relieve local districts of providing total expend

itures toward educating the children of the impacted federal 

employees.16 Because of the District Court's decision, there 

can be no provision to include federal funds as a portion of 

the guarantee per pupil in ·the foundation program. 

ProvisionS"Ior the Implementation 
of the Foundation Program 

(1) The variable controlled by ~g~ State Department of 
··•·· 

Education is represented by the element 326 in the formula. 

This element will fluctuate with the average cost per pupil 

in the United States. It may also change if there is a 

15.Jlet>g_enreter\f~·.,llayden, .F~'.·s~ijp.voi. 295, Kansas 1968, p. 25. 

16Johns and Morphet, Economics of Education, p. 427. 
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fluctuation df Kansas' per capita income in relation to the 

national per capita income. 

(2) In the initial year of the new distribution formula, 

there are some school districts that would.receive less state 

aid than the previous year. No district, however, will 

receive less state aid than that received for the 1969-70 

school year. 

(3) Federal funds are exempt from the distribution 

formula in making allocations to each district. 

(4) The special levies for capital outlay and vocational 

education will be implemented into the general fund levy. 

The remaining levies other than the general fund include 

incentive grant, bonded indebtedness, and social security. 

(5) All districts with a total enrollment K-12 of less 

than 150 will not be eligible to receive state aid or in

centive aids or categorical aids. Table XVIII lists the 

seven districts,,their state allocations, enrollments, cost 

per pupil and mill levies. 

(6) Upon implementation of the new ;progr~m, all boards 

will be limited to a property tax levy of ten mills for the 

general operating fund and five mills for approved local in

centive effort. All levies exceeding this amount must be 

approved by the majority of voters. Exceptions to this case 

will be: 

a. All districts will be permitted a total increase 

in their budget by five percent of the preceding year's 

budget in compliance with the present statute. The property 



tax increase will be matched by state funds determined by 

incentive formula for the initial year only (HB-1825). 
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b. If in future years, a district has a decrease in 

its state allocation, then the district will be permitted to 

increase the property tax in order to match the preceding 

year's regular budget with the incentive formula. Additional 

budget increases must be approved by the vote of the people. 

(7) The unit to measure the educational need is the 

average daily membership. 

(8) Enrollments for each school year will be projected 

by the local board and approved by the State Board of Educa

tion based upon the past year's average daily membership. 

(9) The provision to appeal for increased budgetary 

power, will continue as provided in the present foundation 

program. The .rationale for making appeal would be the oc

currence of unusual activities within the school district 

that create an unexpected increase or decrease in enrollment. 

The State Board of Education will use discretion in consider

ing such appeals. As the school finance plan functions on a 

year-to-year basis, the StAte Board may consider past activ

ities and allocations of each district before arriving at a 

decision. 

County Foundation Program 

The present county foundation program, as described in 

Chapter III, will continue with a change in the method of 

allocating funds. The present program is funded by a county

wide ten mill levy. The change in the method of distribution 
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will be made by allocating all funds in respect to teacher 

units with the present PTR guidelines. The ten mill levy 

will be supplemented by the county distribution fund which 

is created by local fines and penalties. In order that the 

allocations are made efficiently, each district's teacher 

unit grant will be based upon the maximum number of teachers 

that could be employed for a minimum pupil-teacher ratio. 

If a district employs less teachers than permitted, then 

that district will receive a smaller grant than it would be 

entitled to if it had employed the maximum number permitted. 

(Example) If District A is eligible for fifty teacher unit 

grants at $1,200 per unit for a total of $60,000 but employed 

only forty-five teachers, it would receive $54,000. In 

reality the total local contribution may total 20 or 25 

mills, depending upon the choice of local incentive effort. 

The Incentive Program 

The second phase of the finance plan is designed to 

provide state support beyond the foundation program. This 

phase is necessary to insure a completely satisfactory edu

cational program for every student in the state. The first 

phase provides funds to support a satisfactory basic educa

tional program relative to national average. If, however, 

any district desires to improve its programs and is willing 

to make a local contribution, the state will provide per

centage matching funds. 



Local Reguireme.nt for 
Incentive Grants 
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The major objective of the incentive program is~to en

courage all districts to extend their services beyond what 

the foundation program allocates by matching local effort 

with state funds on terms favorable to districts with a small 

amount of local ability. The local funds considered in this 

part of the program are limited to five mills. Should a 

school district choose to exceed the regular (ten mill gen

eral levy and five mill incentive effort) toward further 

educational programs, it will require a majority vote of the 

people within the district. The levy for the incentive pro

gram must receive an approval from the State Board of 

Education. 

Incentive Formula 

The local school funds are matched in the incentive 

program by a percentage equalizing formula. It is very sim

ilar to the formula used in the New York program and is rec-

ommended by Larry Burdick in his proposal for Oklahoma. The 

state support ratio is calculated from the following formula: 

';'Equalized Assessed 
' Vafuation Per 

ADM in the District X 
State Support Ratio = 1 - Average Equalized 

Assessed Valuation 
Per ADM in the State 

. 50 ' 

The state support ratio can be applied to any amount up 

to a limit of five mills for each school district. It is 
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based on the principle of fifty percent matching funds at 

the state level with the exception of wealthy districts. The 

incentive program is designed to raise revenue with a com-

bined local and state effort equivalent to a state wide levy 

of ten mills which would be allocated to each district by 

pupil units. Each district that exerts a maximum local ef

fort of five mills will receive total incentive aid that is 

determined by the product of the district's average daily 

membership, assessed valuation per pupil statewide, ($11,394) 

and .010 (ten mills state wid~. 

As local funds are matched by the state with a percent

age equalizing formula, a school district with the same as-

sessed valuation per pupil as the state, would receive 

equally matched funds. Other examples are illustrated. If 

District A has an assessed valuation of $5,697 per pupil, 

the state support ratio would be computed as follows: 

State Support Ratio = 1 -[~i:~§~x .50 

(Local.support) 

= 1 -
· .. :· 

= 1 -

~ x .5~ 
Gzs] 

(Local ·support) 
= .75 

The local support from five mills represents the local in

centive aid which is 25 percent of the total incentive aid. 

The state incentive aid as calculated is 75 percent of the 

total incentive aid, or three times the loc.:tl effort from a 

five mill levy in ~chool D'strict A. 
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If School District B has an assessed valuation•6f 

$17,091 per pupil, its state support is computed as follows: 

State Support Ratio = 1 r17z091 x 5~ 
- Lir, 394 · ~ 

(Local Support) 

= 1 - [2 I 2 x , so] 
= 1 - G 7sJ = • 25' 

(Local Support) 

Local support for District B is 75 percent of the total in

centive aid and the state support is 25 percent of the total 

incentive aid. If District B levies a maximum five mills, 

the state will supplement this amount equal to one third of 

the local effort. 

If District C has an assessed valuation of $22,786 or 

more per pupil, it cannot qualify for state matching funds, 

but may, however, levy the five mills for local incentive aid 

with the approval of the State Board of Education. 

Qualifications for 
Incentive Grants 

To qualify for the incentive program, a district must 

levy a tax not to exceed five mills above the mandated ten 

mills for general operation and offer programs required by 

the State Department of Education or new programs requiring 

approval by the State Department of Education. Incentive 

grants can be approved for implementation of special educa

tion programs, vocational education (separate from categor

ical), summer school, enrichment programs, improved salary 

schedules under guidelines of the State Department, and 

capital outlay. Capital outlay projects will be approved on 

a yearly Sasis only. This includes supplementary building 
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additions, equipment, maintenance, repair of buildings, pur

chase of grounds, and capital improvement of grounds. Dis

tricts cannot, however, use this particular form of capital 

outlay for total building programs. New building construc

tion requiring more than one year's financing will remain in 

its present status and will be approved by the voters of the 

district. The capital outlay limitation at present is a 

four mill levy and the vocational education levy limitation 

is two mills. A four mill levy, however, accomplishes far 

more for each pupil in a rich district than it does in a 

poor district. The incentive aid offers the poor district 

greater ability to raise more funds for capital outlay 

expenditures than previously under a four mill levy. The 

same case applies for vocational education. No special levy 

presently exists for the remaining incentive programs. 

Reduction in Regular 
State Aid 

Another qualification for the incentive grant will be a 

reduction in state aid from the preceding year. If a school 

district would receive less state aid than the previous 

year, then its budget can increase only with an increased 

property tax levy or earnings tax when approved by the peo

ple. The incentive grant, however, makes it possible for the 

district to adopt a budget without going to the people for 
''· 

increased local revenue. For the ini~ial year of the formula, 

districts may increase their budget up to 105% of the preceding 

budget and receive percentage matching grants for this amount. 



Federal Funds and the 
Incentive Program 
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One controversial problem anticipated relative to the 

incentive aid program is the supplementary federal aid for 

federally impacted areas. The argument to be presented by 

non-impacted areas will be the extra aid and budgetary capac

ity given to impacted areas which would violate the equaliza

tion principle. There are two factors to consider. First, a 

local district must levy ten mills to be eligible for local 

and state incentive aid. It would appear that districts re

ceiving an abundance of state aid by the regular formula 

supplemented by allocations from P.L. 874, would find it 

difficult to warrant a school levy for operational purposes 

above ten mills. Second, all incentive aid applications are 

to be approved by the State Board of Education. Each dis

trict's financial structure and ability will be considered 

before incentive grants are approved. 

Categorical Aids 

The third phase of the proposal is categorical aid. 

Except for some additions, there will be no major change in 

the present system of allocating categorical aid grants. 

Categorical aid will be allocated for the areas of vocational 

education and driver education. The driver education pro

gram will continue as it presently functions but categorical 

aid in vocational education will be limited to tuition for 

students attending an out-of-district vocational technical 

school. 
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An additional categorical aid implemented in the plan 

is textbook rental. Kansas statutes state that the citizens 

of Kansas are entitled to a free education.17 The plan calls 

for a flat grant for each pupil in the state of Kansas. This 

will be weighted by allocating a larger grant for each 

secondary student than for each elementary pupil. The 

established rate will be set by the State Department of 

Education. Textbook rental grants will not apply to activity 

fees. A survey with a numb~r of school districts in Kansas 

shows a median of eight dollars for textbook rental in 

elementary schools and twelve dollars for secondary schools. 

The average textbook cost per pupil in Kansas is approxi

mately ten dollars. This will require about five million 

dollkrs·\tto fund. 

Transportation 

The formula pre,.sently in operation for transportation 
. ' 

is basically sound. The allowance per pupil to be trans-

ported is adequate and the only problem has been the failure 

17,~'al:lsas ·stat;e Department of Education, 1968 School 
Laws of1iiKansas, KSA-4154, p. 454. 
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of the legislature to fully fund the transportation alloca

tions. In the 1969-70 school yea~ the State Department re

ceived 91.7% of the intended allocations for the public 

schools. Th e·;i n e· w·:1:£inance plan recommends 100% funding of 

the present program. It is not, however, included in the 

three phases of the proposal. 

Cost of the Program 

Di_~_played in Table' XlV, ::secorid'."column, ·are the expendi

,-t:ures ·for the ·1969 ... 70:. school year~ Column 3 is the required 

expenditures for the new proposed '·school ~i,natme plan. The 

new plan sh o w.s the implementation of the capital outlay 

and vocational programs with the incentive program. 

TABLE XIV 

COST OF PRESENT AND PROPOSED FINA:NCE PLANS 

Expenditures 

Ad Valorem Taxes 
County Foundation 
State Foundation* 
County Distribution 
Capital Outlay 
Vocational 
Incentive--State 
Incentive ... -Local 
Categorical 
Transportation 
Penalized Schools 

Totals 

1969,;,70 

$161,150,672 
52,599,350 

127,039,500 

14,749,820 
5,474,440 

5,960,500 

$366,974,282 

*Includes categorical 

Proposed 
Expenditures 

$"49,787,085 
54,279,193 

221,070,259 
3,000,000 

31,854,746 
26,765,400 
10,000,000 

6,500,000 
196,277 

5,964,886Sup. local efrt. 
5, 789, 781 Sup, state efrt. 

$415,207,627 

Source for Present Plan: Statistics Department, Kansas 
State Department of Education 
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The proposed transpor.({itiOR costs represent 100% fund

ing of the present formula. 

In Column 2, the state foundation allocation of 

$127,039,500 represents the original foundation program plus 

the supplement of $26 million implemented in 1969, the spe

cial aid for distressed districts, and all categorical aid. 

In Column 3 the county foundation fund will be supplemented 

for an estimated $3 million in the county distribution for a 

total of $57,279,193. The county levy will be slightly less 

than ten mills which will raise $54,279,193. The county 

distribution is a collection of fines, penalties, and sales 

residue at the county level. The new foundation program 

will cost $221,070,259. There are 14 districts that will 

actually have less state aid than they received in 1969-70. 

This amount totals $196,277 and reveals some of the inequi

ties of the present distribution program. The new finance'. 

plan, however, does propose that the $196,277 be continued 

to be distributed to the schools in order that no district 

will receive less state aid than it received previously. 

This gesture will help win adequate support for implementa

tion of the program and will not penalize other districts 

significantly. 

The categorical aid requirement is estimated at $10 

million. Approximately one-half of this amount will be ear

marked for textbook rental, and the balance will be allocated 

for special programs in vocational education and driver 
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education projects. The new plan shows an increase in ex

penditures of $48,233,395. 

The most significant impact of the proposed finance 

plan is the shifting of tax.es to other sources from the 

property tax. Statistics reveal that the new foundation 

plan will cause a decrease in property tax of $97,177,720. 

These figures, however, do consider maximum local effort so 

it is highly probable that the property tax decrease will 

exceed $100 million. It will be necessary, however, to 

raise $142,411,063 from new sources to finance the total 

program. 

The incentive aid program will cost the local taxpayers 

$26,765,400 if ~11 districts participate with the maximum 

levy of five mills. The ~tate portion will be $31,874,746. 

An additional $5,964~885. will be ~equired through local ef

fort and $5, 789, 787 t,:hrough state effort for some districts 

to exceed their previous budget by 105 percent. This applies 

to 42 school districts whose state allocation supplemented 

by the local t~n mill levy and :;i.ncentive aid would still 

limit their budget to an amount less than the previous year. 

The incentive formula will be used by these districts to ex

ceed the present budget up to 105% for the initial year only. 

The remaining districts will be limited to a maximum of ten 

or fi~teen mills depending upon their choice of incentive 

aid. The 42 districts, however, will have a higher property 

tax or by choice may impose a non~property tax with voter 



approval in order to offer their children the same educa

tional opportunity as do other districts, 

Revenue ·for· the ·Finance Plan.· 
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t'"h e ~financ:e p Lan will require $142,441,063 in new 

funds to support the program. Increase in expenditures will 

total $48,233,395 from the 1969 .. 70 school year to the 1971-

72 year. 

Any defensible foundation proposal must be supported by 

a program for raising revenue to fund it. Peterson, 18 

Benson,19 and Sharp20 cite the state income tax as the one 

resource not yet reaching its full. potential use. 

Three alternatives are listed in preferential order for 

funding the foundation progJ;"am: 

(1) A 100% surtax on personal income tax in Kansas. 

This represents a potential of about $100 million in new 

revenue. 

(2) A combination of several of the following tax re-

forms will assist in providing th~ necessary revenue for the 

finance plan: 

a. The elimination of federal tax deductions on 

state income tax will raise $2,5 to $30 million. This is 

progressive step and it places the incidence upon high 

income. 

18peterson, p. 51. 
19 6 Benson, p. 10 • 

20sharp, p. 327. 
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b. The ton mile tax on motor carriers would create 

a tax earmarked for highway programs which in turn could free 

state funds for transferral to education or other state ~ 

needs. 

c. The oil and gas industry also offers potential 

tax resources. Th~s industry likewise has enjoyed a free 

ride in Kansas. A severance tax will enhance the possibility 
I 

of funding ne~essary revenue for the educational foundation 

program. 

d. ·A 55% across the board increase in all income 

and corporate tax will raise $60 million. 

(3) A ~% increase in sales tax would provide $25 mil-

lion in revenue. This tax is regressive in nature, though 

geared to be proportional. It is a hidden tax that by all 

indications meets with less resistance than the more progres-

sive taxes. 

(4) Federal tax sharing--In long range planning, it is 

possible that the federal government will consider tax shar

ing with the states to support education and other government 

agencies. Several proposals have been submitted to Congress. 

Forest Conner, Executive Secretary of the American Associa

tion of School Administrators reconnnends a tax sharing plan 

to the states from federal funqs prorated on a density

sparsi ty correction and wealth ratid~~ 21 A similar proposal 

21Forest Conner, "Federal Policy and the Public Schools," 
American Association of School Administrators (Washington, 
D. C., 1966), pp. 22-25. 



by the National Education Association would allocate six 

billion dollars to the states. Kansas, being an average 

state, would receive about $100 per student, This would 

provide $50 million of new revenue. 

Summary 
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When the comprehensive study of the necessary elements 

for a distribution program is completed, the most important 

task to perform is the arrangement of the elements for an 

appropriate foundation program. 

The school finance. plan will consist of three major ob-

jectives: 

(1) increased state support 

(2) change in the distribution formula 

(3) shifting of tax structure from property tax to 

sources tha~ are equitable, efficient and adequate. 

In order to build a framework for the foundation program, 

the objectives are supplemented by sub-objectives. The sub

objectives include: a minimum of fifty percent state aid for 

all schools except for the wealthy districts, a system of 

rewarding school districts for extra local effort and em

ployment of highly professionally trained faculties, an op

tion for the citizens to support education by non-property 

in place of property taxes, protection for the property 

taxpayer in the form of a tax lid, an option for citizens to 

exceed the tax lid by majority vote, a provision for wealthy 

districts to exceed the tax lid if allocations are limited 
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because of wealth factors in the formula, provisions for 

allocations from state, county and local level, a provision 

for local control to set standards of operation with national 

average expenditures or below or above national standards, 

provisions for incentive and categorical aid, provisions for 

variation in wealth, school enrollment and pupil-teacher 

ratio, and provisions to finance the program with a "good 

tax." 

The fin·ance plan is divided into three phases. The 

first phase is the foundation program at both state and 

county levels. The second phase is the incentive program 

and the third phase is categorical aid. The foundation pro

gram provides at least fifty percent state aid for all school 

districts except for those classified as wealthy districts. 

The relationships between state per capita income to 

the national average and state expenditures for education 

with the national average cost per pupil serve as the cri

teria for establishing guaranteed costs for each school dis-

trict in Kansas. As the national average for school 

expenditures is $673 and the per capita income for Kansas is 

97% of the national average, the foundation plan will support 

a guaranteed cost per pupil of $652. 

The framework for the foundation program consists of 

three major elements: educational need, local ability, and 

local effort. The measurement of educational need is de-
t~· 

fined as the pupil unit. Local ability is determined by 
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taxable income, per average daily membership. Local effort 

is measured by the assessed valuation per pupil. Supple-
; 

mentary variables for the formula consist of school enroll

ment, criteria of quality and pupil-teacher ratio. 

Provisions for the foundation formula include: 

exemption of aid by districts with K-12 enrollment less 

than 150, permission for districts with smaller budgets 

than previous year to increase new budget to 105% of 

previous year, tax lid of ten mills for general operating 

levy except for wealthy districts and guidelines to appeal

ing for budget increases. The county foundation will be 

distributed in teacher units. The allocation per teacher 

will be determined by the pupil-teacher ratio. Revenue for 

the county foundation is funded through a county-wide ten 

mill levy. 

The second phase of the finance plan is the incentive 
' \ ' 

aid program. It is designed to provide state support beyond 

the foundation program. The major objective of this program 

is to encourage districts to extend their services by match-

ing local effort with state funds determined by a percentage 

equalizing fol;'Illula. Wealthy districts will not receive 

state incentive grants but may impose a local levy for in

centive purposes. To qualify for the incentive program a 

district ~ust impose a levy not to exceed five mills above 

the mandated ten mill levy. Incentive grants will be 

approved for special education, enrichment programs, improved 
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salary schedules, and capital outlay. School districts may 

also qualify for incentive aid if their allocation from the 

foundation program decreases from the previous year. A 

controversy may possibly exist if some schools qualify for 

both incentive aid and federal impacted aid. A recent 

United States District Court decision makes it unconstitu

tional to deduct any portion of P.L. 874 funds from state 

appropriations. Incentive grants, however, must be approved 

by the State Department of Education. 

The third phase of the proposal consists of categorical 

aid. It will exist in the form of flat grants for vocation

al education, driver education and textbook rental. There 

is no change in the transportation aid except to provide one 

hundred percent funding for the present pro~ram. No district 

will receive less aid than the previous year, If all dis

tricts participate at maximum effort, the local inc~ntive,· 

aid will total $26,765,400 while the state incentive aid 

amounts to $31,854,746. With maximum incentive aid, there 

will be forty-two districts whose budgets are less than· the 

1969-70 budget. Operationalizing the· incentive aid formula 

in order that all districts may increase.their budgets to 

a 105% limitation w i 11 ·r ·~·cf u i r ~· $5 ,964, 885 of sup

plementary local effort and $5,789,781 of supplementary 

state incentive aid. 

Categorical aid will cost approximately $10 million, 

of which one-half will be earmarked for te~tbook rental. 
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The ·total schoo 1 finance plan shows an increase in' expendi

tures of $48,233,345. It will be necessary, however, to 

raise $142,411,063 in new revenue. The significant change 

is the reduction in property tax by almost $100 million. 

Alternatives for raising the revenue necessary for the foun

dation plan include: (1) 100% surtax which will raise about 

$100 million, (2) a combination of tax reforms such as 

elimination of federal income ta~ as an exemption from state 

income tax, ton mile tax on motor carriers, oil and gas 

severance tax, and 55% across the board on all personal and 

corporate income tax, (3) ~% increase in sales tax, and 

(4) federal income tax shares to states would raise $50 

million for Kansas. This is important for long-range 

planning. 



CHAPTER V 

APPLICATION OF THE FINANCE PLAN 

The application of the distribution program is designed 

to determine the effects on districts that differ in size, 

wealth, effort and total requirements of the state. The ap

plication as presented in Tables XV and XVI indicates the 

procedures for the calculation of the amount of state support 

and the results of the calculations. 

The explanation of data and presentation for each of the 

three phases of the plan is preceded by a review of specific 

facts relative to the foundation program that has been devel

oped through established principles and criteria of standards. 

The discussion of Tables XV and XVI is designed to provide 

the necessary information which will insure an understanding 

of the operation of the program. The presentation concludes 

with a description of the necessary procedures for implement

ing the fipance plan. 
, , ,;,~ 

Facts About the Plan 

(1) The finance plan requires a total increase in 

expenditures of $48,233,395 over the 1969-70 school year. 

(2) The plan shows a minimum decrease in property tax of 

$97,177,720. 

171 
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TABLE XV 

APPLICATION OF FOUNDATION PROGRAM FORMULA 

Tax- Adj Val State Pct. Propoaed Pct. Gen. Mil 
Diltrict Enroll- able Per Aid of State of 1969-70 Proposed Levy Re-

mmt In°c~fe P~ff 1 19?2>70 Buf~et ~t~ But¥iet B~%r Bu~f)et 19c~%) 70 duffi\on 

Erie St. Paul l,521.5 2,837 11,863 455,500 46,3 838 ,942 69.9 983,299 1,199,933 20. 310 10.310 
Cimarron 643.0 2 ,851 20, 714 167,324 30.l 294,533 52. 5 555,200 560,915 19. 770 9. 770 
Greeley 501.0 3,092 26,082 117, 268 24.6 200,823 43.4 476,407 462, 165 10.182 .182 
Turner 5,391.0 l, 181 3,999 1,236,201 41.0 3,314,875 88.4 3,011,935 3, 746,048 96.419 86.419 
Piper 538.5 1,995 7,138 146,582 40.0 321, 780 80. 7 366,259 398.657 88.619 78.619 
Bonner Spring• 2,230.5 3,903 5,849 570,068 36.3 l,096,116 80.7 1,569 ,661 l,357,039 96. 507 86.507 
Leon 674.0 2,445 21, 141 206, 655 40.3 326,281 53.3 511, 548 611, 262 15. 830 5.830 
Remington 785.5 2,753 20, 313 247,649 36.9 380,481 54.3 670,207 699,598 18.170 8.170 
Ft. Leavenworth 2,266.0 l, 132 190 509 ,522 40.9 l,473,126 99.4 1,243,450 l,481,737 24.694 14.694 
Wakeeney 944.0 3,244 19,745 204, 706 28.8 405 ,294 52.0 710,577 778 ,079 16.830' 6.830 
Mo1cow 140.0 3,236 99. 999 13,873 5.9 60,564 27.6 232,052 219,432 5.560 
Hugoton 997.0 4,144 44,119 143, 772 15.0 109, 715 11.0 955,833 989,448 5.990 
Norton 1,181.5 3,471 8,932 338,872 45.9 606,795 74. l 737,130 817,858 21.350 11. 350 
Almena 309.0 2, 737 17 ,032 94 ,139 31.9 155. 968 59. 7 294,245 261,226 26.660 16. 660 
Lenora 308.0 2,270 17 ,034 90,884 30.8 162, 358 60. 7 294,751 267 ,287 30.050 20.050 
ulyssea 1,682.5 3,624 32 ,841 230, 777 14. 5 421,294 27.6 l, 580, 900 1,526,394 9.950 
Lakin 582.5 3,489 47 ,084 93,084 16.0 86, 536 13.6 578,500 635 ,065 6.670 
l>eerfield 239.0 2,635 36. 768 20, 156 8.4 63 ,863 26.6 239,391 239. 614 7.620 
l,tolla 215.0 3,506 63,051 17,504 5. 7 14, 182 5. 5 304,180 256,936 7.550 
Elkhart 795.5 3,343 31, 520 143,365 23.5 260' 516 34.1 608,202 761, 999 5.130 
Minneola 325.0 3,096 40. 789 73, 179 23.8 92,652 25.8 306, 500 357' 781 9,680 
Ashland 438.5 4,262 45,458 72 ,311 16.3 48, 102 10. 7 441,880 446, 769 12. 690 2.690 

*Mahaska 293.0 3,240 23,193 97 ,689 27.8 125, 152 47 .9 350,375 261,063 20.380 10.380 
Washington 614.0 3,330 12' 255 165, 789 38.4 304, 715 66.9 431,484 455 ,207 15.360 5.360 

*Barnes 678.5 J,672 20,846 201,022 31.6 262,420 48.1 635 '960 545,300 16.470 6.470 
Clifton Clyde 754.0 2,956 19 ,091 232' 742 38.8 367,249 56.0 ~99,220 655, 142 16. 690 6.690 
Fowler 262.5 3,161 30,881 29 ,089 11.1 92' 742 36,3 261, 280 254,867 16. 560 6.560 
Meade 659.0 3,932 27 ,056 87' 925 17. 5 227,200 38.9 501, 331 583. 798 14. 590 4.590 
Jetmore 499.5 2, 540 22,381 107. 909 28.9 236, 245 51.3 372,200 459,832 9.610 
Hanston 184.0 1,906 46,836 20,803 9.0 40 ,006 18.8 229 ,611 212,362 15.480 5.480 
Stanley 775.0 3,062 19,091 152. 501 24.9 350,251 54.2 611, 102 646' 162 41.050 31.050 
Spring Hill 696.0 3,027 10,974 166,215 38.1 387' 796 71. 7 436,000 540, 555 45. 820 35, 820 
Gardner 1,335.0 3, 196 8,800 309 ,422 34.1 679;942 74. 3 906 ,.436 914,902 46.420 36.420 
DeSoto 1,804.0 2,418 6, 188 388. 265 37. 2 1,079,227 82,8 1,043,617 1,302,490 73. 870 63. 870 
Olathe 4,441.5 4,921 7,264 956,664 34.0 1,901,119 7!1.6 2,807;'73'9 2, 546, 380 50.210 40.210 
Fort Scott 2,302,0 4,620 8,674 569. 399 43.4 1,069,091 72.8 1, 310 ,000 1,1+68,442 18.426 8.426 
Uniontown 558, 5 2,668 12 ,403 166,950 38. 7 322 ,803 69.9 431,155 461,344 19.457 9.457 
Lebanon 265. 5 2, 774 16,400 89,400 37.6 143,318 62. 2 237,540 230,402 24.070 14.070 
Smith Center 873.5 3,811 ll,066 231,058 42. 7 429. 854 68.9 540,573 623, 177 17. 200 7. 200 
Kensington 347 .o 2,602 13,427 100 ,077 38.9 194,824 67,6 256, 782 288,007 13.270 3,270 
Minneapolh 881.0 3,031 16, 284 247 ,603 39.4 448.678 60.9 627,929 735 ,602 10.930 .930 
Bennington 549.0 2,943 19, 783 142,522 29.9 261, 984 54.6 476,150 479,201 15 .400 5.400 
Sharon Spring• 480.5 3,238 18,746 · 108,918 27.7 217 ,999 54. 7 392,'0.71 398, 148 13.837 3.837 
Weskan 114.0 2,272 29,224 28;475 23. 2 46, 120 40.9 1:22. 220 112,751 17.606 7.606 
Waverly 481.0 3,441 19. 017 136,042 32.3 210,093 53.4 420,430 393,036 2().270 16. 270 
Burlington 624. 5 3,607 10, 596 189,344 43.4 334,717 71.6 435' 559 467,061 20.460 10.460 
Leroy 447. 5 2, 760 16, 548 124,656 31.4 218 '932 59.6 396, 978 367 ,036 25.110 15.110 
Arma 709. 5 3,916 7 ,245 201, 739 49.5 368' 562 78.1 407 ,ooo 471,368 31.050 21.050 
Cherokee 1,125.0 2,836 9,154 322,467 43.9 645,433 75.8 733 ,908 851, 398 36. 650 26.650 
Girard 1,212.0 3,635 10,297 314,607 43.4 610,905 70.9 724,330 860, 505 23. 310 13. 310 
Frontenac 489.0 4,113 5,984 139,364 48.8 258 ,392 81. 5 285 ,000 316,915 41.280 31. 280 
Pitta burg 3,023.0 7,405 8, 589 741,412 43.9 1,106,715 68.0 1,685,676 1,626,006 22. 540 12. 540 
Admire 654.0 2,827 18, 918 152,132 27. 5 308,205 55.4· 552, 161 555,653 18. 740 8, 740 
Hartford 753.0 2,043 19,681 189' 510 29.9 373,365 55. 7 632,485 669. 760 23.070 13.070 
l!mporia 3,712.5 6,006 9, 129 792,074 33.8 1,412,908 67 .5 2,342,813 2,090, 736 21. 927 11. 927 

"Medicine Lodge 1,135,0 3,805 20,636 249,632 25.4 380, 396 44.8 982. 540 848 ,833 23.286 13;286 
*Kiowa 525. 5 4, 775 25,812 ll6,843 20.l 138,418 33.7 580,800 409' 702 21.060 11.060 
Moran 537 .o 2, 705 17. 920 168,955 43,7 271,178 58.4 386,400 463, 639 18. 750 8. 750 
Iola 2,003.5 3,664 6,642 541,421 48.5 1,045,766 79.7 1, 114 ,096 l,3ll,9ll 27.020 17 .020 
Humbolt 827,5 2,924 13,238 213. 328 42.3 442,001 66.8 503,815 661,090 18.770 8. 770 
Wichita 63,492.0 5,969 6, 766 15,783,591 38.4 26,661,518 75.6 41,101,900 35,253,255 34.415 24.415 
Derby 5,601.5 1, 778 8,304 1,244,321 36.4 3, 224,898 77.6 3,415,300 4,155,195 24. 740 14. 740 
Haysville 3,870.5 1,779 7 ,873 954, 731 36.2 2,276,057 78.8 2,636,117 2. 885 ,.506 42.397 32,397 
Valley Center 1,668.5 2,987 6, 717 421,695 43.9 938,298 80. 7 958,847 l, 162,444 35.027 25.027 
Mulvane 1,520.0 3,051 6,155 387,597 45.8 872,456 82.3 845 ,814 1,059. 568 30.870 20.870 
Clearwater 817.0 2,926 17. 971 176,054 34. 7 383,896 56.6 506,500 677,542 19. 940 9.940 
Goddard 1,364.5 2,294 8,212 322,471 38.1 813,423 78.4 846, 149 1,037,528 39.060 29.060 
Maize 980.0 1,293 7 ,131 233' 791 48.3 587 ,631 80. 7 483,440 727,398 37 .124 27 .124 
Andale l, 725.0 1, 774 17 ,457 449,487 38.2 853. 554 58.6 1,174,977 1,455,821 20.890 10, 890 
Cheney 481. 5 3, 774 18,919 135,513 33. 7 213. 598 53.9 401,803 395. 788 26.830 16.830 

*palco 422.5 3,022 33 ,864 95,791 18.7 100,684 26.0 510,358 386 ,835 20. 210 10. 210 
Plainville 790.0 3, 774 26,508 214,610 34.2 275,139 39.6 626, 728 693, 965 15.130 5.130 
Stockton 683.0 3,203 16, 552 168, 113 34.0 331,444 59.4 494 ,051 557,544 15. 300 5.300 
Cawker City 942.0 2,997 12,837 283,496 36.0 481,345 66.5 785,894 723, 194 17 .650 7 .650 
Beloit 964.5 5,416 16, 275 313,832 40.3 358,855 53.3 778,420 672, 799 17. 650 7.650 
Oakley 753.0 3, 158 18 ,321 217,126 38.0 358,973 56. 5 570,508 634,888 13.100 3.100 

·*winona 231,5 2,476 36' 756 64 ,045 . 21.0 78,857 31.6 304,207 . 249,037 13.910 3.910 
*Esbon 159,0 3,925 28 ,416 37, 336 18.2 39,058 30.1 204 ,510 129,421 20.870 10.870 

Burr Oak 309.0 2,607 17,012 94,671 37.8 161,674 60,5 249,943 266,809 15, 350 5.350 
Mankato 492.5 3, 757 12 ,092 14(i,247 35.7 247,684 67 .5 408,921 366,790 29.630 19. 630 
J'ewell. 316. 5 3, 718 22,393 96,677 33.7 124, 958 46.8 286,258 266, 706 17 • .460 7.460 
Morland 293.0 2,660 34,673 80,946 23.9 101 ;091 33.2 337,558 304,275 19.180 9.180 
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TABLE xv (Continued) 

Tax- Adj Val State Pct, Proposed Pct. Gen. Mil 
District Enroll- able per Aid of State of 1969-70 Proposed Levy Re-

ment Income Pupil 1969- 70 Budget Aid Budget Budget Budget 1969-70 duction 
(l~ !2l Pl !41 !5) !61 !71 !8! !9! (10) Ull 

Hill City 996.5 2,591 15 ,459 228,373 27. 7 488.624 61.3 822,336 796, 722 27 .610 17. 610 
Howard 8ll.5 3,384 16,797 253,587 38.1 333,887 55.0 664,570 606,502 16.410 6.410 
Elk City 317.5 2,633 I 7, 374 99,960 40.4 164,596 59.8 247,142 274,921 21. 870 ll. 870 

*cottonwood Falls 737.5 3, 757 33,756 140, 792 17,0 157,828 24.0 824,576 655,729 15. 340 5.340 
Cedar Vale 216.0 3,995 27 ,645 47,968 25. 7 60,277 33.5 186,044 179, 704 14. 510 4.510 
Sedan 645.0 3,364 13, 100 165, 781 35.9 J59, 140 68.0 460,699 528, 130 20.860 10. 860 
Pomona 833. 5 2,219 13,215 216,958 42.5 456,887 67 .4 509,813 677,182 19.360 9.360 
Richmond 528.0 J,009 15,267 162,212 38. l 289,797 64.2 424,685 451,016 26.270 16. 270 
Wellsville 735.5 2,850 11,620 167,379 41.9 410.636 70.6 398,980 581, 567 19.870 9.870 
Ottawa 2,633.0 li,520 8,082 639. 979 45.0 l, 175, 105 73.4 1,419,150 1,600,703 18, 570 8. 570 
Grinnell 382.5 1,564 14,509 lll,822 40. 7 212. 938 65. 7 274, J30 323,931 16. 940 6.940 
Grainfield 487.5 2,662 16,139 142. 35J 35.0 257,59J 62.0 406, 1J8 414, 948 23,JOO lJ.JOO 
Quinter 451.0 2,937 18, J95 120,388 J5. 7 226,615 57. 7 3J6 ,441 J92. 5J8 19.460 9.460 
Oberlin 1,024.0 J,192 14,239 267,006 35.J 486,291 62.5 756,158 777. 906 16. 380 6.380 
Jennings 252.0 2,8JO J4,888 77 ,8Jl 31.6 121,408 50.2 246,251 241,80J 22.690 12.690 
Bird City J00.5 3,648 24,222 73,39J 26.7 108,018 42. 5 274,260 25J, 59J 18,820 8.820 
St. Francis 676.0 J,481 16,J05 156,268 Jl. l 32J, 954 59.5 501, 512 544,397 20. JOO 10. JOO 
Lincoln 74J.5 J,527 18,4J4 204,187 34.2 J49 ;068 56.0 596,ll5 62J,182 12. 720 2. 720 

*sylvan• Grove 217.5 4,169 Jl,236 4J,495 14.9 50,800 27 .2 290,614 186,676 22.J70 12.J70 
*Coldwater 578.0 4,J60 JJ,966 120,825 18.7 124,402 24.0 645, 795 517,049 18. 520 8.520 
*utica 1J7 .o 2,020 32,427 24,2J8 12.6 4J,596 32.9 191,019 132,446 21. J20 11. J20 
*Ransom JJ0.5 2,172 21,090 100,087 28.5 164,648 54. l 350,137 304,053 23, 540 13. 540 
*Ness City 559.0 J,714 19,944 1J9,297 25.4 225,324 50.2 546,688 448,298 16. 630 6.630 
*Bazine 162.0 2,986 46,458 31, 899 14. 5 17, ll6 10.2 219,273 167,640 ll.420 1.420 
Salina 10,216.5 J,849 6,066 2,187,576 43.J 5 ,044,007 80.2 5,051,282 6,283,473 20.890 10.890 
Gyps on 583.0 2,607 2J,077 174,544 J4.4 268,522 49.9 506,040 5J7. 599 18.J90 8,J90 
Brookville 301.0 1,997 18, 8ll 88,589 J2.J 154,679 57.7 274,000 267,922 28.886 18.886 
Hutchinson 8,089.0 5,148 6, 795 1, 965. 544 42.2 J ,432 ,24J 75. 7 4,646,802 4,5Jl ,538 26. 778 16. 778 
Nickerson 1,849.0 2,477 8,484 524,626 42.7 1,073,912 77.J 1,227,500 1,387,651 JO. 020 20.020 

*Langdon 742.0 J,562 24, 940 216,901 29.1 249 ,281 40.2 743,200 619. J90 19. 720 9. 720 
Pretty Prairie 757 .5 2,J83 18,907 216,J94 J3. l J75, 727 56.7 65J, 624 662,168 2J. 9JO lJ. 9JO 
Haven 736.5 2,8J2 21, J59 205, 556 J3.4 J42. 975 52.1 61J ,900 657,594 21.070 11.070 
Buhler 1,808. 5 1,899 13, 1J6 499,446 J9. 6 980,J91 67.3 l,259,9J8 1,455,520, 2J,400 13.400 
Brewster 205.5 3,4ll 34,677 61, 2.59 26.5 59. 747 29.5 2JO, 596 202 ,269 12,680 2,680 

*~~!~~rd 1,277.0 4,021 13,851 JOJ,841 J2.7 528,448 59,9 929, 104 882,202 20. 570 10.570 
270.5 3,518 22,489 60, 216 21.1 94, 172 4J,6 284, 580 215,837 22.070 12.070 

Herndon 15J,0 2,140 JJ,Jl8 Jl, 550 2J.2 56,054 J5.4 135, 500 158,007 26.150 16.150 
Atwood 712. 5 J,J48 16,365 187,98J JO.O J47,tl25 59.8 626,074 580,226 21.070 11.070 
McDonald 228.0 2,941 28,054 55. 605 24.8 81, 220 38.8 223, 700 209, 146 22. 250 12. 250 
Wamego 1,011.0 J,J71 10,J78 295,498 42.4 498,666 70.J 696, 922 708' 509 JO. 870 20.870 
St. Mary 1 s 1,049 .o 3,471 12. 219 307' 745 4J.8 487' 788 65.5 702 ,4J9 744, 14J 20.860 10.860 
Onaga 551. 5 2, 548 14,865 211,951 4J. l 299, 244 64.6 491,450 46J, 205 27. J50 17.350 
Westmoreland 652.0 2,468 9,J60 205,468 42,8 J81,677 75.7 479,572 50J' 7J2 29. 6JO 19.6JO 

*Kirwin 2Jl.5 3,048 21,J98 76, J58 30.9 10J,8J8 51.l 24 7 ,028 202, 910 16. 9JO 6.930 
Phillipsburg l,15J.O J,450 lJ, J98 264, 902 J8,9 527' Jl9 6J,O 679,410 8J6,277 13.420 J.420 

*Logan 428. 5 2, 786 2J, 116 115 ,607 25.J 197,89J 49.9 455,291 395. 998 22. 700 12. 700 
Ellsworth 882.5 J,625 16,419 231,577 J4.6 40J, 740 58.2 667,668 69J,5J5 15,080 5,080 

*Holyrood 766.0 J, 788 J5,556 172,357 19.9 1J9. 792 20.4 862. 615 684,509 15.060 5.060 
Alma 672.5 4,009 15, 565 178, J24 J2.2 JOJ,547 59.1 55J, 10J 512 ,896 17.610 7.610 
Eskridge 661.0 2, 753 15,214 176,484 Jl. 5 J50,855 6J. 5 558,500 551, 984 J0,870 20.870 
Kingman 1,592.5 J,442 21, Jl5 J5J,48J 29.9 6J2 ,841 48.2 1,181,692 1,311,724 10,090 .090 
Cunningham 61J.5 2,618 20, 784 1J9,622 2J.6 288, 573 5J,O 590,88J 543,592 17. 920 7.920 
Conc.ordia 1,951.0 4,116 11, Jl2 476,750 J9.6 875,597 66.4 1,200,973 l,Jl6,991 20.040 10,040 
Glasco 553.5 2, 710 20, 16J 114, 789 25.2 248,611 52.6 454,9J7 471,816 18.120 8.120 
Circleville 488,5 J,043 13,809 16J,521 J9.6 267,673 66,4 412,307 402. 587 36. 850 26. 850 
Holton 1,130.5 3, 778 7,289 305, 668 47.4 572,685 77.6 644,868 7J7 ,489 32 .130 22.130 
Mayetta 595.0 3,272 6,899 184, 299 45, l J52,674 81. I 408,516 4J4, 772 J8.180 28.180 
Valley Falls 52J.O J,195 9,6J6 196,004 50.8 JOJ ,852 75.0 J85,825 404,645 27. 710 17. 710 
Winchester 510.5 2,964 ll,184 16J ,021 41.9 275. 777 70. 7 388,964: J89. 965 27. 250 17. 250 
Meriden 513.5 J,119 7,950 176,228 47 .1 J07, 128 78.9 J73,475 388,775 35. 360 25.J60 
Oskaloosa 463.5 J,lll 8,628 160, 914 52, 7 272. Jl8 77.2 J04,865 352,299 16. 600 6.600 
McLouth 500.5 2,J43 9,918 142,42J 48.4 289,561 74.4 29J,892 388,840 25.870 15.870 
Perry 891.0 3,253 ll, 552 255,477 42.0 446,479 68.4 607,575 ~52, 3J6 21.440 11.440 
Pleasanton 415.5 3,JOJ 8,897 133, 559 45.3 2J3,468 75.9 294,818 07 ,402 27.240 17.240 
Seaman 3,089.5 2,3J2 9,42J 718, 852 J6.3 1, 761, 741 75.1 1,977,483 2,343,988 40.310 30. 310 
Mound City 654.0 2,856 13,867 218,691 41.9 J60,692 66.5 520,90J 542,073 22. 500 12. 500 
Kinsley 671.0 J,8J6 17,862 1J9,8J4 24.8 286,975 54.4 562 ,859 526, 68J 17. 540 7. 540 
Baldwin 931.5 J,OJO 9,35J 22J, J91 J9.2 502, 120 74,2 569. J54 676,J66 26. 720 16. 720 
St11fford 467.5 4,16J 27, 122 124 ,268 32.1 155,257 J7 .9 386,177 408,848 13. lJO J.lJO 
St. John' 576.0 4,466 28, 739 150,612 28. 7 169. 775 JJ.8 52J,087 500,848 12.460 2.460 
Macksville J75.5 J,598 54,262 75, 676 14.9 15' 159 J.5 507. 707 422 ,666 11.220 1.220 
Goodland l,962.0 J,615 12,025 462,4J4 J5. l 910, 734 65.8 1, Jl5. 825 l,J82,595 27. 520 17.520 
Wei ling ton 2,289,5 4,554 9, 178 529 ,889 J9.2 981,437 70.0 l,J48, 701 1,401,698 21; 130 11. lJO 
Claflin · J94.0 J,644 J0,943 95,218 24.4 ll8. 758 32. 7 J89 ,529 J62, 589 14. 270 4.270 
Ellinwood 761.0 J,828 20,663 200,407 32.2 Jl5,685 50.0 620,521 fi30,176 14. 640 4.640 
Conway Springs 560. 5 J,495 16,576 lJJ,558 Jl,4 261,141 58.4 424, J88 446, 958 22. 2JO 12.2JO 
Belle Plaine 6Jl.5 J,2J8 10, Jl4 151,024 J6. 5 J46, 125 72.6 41J, 260 476,391 29. 920 19.920 
Oxford 514.0 3,147 15,915 146, lJJ 40. 7 266,650 61.9 358,279 430,257 22.J60 12. J60 
Argonia 398.5 3,434 18,019 111,407 3J, 5 202, 200 58.4 JJ2 ,005 J45 ,811 17 .100 7,100 

· Caldwell 529.0 3,578 17 ,250 135 ,805 J4. 5 24J, 565 57.1 J9J. 250 426,070 17. 740 7. 740 
"l\nthony l,386.0 4,488 21,644 292, 328 23.6 452,405 42.9 1,238,480 l,052;J76 20. 830 l0.8JO 
LaC)'gne 816.0 2,862 15,680 284,2ll 41.1 446,881 6J. 5 69l;soo 702, 778 19.810 9.810 
Holcomb 4l3.5 1, 721 J8,062 107,Jl7 J0.2 129,62J 29.l J54,20J 444,J96 ll.080 1.080 
Marysville l,245.0 5,0l6 14, 318 371, 8Jl 46. 7 486,475 57. 7 794,900 842,994 lJ.400 3.400 
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TABLE xv (Continued) 

T•K- Adj Val State Pct. Proposed Pct, Gen. Mil 
Diltrict Enroll- able per Aid of State of 1969-70 Propoud 

1J"t9V_Y70 
Re-

ment Income pc~f 1 1960-70 Budget Aid BMget Bu(~'et Bu1~>et duction 
(l) (2) (4) (5) (6) (10) (lll 

Garnett 1,399.0 4,012 15, 147 391,125 41. 3 601, 924 58. 6 946, 793 1,025,737 13.480 3.480 
Yateo Center 875.0 3' 191 16, 713 198,231 34.3 429' 549 59.4 577,889 722,027 15.295 5,295 
Ouwatomie 1,285,0 4,315 8,107 283,604 34. 7 603 ,402 74.3 816,000 811, 752 36. 850 26,850 
Paola 1, 599. 5 4, 734 12 ,287 386 ,493 37. 8 679,081 63. 3 1,022,333 1,072,142 23,440 13,440 
Burrton 617.0 3,317 16,588 183 '520 39.9 309. 322 60. l 459, 779 514,018 23.820 13. 820 
Montezuma 303.0 2,892 22. 730 87 ,024 31. 5 141,459 50.6 275, 704 279' 202 19.050 9,050 
Silver Lake 499.5 3, 157 10 ,500 124' 100 40.4 277,407 72.5 307,150 382' 302 34. 610 24. 610 
Newton 3,904.5 4,687 7 ,206 997,875 44.5 1, 740,241 75. 5 2, 241, 302 2' 302' 958 26. 090 16. 090 
Sublette 532.0 3, 754 37 ,446 103,331 18.8 133. 361 25.0 547' 200 531,786 10. 750 . 750 
Towanda 1,205.0 2,367 13 '976 354 ,012 43.0 644,681 65,6 823' 198 981,502 17 .440 7.440 

*Sterling 617 .o 3,991 13 ,202 165,156 28.9 278,141 63,0 570, 700 441,054 21. 880 11,880 
Effingham 1,136.5 2,599 11, 658 308,987 42.3 655 ,080 71.1 730,000 920,067 27.600 17.600 
Riley 550.0 3,098 13,504 152, 153 36.9 300,091 66.8 411,305 448,635 21.430 11.430 
Clay Center 2,048.0 4,035 12 ,435 499,508 36.3 885,429 63,4 1,372,293 1,394, 767 18. 530 8. 530 
Centralia 781.0 3,287 16,045 247,903 36.5 370,971 59. 6 678,602 621,594 24. 360 14, 360 
Spearville 477.0 1,969 13,985 119,019 33. l 252,451 65.4 359' 106 385' 868 22. 760 12. 760 
Pratt 1,793.0 4,889 12. 282 414 ,852 34.4 710, 309 61. 7 1,203,392 1,150, 742 13,491 3,491 
Manhattan 5,377.5 5,504 8. 697 1,204,978 37. 3 2,132,111 69.5 3,223,238 3,067 ,474 26, 250 16. 250 
Randolph 305. 5 2, 517 25. 740 88. 297 30.1 143' 504 47.7 292 ,491 300. 775 20. 750 10. 750 
Andover 952.0 2,019 5,600 261,647 44.4 580,425 84.4 588,357 687,049 36, 170 26 .170 

*Madison 403.0 3,871 20, 152 95,061 24. 8 154 ,320 48.7 382, 150 316,745 17. 840 7 ,840 
Buffalo 480.5 2,221 16,453 153,447 44,3 252,597 61. 5 346,272 410' 710 14.430 4.430 
Ellis 591.0 3,279 19,896 147,012 35.4 275,502 53.9 414. 930 510,673 17. 710 7. 710 
Eureka 1,157.0 4, 145 16,860 297,304 36,5 473,378 54,8 812,323 863' 518 16. 640 6,640 
Hamilton 194.5 2, 156 33. 972 43,950 20,8 68. 391+ 34.1 210 ,860 200, 545 19. 690 9,690 
Natoma 226.5 2,927 29,405 43,373 18.1 68. 491 33,9 238,880 201. 696 21.080 11. 080 
Osborne 842.5 3,002 13,666 213,000 33. 7 427,029 64.9 630,782 657,301 19 .100 9.100 
Solomon 565.0 2,315 14,022 183 ,454 45. 3 305. 331 65. 8 404,825 463. 780 19.010 9.010 
Rose Hill 657.5 1,906 6,376 169 ,054 43.5 400,987 82. 7 388,274 484,832 44.030 34.030 
Lacrosse 807. 5 3, 525 19,010 226, 742 32, 7 345. 501 52. 9 692,000 652. 513 12. 690 2.690 
Douglass 545.5 3,028 10, 169 140, 708 38. 7 308,019 73. 5 363,035 418 '963 18, 500 8.500 
Lost Springs 504.5 2' 151 21,574 158,010 37. 6 248,627 53.3 420,000 466,308 15. 520 5.520 
Peabody 638.0 3,207 16, 248 171,803 32. 2 291, 562 58.4 532' 183 498,887 17.310 7 .310 

*Paradise 143.0 2,715 34,946 26. 710 12.8 33. 563 25, l 207,!+43 133. 508 19. 340 9,340 
*Lindsborg 1,017.5 3, 721 16' 779 265. 591 30. 5 403,130 54 .1 868, 800 744' 583 22.000 12.000 
*chase 358. 5 4, 709 34,873 94,153 22.1 78, 692 23.9 425. 503 328. 731 11.600 1.600 
Augusta 1,891.0 5,195 8,102 459. 709 46.4 807,833 72. 5 990 ,520 1,114,250 19 .954 9.954 

*Biaon 490.5 3,695 23,470 173,377 32. 2 203,'476 46.9 536,973 433, 716 18. 520 8.520 
Riverton 683.0 1,300 15 ,036 174,589 38.4 35.8. 736 63. 5 454, 368 564,127 23. 220 13,220 
Lyons 1,300.5 4,004 10. 386 319,762 36. 9 601,987 69.0 866, 132 872,127 21. 420 11,420 
Wathena 528.0 4,074 6. 729 143,440 48. 7 267,329 79.0 294,000 338. 387 33. 590 23. 590 

*Russell 2,253.0 3,830 20,312 4 76 ,461 23. 5 739 ,492 44.6 2,018,930 1,654, 750 23.050 13.050 
Marion 891.0 3,382 12 '922 256' 543 45.7 430,521 65, l 560' 176 660,791 16.840 6,840 
Atchison 2,414.5 5. 375 7' 319 550,061 42. 5 1,037.363 74. 5 1,291,881 1,390,797 23. 560 13, 560 
Hillsborc 998. 5 3,298 11,418 326 ,262 47 .8 519,655 69, 5 681, 896 747,673 20,030 10.030 
Goessel 411.0 1,490 11,040 146,967 49.8 237,909 72.3 295, 101 328' 658 14,210 4. 210 
Hoxie 862.0 2.,632 15 ,694 181,576 28.3 465,195 63,2 640 ;450 735. 760 23.310 13.310 
Chanute 2,579,0 4,290 7 ,4 74 605,047 44.6 1,176,842 75. 3 1,355,643 1,562,351 26. 530 16. 530 
Hiawatha 1,370.0 4, 559 14, 185 358,065 37. 7 559,156 58. 9 949. 500 947,825 20.570 10. 570 
Louisburg 800.5 3,389 17, 155 169' 794 32.8 363. 200 56. 9 517,166 637,852 18.070 8.070 
Council Grove 1,222.0 3,382 13,885 327,407 34.9 594,197 63,6 937,560 933. 546 27. 200 17. 200 
McPherson 2,633.0 5, 185 10,515 725 ,448 40.5 1,067,917 65. 8 1, 788,416 1,621,637 22. 380 12. 380 
Canton 583. 5 3,062 14,404 151, 772 33.8 303. 582 64.3 448,318 471,676 22. 3 70 12. 3 70 
Osage City 755. 5 3, 921 8,978 192 ,268 42.8 373,301 73. 3 449,089 508, 959 21.400 11.400 
Lyndon 474.0 3,441 9,664 113 ,628 47. 7 257,1.72 73. 7 238, 125 348, 786 13. 870 3. 870 
Greensburg 605. 5 4,409 24,671 135. 094 23.6 203 ,099 40.4 571,292 501, 865 12. 300 2. 300 
Mcundridge 701.0 2,647 14,073 217,515 38.6 379,633 65. 8 562. 766 576,936 16. 700 6, 700 

*Mullinville 170.0 4, 170 71, 140 20 ,095 6.6 32. 728 15. 6 302,681 209,147 12.610 2.610 
Highland 413.0 2,897 9,656 125 ,424 39.8 236,619 74. 7 314 ,400 316,377 26, 580 16.580 

*Courtland 507. 5 3, 294 15,813 136.380 30. 3 228,217 58. 7 449. 524 388,719 24. 5:io 14. 520 
Belleville 1,095. 5 3, 775 11, 773 32 7. 858 39,4 502,030 66.0 830 ,230 759,976 18. 010 8,010 
Great Bend 4,514.0 4,383 10. 626 993' 278 35,6 1, 913. 569 66.6 2. 789 ,024 2,872,884 19. 210 9.210 
Troy 560.0 3,139 6,652 185,248 49.4 334 ,134 81. 7 374,494 408,637 28. 840 18. 840 
Horton 691.5 3, 764 9. 786 208, 142 42.0 361,057 72. 7 495,490 496,398 23, 710 13. 710 
Hoisington 1,182.5 3, 721 16 ,066 292. 549 33, 7 497,257 56,6 867 ,096 877,218 16. 750 6. 750 
Victoria 576. 5 1,869 16,626 162,095 41.8 288,040 60,0 387 ,286 479,737 13.150 3.150 
Denton 334. 5 3,268 18. 35 7 99. 515 34. 9 169,479 57. 9 285 ,000 292' 288 25 .030 15. 030 
Overbrook 1,092.0 2,929 8, 708 271,737 43.8 589 ,004 75. 5 620. 300 779,187 20. 800 10.800 
Abilene 1,795.5 4,378 8, 353 511,667 47.3 836,818 73. 6 1,080,750 1,136,775 20. 270 10.270 
Caney 913.0 3, 103 10,038 228, 180 39.3 477,584 72. 2 579,951 660,878 23. 730 13. 730 
Washburn 3,606.5 975 3.664 940' 347 42. 7 2. 271, 934 89, 5 2,197,714 2,536,219 36.480 26.480 
Sawyer 378. 5 3,363 36, 207 93, 300 24. 5 107,013 28.0 380 ,000 381, 100 14. 387 4. 387 
Sedgwick 502.0 3,340 8,443 151, 702 44.2 279. 939 76. 7 342,750 364. 706 31.420 21. 420 
Halstead 809.5 4,175 14, 721 199,586 36.0 332,158 58,2 553, 181 570,491 23. 210 13.210 
Sabetha 1,284.0 3,470 11,257 381,356 41. 3 623, 815 68.3 922. 261 912,894 19. 720 9. 720 

*Seneca 606.0 3,800 12,175 177,309 33. 5 296,437 66. 7 529 ,054 443. 998 38.015 28,015 
Dodge City 4,180.0 4,449 9. 661 878,828 35. 7 1,797,405 68.9 2,461,142 2,605,064 19.770 9. 770 

*Little River 547.0 3,106 22 ,465 112, 774 18.9 215,410 46.7 594,094 461,177 25. 420 15 .420 
Coffeyville 3,895. 5 4,366 6,063 959,569 47.0 1,886,097 79. 9 2,041,550 2,358,465 25.510 15. 510 
Independence 2,643.5 4,635 8 ,230 622 ,415 41. 2 1,184,257 73.1 1, 508' 600 1,619,377 22. 630 12. 630 
Cherryvale 726.5 3, 741 6, 788 203,854. 44.3 386,646 79. 6 460,031 485,275 26.110 16.110 
Inman 582.0 2,6ll 14 ,820 169,232 39.4 315,102 64.6 429 ,263 487,607 23. 310 13. 310 
Easton 6.10.0 2,370 9 ,892 184. 986 48.8 357,127 74. 7 379. 000 477 ,810 35.523 25. 523 
Tecumseh 1,826.0 2 ,398 17 ,444 508' 607 31.9 922,087 59.1 1,589, 756 1,559,142 28.840 18 ,840 
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TABLE XV (Continued) 

Tax- Adj Val State Pct. Proposed Pct. Qen. MU 
Dhtrict Enroll- able per Aid of State of 1969-70 Propoaed Lev}' · Re.-

meln Inc'i~me Pfflil 19t!i-70 Bu8'et ~ir B~9rt B~gfei: B~ff>•t l 9c~Xi 10 d~~Hon 

Baileyville 438.0 1,035 8,853 169,087 52.9 262,828 77.2 319,501 340,381 24.430 14.430 
Johnaon 67.6.0 3,045 34, 747 140,026 21.7 195,086 29.3 643,650· 664,866 10.490 .490 
Leavenwrth 5,403.5 4,786 5,003 1,497 ,llO 47.5 2 ,513,822 82.2 3,147,640 3,054,496 40.551 30.551 
Burlingame 430.5 3,469 8,400 111, 534 42.0 234, ll3 76.3 265,297 306,437 27.970 17.970.-
Cuba 234.0 4,569 26,616 64,298 21.0 66, 752 34.8 306,032 191,315 25. 500 15. 500 
Melvern 419,5 2,514 12,466 ll5,237 33.8 232,238 68.9 339,950 336,827 32.940 22.940 
Gardan City 4,599.5 3,323 ll,477 944,717 37.4 2,230,837 67.8 2,522,213 3,286,606 17,170 7.170 
Baaebor 956.0 2,418 7,569 291,491 48.1 573,406 79.8 605 ,616 .. 718,125 39.628 '29.628. 

*Bucklin 407.0 3,554 32,549 98,280 21.1 112,521 29.8 464,586 377,470 18.530 8.530 
lleHton 701.5 3,006 11,315 198,035 40.8 385,403 70.8 484,855 544,U2 21.430 ll.430 
Neodaaha 906.0 4,664 12,282 213,679 40.8 364,333 62.0 522,461 586,883 14.668 4.668 
·Burden 359.0 3,734 25,399 106,688 36.7 139,824 43.3 290,256 322 ,188 12.680 2.680 
Udall 387.0 3,341 15,817 101,456 35.8 192,559 61.1 283,232 314,983 25.080 U.080 
Tonfanoxie 1,102.5 3,030 8,357 277,594 46.2 586, 963 76.1 599,900 771,235 36.654 26.654 
Win ield 2,628. 5 4,853 9,437 665,582 42.2 1,131,978 69.5 1, 577,046 1,628,081 23.810 13.810 
Scott City 1,594.5 3,353 19,092 324, 761 30.1 668,355 52.3 1,076,439 1,277,199 14.680 4.680 

*Leoti 992.0 2,620 20; 764 225,883 30.8 479,300 53. 7 732,571 891,257 10.170 .170 
Healy 112.0 3,231 32,126 26,240 17.5 29,915 29.3 149,542 101,878 21.270 ll.270 
Lansing 1,022.0 2,780 8,324 292, 790 49.7 591,549 77.6 588.,626 761,692 45.602 35.602 
Arkanaaa City 3,768.5 4,321 7,945 878,507 38.8 1,734,369 74.3 2,263,269 2,333,183 22.000 12.000 
Dexter 195,0 2,174 35,407 48,816 29.0 69,191 33.3 168,202 207 ,278 17.880 7.880 
Charf.n 1,610.5 2,275 14,240 491,084 37.7 878,314 65.6 1,300,884 1,336,985 20.170 10.170 

· *Hav land 187.5 3,624 41,565 20, 737 9.3 24,645 13.6 221,650 180,514 12.240 2.240 
Junction City 6,332.0. 2,344 4,078 1, 732,215 40.7 3,915,136 88.3 4,255,505 4,431,573 17.210 7.210 
Copeland 177.0 3,835 44, 740 42,837 21.3 16, 546 9.4 200,335 174,925 11.380 1.380 

*Ingalla 264.5 2,159 24,671 87,047 37.0 121,590 48.2 234, 759 252,099 17.390 7.390 

.~~:=~~ 92.0 2,310 62,807 16, 723 9.9 1,320 . 1.1 168,500 114,244 15.620 5.620 
387,5 3,237 18,001 102;826 27.4 174,576 55.5 374, 183 314,083 27. 570 17.570 

Liberal 3,699.5 4,133 9,643 853,024 38. 7 1,653, 714 69.8 2,203,123 2,367,200 18. 370 8.370 
Hope 573.0' 2,720 16,166 175,946 35.1 302,936 62.0 500,097 488,199 26.690 16.690 
Dighton 617.0 2,701 20, 520 148,577 27.8 292,209 53.5 533,822 545,426 17.200 7.200 
Kiamet 641.5 2, 755 38,204 194,334 30.3 205,149 29.5 639 ,606 695 ,306 8.600 
Fredonia 1,217.0 3,886 13,016 303,970 38.7 541, 776 63~i 783,506 858,586 15. 791 5. 791 

*Edson 83.0 2,512 46,147 ( 13,551 11.2 9·,370 10'.8 120,639 85,974 25.126 15.126 
Elwod 350.5 1,672 3,409 116,630 55.9 216,577 90.(l 208,400 240,474 43.240 33.240 

:~!~fton 795.0 4,104 8,593 238,440 48. 7 393,350 74.2 488,719 529,979 20.470 10.470 
577.0 2,560 14,819 163,673 34. 7 306,426 64.1 471,000 477,437 26;470 16.470 

Haya 3,710.5 3,817 11,581 839,264 38.8 1,617 ,552 65.3 2,159,208 2,476,978 22.200 12;200 
El Dorado 2,949·,o 5,272 81680 875,805 47.l 1,235, 782 70. 7 1,858,984 1,747,728 25.694 15. 694 
Eudora 705.5 4,183 6,924 143,835 37.0 332,116 77.2 388,.SOO 429,814 31.840 21.840 
RoHlia 280,0. 2,013 42,126 89,810 27.1 83,586 26,l 330,855 319,491 17.340 7.340 
Columbua 1,595.0 4,409 12,989 470,111 45.l 696,234 62.6 1,040,705 1,110,5·83 20.830 10.830 
SyracuH 680.5 2,899 18,821 180,609 28.4 334,730 56,6 ,633,885 . 590,883 19.990 9.990 
~med 1,629.0 4,217 15,631 384,062 29.0 626,594 55.l 1,321,305 l,135,852 16.080 6.080 

zel 292,0 3,346 31,869 86, 767 24.0 98,395 34.5 361,340 284,510 16.090 6.090 
Lawrence 7,751.5 5,950 10,100 1,590,155 32.0 2,849,006 64.5 4,954, 735 4,414,809 24.330 14.330 
Waterville 546.0 3,602 14,267 181,012 46,5 280,163 64.2 389,051 435,959 12.440 2.440 
Galena 1,011.0 3,220 3,375 253,385 55.1 606,523 89,8 459,178 674, 766 40.550 30, 550 
Kanua City 33,2·81;5. 5,449 6, 785 6,442,653 35,2 13,552'184 75.0 18,262,072 18,068,483 50.239 40. 239 
Topeka· 23,634,5 ~r.,308 6,510 5,102,030 36.0 9,402,276 75.3 14,155,176 12,479,488 36.990 26. 990 
Lewie 266.5 4,023 35,202 59,577 27.2 75,679 28.7 218,607 263,305 12,830 2,830 
Paraon• 2,707.5 5,467 7 ,089 627 ,000 46,4 1,127,836 74.6 1,351,080 1,511, 705 21.218 11,218 
Oawa&0 589,5 4,311 13,011 187,942 so. 7 278,977 64.5 370,207 432,377 9.019 
Chatopa . 427,5 3,484 7 ,350 102, 149 48,5 230, 163 78.S 210,300 293,006 15.445 5.445 
Altamont 1,773.0 2,985 9,741 492,325 40,4 968, 771 73.7 1,216,189 1,314,187. 24.359 14.359 
Satanta 509,5 3,302 49,403 82,224 16.4 70,902 12,3 500,000 574,318 8.480 

20. 960 llaxtar Spring• 1,021, 5 4, 701 5,212 238,592 44.5 469,229 81.5 535; 713 575, 710 30,960 
South Haven 258,0 2 '786 28,811 58,227 24.2 92 ,865 38,4 239,847 241,530 19,060 9,060 
Powhattan 198,0 1,541 19, 798 46,260 25.3 96,528 55.5 182,519 174,·929 19.620 9.620 

*Attica 218.0- 4,573 25, 367 50, 196 23.1 65, 740 37.2 216, 779 176,340 12.590 2.590 
*Shawnee Mblion 43,667,0 8,104 71 270 8 1 046 1 5Q~ 27.6 15,146,867 70.4 29 ,143, 784 .21,496,049 62.420 52.420 

Totals 502,730.0 3,608 11,394 119,176,041 221,070,259 332,577,288 ~28,266,817 
Average Average 

*School districts 
achoo 1 year. 

that have amaller budgets with foundation l'rogram than that of 1969-70 
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TABLE XVI 

APPLICATION OF INCENTIVE AID FORMULA 

Total ~m· Total 
Diltrict Name Local State Total Transpor ... Poss. Proposad Budget Final Final 

Inc!r£ive Incmtive Incmtiva t~Sfon B~~~et ~ Bffi'!et In~§fase ~y c~llfe 

Erie St. Paul 90,240 83,298 173,538 42,300 l,412,279 .ooo l,412,279 428,980 15.000 5.310 
Cimarron 66,595 6,586 73, 181 21,066 653,423 1.620 653,423 98,223 15.000 6.390 
Greeley 65,335 65,335 21,175 546,927 1. 726 546,927 70,520 15.000. 3.092· 
Turner 107, 766 526,151 633,917 15,530 4,394,213 4.523 4,394,213 1,382,278· 15.000 85.942 
Piper 19 ,219 42, 777 61.996 9,117 469 ,018 4.000 469,018 102,759 15.000 77 .619 
Bonner Springs 65,219 195,657 260,876 26,792 1,642,495 4.822 1,714,197 144,536 16.374 84.955 
Leon 71,241 5,362 76,603 29,324 714,768 1.950 714, 768 203,220 15 .000 2.780 
Remington 79,775 9,859 89,634 27 ,894 814,823 1.890 814,823 144,616 15.000 5.060 
Ft. Leavenworth 2,152 213,048 215,200 1,696,937 .000 1,696,937 453,487 15 .000 9.694 
Wakeeney 93, 191 15, 170 108,361 31,593 915,425 1.730 915,425 204,848 15.000 3.560 
Hoa cow 69,998 69, 998 7,779 296,567 .ooo 296,567 64,515 15 .ooo 9.440-
Hugoton 219,928 219,928 23,046 l,230,520 2.140 l,230,520 274,687 15.000 6.870-
Norton 52,765 82,529 135,294 15, 171 967 ,071 2 .000 967 ,071 229,941 15.000 8.350 
Almena 26,314 9,245 35,559 15, 188 310,719 5.800 341,007 46, 762 19.190 13.270 
Lenora 26,232 9,216 35,448 14,007 315,586 5.950 342,265 47,514 18. 700 17.300 
Ulysaao 276,266 276,266 30,433 1,830,581 .500 l,830,581 249,681 15.000 4.550-
Lakin 137, 132 137, 132 13,293 784,393 2.070 784,393 205,893 15.000 6.260-
Deerfield 43,937 43,937 6,040 289,093 2.530 289 ,093 49, 702 15 .000 4.850-
Rolla 67. 778 67. 778 9,233 333,185 2.500 354, 972 50, 792 16. 607 6.557-
Elkhart 125,370 125,370 10, 745 897,227 3.310 897,227 289 ,025 15.000 6.560-
Minneola 66,280 66,280 13,317 436,279 l.97(j 436,279 129, 779 15.000 3 .350-
Ashland 99,666 99,666 17,285 562,293 .000 562,293 120,413 15 .000 2.310-
Mahaska 33,976 33,976 18 ,310 3ll,838 1.420 378 ,025 27 ,650 24, 739 2 .939-
Washington 37,619 32 ,045 69,664 9,658 533, 732 4.430 533, 732 102,248 15 .000 4. 790 
Barnes 70, 720 6,994 77, 714 32,260 652. 611 1. 330 687,509 51,549 17.240 .660 
Clifton Clyde 71,969 13, 708 85,677 19,588 758,790 3.500 758, 790 159,570 15 .000 5.190 
Fowler 40,530 40,530 12,068 306,469 1.510 306,469 45,189 15 .000 3.070 
Meade 89,149 89,149 14,502 686,252 3.340 686,252 184, 921 15.000 2.930 
Jetmore 55,894 1,140 57,034 22. 365 537. 385 3. 430 537,385 165, 185 15.000 1.960-
Hanston 43,089 43,089 8,016 262,806 2.000 262,806 33, 195 15 .000 2.480 
Stanley 73,973 14,090 88,063 23,225 755,533 3.510 755,533 144,431 15 .000 29.560 
Spring Hill 38,189 41,371 79,560 10,384 629 ,642 3. 220 629,642 193, 642 15.000 34.040 
Gar.dner 58,740 95,838 154,578 18,397 l,086,358 3. 710 1,086,358 179,922 15.000 35.130 
De Soto 55,815 150,907 206, 722 26,413 1,533,445 3.850 1, 533,445 489,828 15.000 62.720 
Olathe 161,315 342, 794 504,109 22,898 3,071,497 3.060 3,071,497 263,758 15.000 38 .270 
Fort Scott 99,837 162,891 262,728 30, 521 1, 759,171 .213 1,759,171 449,171 15.000 3.639 
Uniontown 34, 632 29,501 64,133 27. 932 551,103 4.391 551, 10.3 119,948 15.000 8.848 
Lebanon 21, 771 8,466 30 ,237 13. 754 273. 258 4. 900 273,258 35, 718 15.000 13 .970 
Smith Canter 48,330 52,357 100,687 25,337 747,109 3.200 747, 109 206,536 15.000 5.400 
Kensington 23,294 16, 187 39 ,481 15, 172 341,408 1. 770 341,408 84,626 15 .000 .040 
Minneapolis 71, 731 29,298 101,029 26,345 860,801 2.620 860,801 232,872 15 .000 1.450-
Bennington 54,301 8,113 62,414 18 ,014 558. 142 2. 650 558,142 81,992 15 .000 3.050 
Sharon Springs 45,037 9,886 54, 923 15, 152 466,97.2 4 •. 161 466,972 74,901 15.000 2.998' 
Weskan 16, 657 16,657 5,108 134,095 4.271 143,270 21,050 17. 753 4.124 
Waverly 45,733 9,367 55,100 19. 314 465,856 1.530 465,856 45 ,426 15 .000 12.800 
Burlington 33,086 38,840 71,926 10 ,002 548, 164 2 .410 548,164 112,605 15.000 7.870 
Leroy 37 ,026 14,399 51,425 14,344 431,621 .730 431,621 34,643 15 .000 10.840 
Arma 25,698 54,608 80,306 8,257 559 ,250 • 750 559,250 152,250 15.000 16. 800 
Cherokee 51,491 77,236 128, 727 29,586 1,007,269 4. 750 1,007,269 273,361 15 .000 26.400 
Girard 62,393 76,258 138,651 28,455 1,025,262 3.200 l,025,262 300, 932 15 .000 ll.510 
Frontenac 14,630 41,639 56,269 2,303 375,297 3.790 375,297 90,297 15 .000 30.070 
Pittsburg 129,807 221,022 350,829 6,374 1,982,683 4. 730 l, 982,683 297 ,007 15.000 12 .270 
Admire 61,861 12,670 74,531 35,370 662,634 .510 662,634 110,473 15 .000 4.250 
Hartford 74,095 12,061 86, 156 30,607 783,996 3.930. 783,996 l51,5ll 15.000 12 .000 
Emporia 169,438 254, 157 423,595 21, 129 2,533, 716 5.570 2,658,167 315,354 16.460 11.037 
Medicine Lodge 117, 109 13,012 130, 121 33,699 l,009,871 .458 l,042,930 60,390 16.127 7.617 
Kiowa 67 ,821 67,821 17 ,091 493,203 2.120 640,033 59,233 25.824 2.644-
Horan 48,115 13,570 61,685 17,285 541,182 5.410 541, 182 154, 782 15.000 9.160 
Iola 66,536 162,898 229,434 16,248 1,556,252 2. 770 1,556,252 442,156 15.000 14. 790 
Humboldt 54, 772 39,662 94,434 12,016 766,548 1.910 766,548 262, 733 15.000 5.680 
Wichita 2,147,934 5,258, 734 7,406,668 323,767 42,956,957 5.148 45,479,083 4,377,183 17 .400 22 .163 
Derby 232,574 413,464 646,038 37 ,869 4,835,976 4.756 4,835,976 1,420,676 .15 .ooo 14.496 
Haysville 152,342 295, 722 448,064 57,216 3,386,062 3.522 3,386,062 749,945 15 .000 30.919 
Valley Center 56,028 137,172 193,200 22,342 1,376,142 .000 1,376,142 417,295 15 .000 20.027 
Mulvane 46, 770 126,452 173,222 19 ,.569 l,250,744 1.790 1,250,744 404,930 15 .000 17 .660 
Clearweter 73,407 19,513 92,920 14,016 783,321 .000 783,321 276,821 15.000 4.940 
Goddard 56,026 99,601 155,627 35,822 1,226,020 4.935 l,226,020 379,871 15 .ooo 28.995 
Maize 34,937 77, 763 112, 700 18,555 857,121 .000 857,121 373,681 15.000 22.124 
Andale 150,558 47,544 198,102 29,988 l,681,435 4.020 1,681,435 506,458 15 .000 9.910 
Cheney 45,545 9,328 54,873 9,592 459 ,461 4. 810 467,899 66,096 15. 768 15.872 
Palco 71,537 71,537 16,497 473,507 2. 750 577' 188 66,830 22,246 .714 
Plainville 104, 706 104, 706 13,254 810,831 3,400 810,831 184, 103 15 .000 3.530 
Stockton 56,525 21,981 78,506 21,444 655. 724 .5. 860 65.5, 724 161,673 15.000 6.160 
Cawker City 60,457 47 ,501 107. 958 21,866 851,213 3.380 868,104 82,210 15. 782 s.248 
Beloit 78,481 32,055 110,536 22, 177 803. 681 1. 910 848,821 70,401 17 .663 1.897 
Oakley 68,974 17 ,243 86,217 28,068 746,856 5.710 746,856 176,348 15 .ooo 3.810 
Winona 42,545 42,545 16,028 306,287 3.850 353,814 49,607 20.585 2.825-
Esbon 22,590 22, 590 9,081 160,343 .500 217,107 12 ,597 27.563 6.193~ 

Burr Oak 26,283 9,234 35 ,517 12, 774 314,046 1.220 314,046 64, 103 15 .ooo 1.570 
Mankato 29, 776 26,405 56, 181 8,605 430,866 5.840 465,885. 56,964 18.254 17 .216 
Jewell 35,435 723 36,158 12,174 314,033 5. 560 341,946 55 ,688 18. 938 4.082 . 
Hor land 50,794 so, 794 15,468 369,260 3.720 394, 117 56,559 17 .446 5.454 
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Hill City 77,019 36,244 113,263 18,944 927,365 3.030 927,365 105,029 15.000 15.640 
Howard 68,149 25,205 93,354 31,044 728,337 2.570 734,581 70,0ll 15.334 3.646 
Elk City 27,581 8,709 36,290 12, 749 322,908 1. 790 322,908 75,766 15.000 8.660 
Cottonwood Falls 124,475 124,475 34,120 811,507 .410 876,521 51,945 17 .611 1.861-
Cedar Vale 29,855 29,855 5,213 214,342 3.030 214,343 28,299 15.000 2.540 
Sedan 42,247 31,870 74,117 27 ,301 627,294 2.500 627 ,294 166,595 15.000 8.360 
Pomona 55,069 39,877 94,946 23,593 793, 773 3. 790 793, 773 283,960 15.000 8.150 
Richmond 40,302 19,850 60, 152 26,151 535' 160 • 510 535,160 ll0,475 15.000 ll. 780 
Wellsville 42, 732 41,056 83,788 16,556 680,544 4.310 680,544 281,564 15.000 9.180 
Ottawa 106,399 197 ,598 303,997 14,532 1,918,033 4.500 1,918,033 498,883 15.000 8.070 
Grinnell 27, 746 16,295 44,041 19,045 385,445 2.632 385,445 lll,115 15.000 4.572 
Grainfield 39,336 16,066 55,402 18,421 487,250 2.000 487 ,250 81,ll2 15.000 10.300 
Quinter 41,478 10,369 51,847 15,5:.16 458 ;629 3. 040 458,629 122, 188 15.000 7 .500 
Oberlin 72,898 44,679 ll7 ,577 37,892 930,247 3.830 930,247 174,089 15.000 5.210 
Jenning• 30,098 30,098 17,302 287, 775 1. 880 287,775 41,524 15.000 9.570 
Bird City 36,393 36,393 11,330 300,381 4;450 321, 982 47,722 17.967 5.303 
St. Franch 55' 107 22,508 77,615 28,684 648,328 3.720 648,328 146,816 15.000 9.020 
Lincoln 68, 528 16,074 84,602 32,873 737,943 2.780 737,943 141,828 15.000 .500 
Sylvan Grove 33,969 33,969 13, 799 233,305 3.860 332,679 42,065 29.627 3.397-
Coldwater 98, 161 98, 161 23,010 636,321 2.970 739,308 93,513 20.245 1.245 
Utica 22,2ll 22,2ll 6,290 160,428 4.550 221,793 30,774 28.813 2.943-
Ransom 34,851 3,030 37 ,881 18,865 359,242 1.000 374,962 24,825 17 .070 7 .470 
Ness City 55, 743 8,329 64,072 16,080 52 7, 123 3. 300 612 ,651 65,963 21.670 1.740-
Bazine 37,630 37 ,630 6,823 2ll,530 1.000 238,138 18,865 18.535 6.115-
Salina 309 ,866 881,926 1,191, 792 35,062 7,507,432 5.670 7 ,507 ,432 2,456,150 15.000 11.560 
Gyp1um 67 ,266 67 ,266 22,945 625,916 4.970 625,916 119,876 15.000 8.360 
Brookvilla 28,309 6,214 34,523 15 ,049 316,252 3.894 316,252 42,252 15.000 17.780 
Hutchin1on 274, 783 641,160 915,943 5,447,481 4.596 5,447,481 800,679 15.000 16.374 
Nickerson 78,434 133,549 2ll,983 25,234 1,622,785 3.620 1,622, 785 395,285 15.000 18.640 
Langdon 92 ,527 92 ,527 35,214 744,224 2.690 832,627 89,427 19.777 2.633 
Pretty Prairie 71,606 14,666 86,272 25,058 771,429 .220 771,429 ll7,805 15.000 9.150 
Haven 78,650 5,919 84,569 20,087 760,592 5.020 760,592 146. 692 15. 000 11. 090 
Buhler 118, 782 89,607 208,389 38,814 1,699,519 2.410 1,699,519 439,581 15.000 10.810 
Brewster 35,629 35 ,629 ll, 761 248,688 3.070 265,096 34,500 17 .302 1.552-
Colby 88,432 56,538 144,970 10,101 1,036,439 2.400 1,036,439 107,335 15.000 7.970 
!WKford 30,415 620 31,035 13,912 259,636 2.300 313,499 28,919 23.854 .516 
Hsmdon 25,488 25 ,488 7,774 190,628 l.800 190, 628 55,128 15.000 12.950 
Atwood 58,296 22,670 80,966 26,949 685, 916 4. 970 718,225 92,151 16.995 9.045 
McDonald 31,981 31,981 13,623 253,626 4.320 263,898 40,198 16.605 9.965 
Wamego 52,460 64, ll7 116,577 20,221 843,638 2.470 843,638 146,716 15.000 18.340 
St, Mary'• 64,083 56,828 120,911 24,351 887,395 4.620 887. 395 184,956 15.000 10.480 
Onaga 40,987 22,069 63,056 21,647 546, 121 3.430 546, 121 54,671 15.000 15.780 
We1tmoreland 30,513 43,908 74,421 17 ,601 594,301 2.940 594,301 114,729 15.000 17.570 
Kirwin 24, 768 1,580 26,348 16,021 243,957 .970 264,424 17,396 18.880 .980-
Phillip•burg 77 ,239 53,674 130,913 24,012 989,220 4.880 989,220 309,810 lS.000 3.300 
1.oyan 49,526 49,526 17, 564 461,638 2.280 501,767 46,476 19.051 5.929 
El aworth 72,444 28,172 100,616 22, 156 814,478 3.230 814,478 146,810 15.000 3.310 
Holyrood 136, 179 136,179 22,594 841,417 1.600 951,501 88,886 19.041 2.381-
Alma 52,333 24,627 76,960 20,176 608,367 3.930 623, 952 70,849 16.010 5.530 
Eskridga 50,282 24,765 75,047 20,448 645,791 .670 645, 791 87,291 15.000 16.540 
Kingman 169, 712 12, 774 182,486 37,804 1,528,893 1.860 1,528,893 347,201 15.000 3.050-
CUnningham 63, 754 6,305 70,059 22,081 633,909 .000 633,909 43,026 15.000 2.920 
Concordia 110,348 ll4,852 225,200 27. 771 1,567,669 5.570 1,567 ,669 366,696 15.000 10.610 
Glasco 55,798 7,608 63,406 17. 376 551,164 .000 551, 164 96,227 15.000 3.120 
Circleville 33, 726 22,484 56,210 21,406 478,436 3.000 478,436 66,129 15.000 24,850 
Holton 41,195 87 ,539 128, 734 17' 508 882,286 3.500 882,286 237,418 15.000 20.630 
Mayetta 20,521 47 ,882 68,403 13,542 515,599 5.520 515,599 107 ,083 15. 000 28. 700 
Valley Fall• 25, 198 34, 797 59,995 13, 253 476,799 5.210 476,799 90,974 15.000 17.920 
Winchester 28,547 29,712 58,259 10,0ll 457,409 4.780 457 ,409 68,445 15.000 17.030 
Meriden 20,4ll 37 ,906 58,317 13, 150 459,157 5.830 459, 157 85,682 15.000 26.190 
Oskaloooa 19 ,995 32,623 52 ,618 10, 107 414,190 4.870 414, 190 109,325 15.000 6.470 
McLouth 24,819 32,899 57 ,518 12,875 458,370 .ooo 458,370 164,478 15.000 10.870 
Perry 51,464 51,464 102,928 20, 760 774,310 4.350 774,310 166,735 15.000 10.790 
Pleasanton 18,481 28,906 47 ,387 6,302 360,571 3.930 360,571 65,753 15.000 16.170 
Seaman 145,546 209,444 354,990 38,511 2, 734,310 5.820 2, 734,310 756,827 15.000 31.130 
Hound City 45,341 28,988 74,329 24,975 639,315 3.830 639 ,315 118,412 15.000 11.330 
Kinsley 59,927 16,902 76,829 19,649 621,539 l.030 621,539 58,680 15.000 3.570 
Baldwin 43,556 62,678 106,234 18,346 799 ,432 1.000 799,432 230,078 15 .000 12. 720 
Stafford 63,397 63,397 13,820 484,924 4.280 484,924 98,747 15.000 2.410 
St. John 82, 765 82,765 19,848 601,,823 2.000 601,823 78, 736 15.000 .540-
Hackaville 101,876 101,876 24,276 546,814 2.950 596,204 88 ,497 17. 424 3. 254-
Goodland ll7,955, 104,601 222,556 33, 740 1,636,106 5.235 1,636,106 320,281 15.000 17. 755 
Wellington 105,065 157,597 262,662 19,756 1,682,485 3.420 1,682 ,485 333,784 15.000 9.550 
Claflin 60,955 60,955 10,759 433,415 .000 433,415 43,886 15.000 .730-
Ellinwood 78,618 8, 735 87 ,353 13,972 730,348 2.440 730,348 109,827 15.000 2.080 
Conway Spring• 46,454 18,065 64,519 12,358 522,815 3.070 522,815 98,427 15.000 10.300 
Belle Plaine 32,566 39,802 72,368 7,755 555,874 4.230. 555 ,874 142,614 15.000 19.150 
0Kford 40,898 17 ,527 58,425 13,326 500,908 .590 500,908 142,629 15.000 7.950 

~!f~~!~1 35,900 9,543 45,443 15 ,483 405,459 .000 405,459 73,454 15.000 2.100 
45,626 15,208 60,834 15. 778 501,380 2.360 501,380 108,130 15.000 5.100 

Anthony 149,992 7,894 157 ,886 38,490 1,245,574 2.040 1,364,660 126,180 18.700 4.170 
LaCygne 63,974 28,741 92, 715 42,798 834, 758 2.000 834, 758 143.,258 15.000 6.810 
Holcomb 78,693 78 693 '17 ,408 539,060 3.050 539 ,060 184,85,7 15 .ooo .870-
Hary1ville 89, 129 52,345 14i,474 27,519 1,009, 715 1.880 1,009, 715· 214,815 15.000 .280 
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Gemett 105,946 54,578 160,524 33,944 1,217,403 1.150 1,217 ,403 270,610 15.000 .370-
Yat .. Center 73,ll5 27,042 100 157 30,961 850 589 3.509 850,589 272,700 15.000 3.804 
OHwetomie. 52,081 96,721 148:802 16,376 975:578 3.630 975,578 159,578 15.000 25.480 
Paola 98,257 83, 700 181,957 25,670 1,277,650 4.140 1,277,650 255,317 15.000 12.580 
ll\lrrton 51, 173 · 18,927 70,100 15,421 598,266 4.350 598,266 138,487 15.000 13.170 
Montezwna 34,435 347 34, 782 12, 775 325,705 3.llO 325,705 50,001 15.000 7.160 
Silver Lake 26,223 30,783 57,006 9,066 447,626 1.970 447,626 140,476 15.000 21.580 
Newton 140,679 313,124 453,803 10,470 2,766,367 5.llo 2, 766,367 525,065 15.000 16.200 
Sublette 99,606 99,606 16,928 646,923 1.930 646,923 99 723 15.000 2.320-
Towanda 84,205' 53,835 138,040 27,432 l, 144, 709 3.750 1,144,709 321:5ll 15.000 6.190 
Sterling 40, 728 29,492 70,220 13,634 523,783 1.460 6ll, 721 41,021 21.260 2.080 
Effingham 66,246 63,648 129,894 46,576 1,092,692 5.860 1,092,692 362,692 15.000 18.460 
Riley 37,136 25,806 62,942 15, 763 526,039 5.940 526,039 ll4, 734 15.000 12.370 
Cley Center 127,324 108,461 235, 785 51,832 1,678, 105 4.840 1,678, 105 305,812 15.000 8.370 
Centralie 62,651. 26,850 89,501 30,354 738,943 2.890 750,557 71,955 15.648 ll.602 
Speerville 33.351 21,322 54,673 8,156 448,024 1.650 448,024 88,918 15.000 9.410 
Pratt ll0,108 93, 795 203,903 18,678 1,371,781 2.427 1,371,781 168,389 15.000 .918 
Manhattan 233,813 381,484 615,297 40,318 3,719,760 5.710 3, 719, 760 496,522 15.000 16.960 
Rendclph 39,317 39,317 22,954 361,151 2.000 361,151 68,660 15.000 . 7. 750 
Andover 26,656 84,410 lll,066 13,033 810,072 3.170 810,072 221,715 15.000 24.340 
Madison 40,606 5,537 46,143 14,818 376,483 4.240 437,413 55,263 21,600 .480 
Buffelo 39,525 15,370 54,895 18,368 482,457 1.040 482,457 136,185 15.000 .470 
Ellie 58, 792 8,785 67 ,577 13,536 590,669 6.080 590,669 175,739 15.000 8.790 
Eureka 97,535 34,269 131,804 31,0ll 1,023,773 5.330 1,023,773 2ll,450 15.000 6.970 
Hemilton 33,037 33,037 7,656 240,606 .500 240,606 29, 746 15.000 5.190 
Natoma 33,300 33,300 8,829 243,096 2.970 271,593 32, 713 19.278 4.772 
OSbome 57,568 38,378 95,946 25,814 776,930 1.200 776,930 146,148 15.000 5.300 
Solomon 39,612 25,325 64,937 16,176 543,558 1.020 543,558 138, 733 15.000 5.030 
RoH Hill 20,961 53,899 74,860. 14,220 572, 738 3.070 572, 738 184,464 15.000 32.100 
LaCroHe 76, 752 15,720 92,472 33,064 775,319 3.460 782,367 90,367 15.381 .769 
Douglaos 27 ,733 35,296 63,029 ll,382 492,435 3.240 492,435 129,400 15.000 6,740 
Loa t Spring a 54,420 3,473 '7,893 28,534 550,379 .710 550,379 130,379 15.000 1.230 
Peabody 51,831 21,170 73,001 16,687 587;198 2.780 589,051 56,868 15.120 4.970 
Paradiae 24,986 24,986 8,481 166,275 2.150 229,096 21,653 27 .571 6.081-
Linclaborg 85,358 31,570 116,928 33,178 891,950 5.850 1,017, 107 148,307 20.424 7.426 
Chaae 62,508 62,508 14,381 404,433 .ooo 446,778 21,275 18.387 . 6.787-
Augusta 76,604 142,264 218,868 17,849 1,349,494 3.386 1,349,494 358,974 15.000 8.340 
Bil on 57,560 57,560 30, 771 519,507 3.930 6ll,325 74,352 22.975 .525-
Riverton 51,347 26,451 77, 798 16,ll6 656, 7ll 4.070 656, 7ll 202,343 15 .OllO 12. 290 
Lyona 67,S34 82,541 150,075. 1;841 l,029,:i9,6 2.420 1,029,396 163,264 15.000 8.840 
Wathena 17, 761 43,483 61,244 10,241 409,027 5.900 409,027 115,027 15.000 24;490 
Ruuell 228,814 28,280 257 ,094 43, 991 1,952 ,203 2.240 2,227,509 208;579 20.350 4.940 
Marion 57 ,56·7 45,231 102, 798 ll,199 773,864 2.250 773,864 213;688 15.000 4 .. 090 
Atchbon 88,346 187. 735 276,081 9,776 1,675,847 5.810 1,675,847 383,966 15 .000 14.370 
Hillsboro 57 ,004 57,004 ll4,008 . 28,214 887,566 3.270 887 ,566 205,670 15.000 8.300 
Goeaael 22,687 24,577 47 ,264 15,312 389,970 4.820 389,970 94,869 15.000 4.030 
Hoxie 67,641 30,389 98,030 38,454 869,069 3.490 869,069 228,619 15.000 11.800 
Chanute 96,377 195,674 292,051 15,983 1,869,066 . .l.640 1,869,066 513,423 15 .000 13.170 
f!••atha, 97,160 59,549 156, 709 38,899 1,140,222 5.000. 1~140,222 190, 722 15.000 10.570 

uiaburg 68,658 22.886 91,544 25,574 752,859 2.430, ·752,859 235,693 15.000 5.500 
Council Grove 84,831 54,23'6 139,067 38,835 1,108,242 5.760 l, 108,242 170,682 15.000 17 .960 
LPheraon 138,416 162,488 300,904 14,323 1,935,682 4.160 1,998, 768 210,352 16. 048 10 .492 

; ton 42,023 24,680 66, 703 12,894 550,209 .310 550,209 101,891 15 .000 7.680 
.'oaaga city 33,914 53,044 86,958 7,655 602,940 3.220 602,940 153,851 15.000 9.620 
Lyndon . 22,903 31,627 54,530 9,384 411,926 3.580 411,926 173,801 15.000 2.450 

.!lreenaburg 74,688 74,688 10,993 586,639 2.390 637,343 66,051 18.394 3.704-
· Moundrift• 49,322 30,229 79,551 21,233 675,967 5.880 675,967 ll3,201 15.000 7.580 
1t,11lbivi le 60,469 60,469 5,634 274, 785 4.200 371,147 68,466 22.967 6.157-
ijl:ghland 19,939 27,534 47,473 12,608 375,417 5.900 375,417 61,017 15.000 17.480 
court lend 40,122 18,025 58, 147 15,631 461,207 2.970 497,025 47,501 18.070 9.420 
·ilellevUle 64,481 61,952 126,433 27,449 9ll,592 5.630 947,983 ll7, 753 16.400 7.240 

. Gnat Bend 239,828 21!1,537 521,365 24,009 3,416,276 2.250 3,416,276 627,252 15.000 6.460 
Troy 18,625 45,599 64 224 15,394 486,984 5.900 . 486,984 ll2 ,490 15.000 19. 740 
Horton 33,835 44,851 78:686 16,19.3 589,940 5.390 589,940 94 450 15.000 14.100 
Hoiaington 94,990 40,710 135,700 20,332 1,031,572 .230 1,031,572 164:476 15.000 1.980 
Victoria 47,924 17. 725 65,649 8,0ll 552, 736 .500 552,736 165,450 15.000 1.350-
Denton 30,700 7,67S 38,375 14,971 344,398 3.890 344,398 59,398. 15.000 13.920 
OVerbrock 47 ,545 77,573 125,ll8 25,5ll 927, 710 1.630 927, 710 307,410 15.000 7.430 
Abilene 74,980 133,297 208,277 9 291 1,353,576 5.350 1,353,576 272,826 15.000 10.620 

~=:~um 45,823 58 320 104,143 15:625 779,356 4.810 779,3;6 199,405 15.000 13.540 
66,071 346:872 412,943 52,639 2,997,455 5.840 2,997,455 799, 741 15 .000 27. 320 

Sawyer 68,519 68,519 24,421 472,024 1.902 472,024 92,024 15,000 1.289 
a11~lek 21.189 .. " ·-~HI~ S7.l67 4,8311 ·m:m "·m 426,4U. .83 .• 6R .. i!i.000 2Q.690 
Halat .. d 59,579 93,092 13,256 3.880 .. 675, 745 . 122,546 15.000 12.090 
Sabetha 72,263 75,212 147,475 35,833 1,093,244 .900 1,093,244 170,983 15.000 5,620 
Seneca ·-23r:::i 32,7ll 69 598 14 617 527,007 1.497 567,102 . . 38,048 17 .880 21.632 
Dod&e City. '278',806 . 48"0:100 .. 20:947 '3~104,98·2 4.'530' 3,104,9112 643,1140 B.000 !1.~oo 
Little River 61,439 1,253 .62,692 19,098 541,391 1.190' . 639,152 . 45,058. 22. 796 3.814 
Coffeyville 118,072 336,051 454,123 26,892 2,837,260 5.430 . 2,837,260 795, 710 15.000 15',940 
~dependence 108, 780 193,386 302,166 14;350 1,934, 709 1.860 1,934, 709 426,109 15,000 9.490 

er.ryvale 24,657 57,533 82,190 4 914 571,974 5,080 :571,974 111,943' 15.000 16.190 

t=n 
43,126 23,221 66,347 21:891 574,038 2.030 574,038 144,775 15.000 10.340 
30,170 39,992 70,162 19, 749 566,091 ,635 566,091 ·191,091 i5;000 21.158 

'l!ecumaeh 159,263 50,293 209,556 50,063 1,814,628 3.900 1,814';628· 224,872, 15.000 17.740 
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TABLE XVI (Continued) 

District N-

Baileyville 19 ,385 30,320 49, 705 16,029 404,792 3.020 404, 792 85,291 15.000 12.450 
Johnaon ll7 ,441 ll7 ,441 20,077 800, 727 2.340 800, 727 157 ,077 15.000 2.170-
Leavenworth 135,141 479,136 614,277 925 3,669,622 5.848 3,669,622 521, 982 15. 000 31. 399 
Burlingame 18,081 30, 786 48,867 6,431 361,204 3.000 361,204 95,907 15 .000 15 .970 
Cuba 31, 140 31, 140 14,608 235,857 .950 327 ,545 21,513 29. 721 3 .271-
Melvern 26, 147 22,273 48,420 ll,019 395,357 3.650 395,357 55,407 15.000 21.590 
Garden City 263,919 263 ,919 527 ,838 44. 741 3,855,491 2.410 3,855,491 1,333,278 15 .000 4.580 
Basehor 36, 175 73,446 109,621 22,454 848,346 5.294 848,346 242, 730 15.000 29.922 
Bucklin 66,235 66,235 16, 783 459,103 l.000 501, 724 37, 138 18.218 1.313 
Hesoton 39,683 41,302 80,985 7,400 631,926 3.670 631,926 147,071 15.000 10.100 
Neodeshe 55,637 47,394 103,031 8,946 698, 122 2.000 698, 122 175,661 15 .000 l.668 
Burden 45,589 45,589 22,686 388,590 3.940 388,590 98,334 15.000 1.620 
Udall 30,603 13, 749 44,352 10,279 368,766 5.220 368,766 85,534 15 .000 15. 300 

~j'.~~~~~ie 46,062 81,888 127,950 28,558 925,385 5.401 925,385 325,485 15.000 27.055 
124,012 178,456 302,468 26,142 1,954,533 l.280 l, 954,533 377,487 15.000 10.090 

Scott City 152,210 28,992 181,202 37, 125 1,492 ,461 2.310 1,492,461 416,022 15.000 1.990 
Leoti 102,989 10, 185 ll3, 174 38,495 1,039. 748 2.480 1,039. 748 307, 177 15.000 2.350-
Healy 17,990 17,990 4,922 124,384 2.810 167 ,634 18,092 27 .020 2.940-
Lensing 42,535 75,617 ll8,152 10 ,277 889,273 4.236 889 ,273 300,647 15.000 34.838 
Arkenoas City 149,684 277,984 427,668 31,271 2, 789,540 3.570 2, 789,540 526,271 15.000 10.570 
Dexter 34,520 34,520 ll,095 251,977 1.440 251,977 83;775 15.000 4.320 
Chapman ll4,667 70,279 184,946 57,604 1,574, 779 5.870 1,574, 779 273,895 15.000 11.040 
Haviland 38,966 38,966 6,614 225,548 l.230 242. 796 21, 146 17 .213 3. 743-
Junction City 129,109 588,163 717 ,272 44,891 5,190,030 4.290 5, 190,030 934,525 15.000 6.500 
Copeland 39,594 39 ,594 7,452 221,356 .420 221,356 21,021 15.000 3 .200-
Ingalla 32,626 32, 626 14,391 297,928 2.960 297. 928 63, 169 15 .000 5.350 
Kendall 28,890 28,890 7,875 150,359 .250 178 ,441 9,941 19.859 3. 989-
Kincaid 34,875 9,270 44, 145 16,945 373,774 l.470 403,657 29 ,474 18.380 10.660 
Liberal 178,352 246,295 424,647 8,436 2,799,587 5.220 2,799,587 596,464 15.000 8.590 
Hope 46,315 18,917 65,232 21,972 573,589 5.580 579,374 79,277 15.476 16.794 
Dighton 63,304 7,033 70,337 16,534 630,932 2.460 630,932 97, 110 15 .000 4.660 
Kiamet 122,539 122,539 31,970 847,176 .410 847,176 207,570 15.000 5.990-
Fredonia 79,202 59. 748 138,950 25,720 1,021,133 l.246 1,021, 133 237,627 15.000 2.037 
Edson 19,150 19,150 6,274 110,880 4.932 146,505 25,866 24. 301 5. 757 
Elwood 5,972 33,841 39,813 280,287 5.910 280,287 71,887 15.000 34.150 
Herington 34, 153 58, 152 92 ,305 2,934 624,976 5.440 624,976 136,257 15.000 10.910 
Axtell 42. 749 23,018 65,767 15, 728 557,634 5.050 557,634 86,634 15.000 16.520 
Hays 214,837 206,412 421,249 27, 195 2,923, 177 3.810 2,923,177 763,969 15.000 11.010 
El Dorado 127,986 208,819 336,805 20,853 2, 103,665 1.890 2, 103,665 244,681 15 .000 12. 584 
Eudora 24,424 56,989 81,413 8,377 518,913 4.570 518,913 130,413 15.000 21.410 
Rosalia 58,976 58,976 18,979 395,879 1.520 "395,879 65;024 15.000 3. 860 
Colwnbua 103,579 78,138 181, 717 40,259 1,329,235 1.660 1,329,235 288,530 15.000 7.490 
Syracuse 64,035 14,056 78,091 19,121 686,517 3.91.0 718, 161 84,276 17.026 6. 774 
Larned 127 ,306 59,908 187 ,214 36,848 1,356,872 2. 770 1,461,428 140,123 17. 792 1.058 
Rozel 46,527 46,527 13,444 343,371 .000 379 ,407 18,067 18. 872 2.782-
Lawrence 391,450 498,209 889,659 43,584 5,344,454 l.860 5,355,371 400,636 15 .061 11.129 
Waterville 38,946 23,870 62,816 16,309 513,738 2.960 513,738 124,687 15.000 .400 
Galena 17;055 96,645 ll3, 700 1,248 789 ,611 4.940 789,611 330,433 15 .000 30.490 
Kansas City l,128,908 2,634,ll8 3,763,026 78, 169 21,903,224 5.858 21,903,224 3,641,152 15. 000 41. 097 
Topeka 769,302 1,978,205 2,747,507 15,226,995 5.690 15,782,174 1,626,998 16.000 26.680 
Lewia 46,906 46,906 10,504 319 ,848 .520 319,848 101, 241 15 .000 1. 650-
Parson• 95,953 213,572 309,525 4,630 1,825,478 2.999 1,825,478 474,398 15 .000 9.217 
Oswego 38,346 28, 927 67 ,273 2,072 501,551 2.120 501,551 131,344 15.000 3 .861-
Chetopa 15, 710 33,383 49,093 2,366 344,270 2.100 344. 270 133. 970 15.000 2.545 
Altamont 86,345 ll9,238 205,583 60,623 1,575,388 3.132 1,575,388 359,199 15.000 12.491 
Satanta 125,851 125,851 15,331 714,235 3.540 714,235 214,235 15 .000 2.980-
Baxter Springs 26,620 89,119 ll5. 739 2,976 694,180 .000 694, 180 158. 467. 15.000 15.960 
South Haven 37, 164 37, 164 10,757 288 ,563 1.590 288,563 48, 716 15.000 5.650 
Powhattan 19 ,600 2,928 22,528 6,633 203,543 3.990 208,066 25,547 16.153 7 .457 
Attica 27 ,648 27 ,648 5,200 208. 759 .000 227,617 10,838 18.410 5.820-
Shawnee Miu ion 1,587 ,295 3,373,001 4.,960,296 100,093 26,548,174 2.970 31,590,968 2,447,184 20.830 44.560 

Totals 26,8l0,570 31,843,4ll 58,673,981 6, 146,040 393,033,033 404. 841, 116 

indicates increase in mill levy from 1969=70. 
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(3) Additional revenue at the state level necessary to 

make the program operational will require $142,441,063 from 

new sources. 

(4) Transportation is not a part of the ftnanGe plan 

but will continue independently with the present funding 

procedure. 

(5) Incentive grants may be approved by the State Board 

of Education for the following reasons: special education, 

vocational education, summer school, enrichment programs, 

improvement of salary schedules, capital outlay, and decrease 

in state aid from the preceding year. Capital outlay proj

ects will be approved on a yearly basis only. This includes 

building additions, equipment, maintenance, repair of build

ings, and purchase of lands. 

(6) $10,034,068 is provided for categorical .aid •. This 

is not reflected in Tables XV and XVI. Vocational education, 

textbook rental, and driver education qualify for categorical 

aid. 

(7) General operation levies for school districts will 

be placed under a tax lid of ten mills. An additional five 

mills may be levied for incentive aid if the project is ap

proved by the State Board of Education. All districts with 

a budget less than their 1969-70 budget may exceed the 15 

mills and receive additional incentive aid in order to in~ 

crease the budget capacity to 105% of the 1969-70 budget. 

For expenditures above the set limitations, approval must 

come from the majority of the voters. The patrons of each 
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district may have the option to vote for non-property taxes 

in lieu of the property tax. 

The Foundation Program 

Table XV shows the results of the foundation formula 

when applied to all unified districts of Kansas. Column 1 

lists the enrollment as of September 15 during the 1969-70 

school year. Column 2 gives the taxable income per pupil in 

each unified district. Column 3 shows the wealth of each 

district in terms of assessed valuation per pupil. Column 4 

gives the amount of state aid each district received. Column 

5 reflects the percentage of the 1969-70 budgets as funded by 

state aid. Column 6 reveals the allocation for each district 

by the distribution formula. Column 7 gives the percentage 

of the proposed budget being allocated by state aid. Column 

8 lists the 1969-70 operating budget. Column 9 gives the 

proposed budget for each district resulting from the ten mill 

local levy, the ten mill county foundation levy, and alloca

tion from the foundation program. Column 10 lists the gen.-

eral operating levy in terms of mills for the 1969-70 school 

year. Column 11 gives the mill levy reduction for each dis

trict as a result of the foundation program. 

An application of the foundation program will provide 

$221,200,539 in state aid, which constitutes 67.3% of all 

budgets. Budget capacity will total $328,266,817 without 

incentive or categorical aid. This provides a guarantee of 

$656 per pupil. State aid totaled $119,176,041 in 1969-70 
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representing 35% of all budgets. Fourteen districts will 

receive less state aid than that received in 1969-70. Table 

XVII lists the districts relating their present mill levy and 

the amount of the decrease. The total decrease amounts to 

$196,277. 

Incentive Program 

Table XVI shows the application of the foundation pro

gram supplemented by the incentive aid formula. Column 1 in 

Table XVI lists the local incentive aid contribution. Col-

umn 2 shows the amount of the supplementary state incentive 

aid. .The total sources of incentive are combined in Column ,,, ' 

3. Column 4 shows 100% funding of the present transportation 

program. Column 5 reveals the computation of the possible 

budget for each unified district. The sum of vocational and 

capital outlay levies are listed for each district in Column 

6. Column 7 is the computation of maximum budgets. This 

represents 105% of the combined vocational and capital outlay 

and general operating funds of 1969-70. It applies only to 

the 42 districts who have a smaller proposed budget than that 

of 1969-70. Column 8 lists the mill levy for each district 

if each participates with maximum local effort. Column 9 

shows the increase of total expenditures over the 1969-70 

budgets for each district. Column 10 reveals the increase or 

decrease in the levy. The final adjustment in the general 

levy considers maximum local effort. 
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TABLE XVII 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO RECEIVE LESS STATE AID 

Decrease Adjusted Present 
School Enrollment in Assessed Mill Valuation State Aid Per Pupil Levy 

Hugoton 997 $ 34,000 $ 44,119 5.99 
Lakin 582 6,500 47,084 ~' ·6.67 
Ashland 438 24,000 45,458 12.69 
Bagine 162 14,800 46,458 11.42 
Brewster 205 1,500 34,677 12.68 
Hollywood 766 32,500 35,556 15.06 
-~ksville 375 60,500 . 54,262 11.22 
Chase 358 15,500 34,873 11.60 
Copeland 177 26,300 ·44, 740 11.38 
Kendall 92 15,400 62,807 15. 62 
Edson 83 4,200 46,147 25.16 
Rosalia 280 6,300 42,126 17.34 
Satanta 509 11,300 49,403 8.48 
Rolla 215 3 2300 63,051 7.55 

Total 5,239 $ 196,277 

Source: Statistics Department, Kansas State 
Department of Education 
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Table XVI shows the effects of the incentive program on 

each district when it supplements the foundation program. 

If the maximum effort of five mills is applied by all 

districts, the local incentive effort will total $26,765,430. 

Supplementary incentive aid from the state in the form of 

percentage matching grants will amount to $31,854,746. In 

order for the 42 districts to increase their budget to 105% 

of their 1969-70 budgets, it will require $5,964,886 of sup

plementary local effort to be matched by $5,789,781 in sup

plementary state incentive aid. These 42 districts are 

identified by an asterisk in Table XV. 

Categorical Aid 

The estimated cost of $10,000,000 for categorical aid.· 

is not reflected in the total possible budget in Column 10 of 

Table XVI. As most of this phase of the plan is allocated in 

flat grants anµ earmarked for special purposes, there will be 

no significant impact on budget power and levies. Approxi

mately one-half of the grants will be allocated for textbook 

rental and a large portion will be designated for tuition to 

vocational schools. Flat grants for the purpose of .. 

driver education will continue to be allocated as they are in 

the present program. Districts will not receive incentive 

and categorical aid for the same project. The total expendi

tures from categorical aid is based on present grants plus 

textbook rental provided that all districts give maximum 

participation in categorical and incentive aid programs. 
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If all districts give maximum participation in categorical 

and incentive aid programs, then the state will provide 64.7% 

of the total expenditures. The average expenditure per pupil 

will be $830. The finance plan will provide $415,207,627 in 

expenditures, compared to $366,974,282 in 1969-70. 

The increase in expenditures of $48,233,395 over a two

year period represents a 6.5% average increase compared to a 

9% increase in expenditures at the national level for one 

year. 

Procedure for Implementing the Program 

Upon completion of a project with the magnitude, such as 

this finance plan, it is necessary to recognize that the most 

difficult task is yet to be accomplished in fulfillment of 

all objectives. 

The ultimate goal is for the plan to be adopted by the 

Kansas State Legislature. There are, however, significant 

steps that will need to be taken before the matter is brought 

to the attention of the Legislature. The following procedure 

indicates the proper order for the implementation of the 

finance plan. 

(1) Recognition of obstacles: 

a. Apathy 

b. Understanding of definitions 

c. Acceptance of change 

d. Political process 

(2) Development of principles and criteria for standards 
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(3) Accumulation of data 

(4) Use of decision models 

(5) Development of hypothetical model 

(6) Operationalization of model 

( 7) Evaluation of results 

(8) Documentation 

(9) Presentation 

(10) Endorsement by power groups 

(11) Endorsement by news media 

(12) Presentation to legislative and gubernatorial can-
di dates 

(13) Presentation to Joint Legislative Committee of Edu
cational Finance 

(14) Solicitation of support in lobby by power groups 

(15) Adoption by committee 

(16) Adoption by Senate and House 

(17) Signature of Governor 

Summary 

An application of the distribution program reveals what 

effects school size, wealth and effort have on each school 

district in Kansas. The application requires a number of 

items of information. The list of items for each district 

includes enrollment, assessed valuation per pupil, taxable 

income per pupil, 1969-70 budget, percentage state aid, 

transportation allocation, mill levies, expenditure for cap

ital outlay and vocational education, criteria of quality 

and ~upil-teacher ratio, 
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The application further reveals the new budget and new 

mill levy in comparison to 1969-70 data. Computation is made 

on the basis of maximum participation for local effort. The 

total proposed budgets permit each district to increase their 

1969-70 budget by at least five percent. This restraint, 

however, applies only to 42 wealthy districts whose possible 

budget is less than the 1969-70 budgets. It is necessary for 

these districts to exceed the fifteen mill limitation in 

order to increase their budget. 

Additional increases must be approved by the voters of 

the district. The remaining districts will have increased 

budgets greater than five percent and will maintain a levy 

of fifteen or less mills. 

An application of the foundation program will provide 

67.3% state support and guarantee expenditures of $656 per 

pupil. An application of the incentive program and categor

ical aids with the foundation program provides a total guar

anteed expenditure of $830 per pupil and 64.7% state support. 

Application of .the finance p l•a;n will require a $48,2J3;295 

increase of the 1969-70 budgets, which represents a 6.5% per 

year increase compared to a national average of 9% during the 

past two years. The most significant element of the plan is 

the $97,000,000 property tax relief, which supplemented by 

new costs will require $142,441,063 from new sources. 

At least one-half of the $10 million in categorical aid 

will be ear-marked for textbook rental. The balance will be 

distributed for vocational education, and also: for 
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driver education. The procedure for implementing a school 

finance plan consists of a series of seventeen important 

steps in order form. The most difficult and important step 

is the adoption of the plan by the Legislature. 



CHAPTER VI 

EVALUATION OF THE FINANCE PLAN 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The fact that a considerable amount of money is spent 

on public education is important, but the crucial question 

in public education is the worth of the educational product 

that will be purchased with these dollars. 

The evaluation of the finance plan is based on the 

twelve principles that were presented in the first chapter 

as guides to the solution of the problems related to the 

fiscal needs, abilities, and effort of the public schools. 

These principles provide an excellent basis for the examina

tion of the effectiveness of a total financial program sup

ported from local and state sources but exclusive of federal 

aid. 

The evaluation is supplemented by Tables XVII~-, .through 

XXII which give a comprehensive report on goal accomplish

ments of the proposed finance plan. 

Evaluation 

All of the principles are utilized in the evaluation 

even though some of them do not directly apply to the founda

tion program since it is limited to the distribution of state 

and county funds. 
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TABLE XVIII 

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH ENROLLMENTS LESS THAN T)O 

State Mill Assessed Proposed Local State Final Cost 
School Enrollment Aid Levy 'VA'tuit:bm State Incentive Incen- · Mill Per 

69-70 69-70 ·Property Aid ···Aid ti ve Aid Levy Pupil 
' .. _, 

Moscow 140 $13,873 5.56 $106,000 $60,564 $69,998 0 15.00 $2,118 

Weskan 114 28,475 17.61 29,224 46,120 16,657 0 17.75 1,255 

Utica 137 24,238 21.32 32,427 43,596 22,211 0 28.82 1,618 

Paradise 143 26, 710 19.34 34,946 33,563 24,986 0 27.57 1,603 

Healy 112 26,240 .21. 27 32.,.12.6 . 29,915 17,990 0 27 .02 1,492 

Kendall 92 16,723 5.62 62 ,807 1,320 28,890 0 19.86 1,940 
----·· 

Edson 83 13,551 25.126 46,147 9 ,370 19,150 0 24.30 I, 765 
-- •• --·· ·---. -.-.- > ~-,- • 

\;·" 

Source: Statistics Department, Kansas State Department of Education 

ii 

........ 
l.O 
0 
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TABLE XIX 

COMPARISON OF PRESENT AND NEW FINANCE PLANS' 
DISTRIBUT!ON PER PUPIL 

Less Than $100 

$100-$200 

$200-$300 

$300-$400 

$400-$500 

$500-$600 

$600-$700 

$700-$800 

$800-$900 

Number 0 f 
Present 
Finance 

Plan 

8 

58 

231 

13 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New 
Foundation 

Program 

8 

12 

30 

47 

136 

72 

5 

0 

0 

Over $1000 0 0 

Source: Statistics Department, Kansas 
Department of Education 

D i s t r i c t s 
Foundation Program 

Supplemented by 
Incentive Program 

8 

12 

29 

28 

95 

98 

35 

5 

0 

0 

State 
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TABLE xx:·f 

DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL LEVIES (MAXIMUM LOCAL EFFORT) 

Levy New Plan ,, Present Plan 

15 mills or less 
15-18 mills 
18-20 mills 
20-22 mills 
22-25 mills 
25-30 mills 
30-35 mills 
3.5-40 mills 
5.0-7 5 mills 
Over 75 mills 

Number of· Schools ~umber of Schools 

223 
32 
30 
11 

7 
7 
0 
0 
0 
0 

51 
50 
38 
39 
38 
39 
12 
16 
24 

3 

Source: Statistics, Kansas State Department of 
Education 

TABLE .XXI:i 

COMPARISON OF STATE AID PERCENTAGE IN PRESENT 
AND NEW FINANCE PLANS 

Less than 30% 
30-40% 
40-50% 
50-60% 
60-75% 
Over 75% 

Number of Schools Number of Schools 
· New Finance Plan Present Plan 

33 
20 
20 
68 

109 
60 

87 
124 

92 
6 
0 
0 

Source: Statistics, Kansas State Department of 
Education 



TABLE }QCII 

COMPARISON.OF.FINANCE PLANS IN DISTRICTS OF FIVE COUNTIES 

Taxable Adjusted 1969-70 1969- Deviation Deviation N~w Finance Deviation Deviation 
District Income Assessed State Aid 1970 from Co. Average Plan FinalState Aid Average 

Per Valuation Per Mill Average County *State Aid Mill Per County 
Pupil Per Pupil Pupil Levy State Aid Mill Levy Per Pupil Levy Pupil Mill Levy 

Wichita $5969 6,766 243 34.4 + 2.90 + 8.00 $497 17.4 + 2.1 - 27 
Per by 1778 9,304 215 24.7 - 6.69 -11. 80 642 15.0 - .3 +118 
fiaysville 1779 7,873 233 42.4 + 1.06 +15.39 649 15.0 - .3 +125 
Valley Center 2987 6, 717 240 35.0 +11.49 + 6.04 631 15.0 - 43 +107 
Mulvane 3051 6,155 243 30.9 + 2.64 + 2.57 644 15.0 - .3 +120 
Clearwater 2926 17 '971 199 19.9 -31.07 -12.02 476 15.0 - .3 - 48 
Goddard 2294 8,212 212 39.0 -17.15 + 9.53 642 15.0 - .3 +ll8 
Maize 1293 7,131 221 37.1 - 3.74 + 5.25 660 15.0 - •. 3 +136 
Andale 1774 17,457 244 20.9 - 9.11 -12.47 504 15.0 - .3 - 20 
Cheney 3774 18,919 263 26.8 23;60 -10.29 443 15. 77 + .47 - 81 
ft. Leavenworth 1324 190 197 24.7 -46.72 -12.42 744 15.0 0 + 73 
Easton ·2370 9,892 239 35.5 - 5.29 - 1.59 618 15.0 0 - 53 
Leavenworth 4786 5,003 260 40.55 15.98 + 3.44 553 15.0 0 -118 
Basehor 2418 7,569 273 39.62 +29.14 + 2.51 653 15.0 0 - 18 
Tonganoxie 3030 8,357 221 36.65 -23.20 - .46 580 15.0 0 - 91 
Lansing 2780 8,324 231 45.60 -13.44 + 8.49 642 15.0 0 - 29 
Osawatomie 4315 8,107 193 36.85 - 5.79 +10. 73 532 15.0 0 + 49 
Paola 4734 12,287 209 23.44 + 9.64 - 2.68 460 15.0 0 - 23 
Louisburg 3389 17,155 189 18.07 -10.15 - 8.05 450 15.0 0 - 33 
Leon 2445 21,141 270 15.83 +33.03 - 7.85 448 15.0 0 - 73 
Remington 2753 20,313 269 18.17 +31.81 = 5.51 461 15.0 0 - 60 
Towanda 2367 13,976 258 17.44 +20.87 - 6.24 556 15.0 0 + 35 
Andover 20.9 5,600 247 36.17 + 9.76 +12.49 684 15.0 0 +163 

J--' 
\.0 

Aincludes incentive aid. LA,) 



TABLE XXII" tcontinued) 

Taxable Adjusted 1969-70 1969- Deviation Deviation Foundation Deviation Deviation 

District Income Assessed State Aid 1970 from Co. 
Per Valuation Per Mill Average 

Average Plan Final State Aid Average 
County *state Aid Mill Per County 

·· :Pupil Per Pupil Pupil Levy State Aid Mill Levy Per Pupil Levy Pupil Mill Levy 

Rose Hill 1906 $ 6,376 217 44.03 -19. 67 +20.35 670 15.0 0 +149 
Douglas 3028 10,169 241 18.50 + 4.13 - 5.18 608 15.0 0 + 87 
Augusta 5795 8,102 234 19.95 - 2.83 - 3.73 492 15.0 0 - 29 
El Dorado 5272 8,680 259 25.69 +21. 93 + 2.01 482 15.0 0 - 39 
Rosalia 2013 42,126 253 17.34 +16.14 - 6.34 230 15.0 0 -291 
Walthena 4079 6,729 279 33.59 - 6.99 + 2.13 569 15.0 0 + 39 
Highland 2897 9,656 276 26.58 - 9.92 - 4.88 609 15.0 0 + 1 
Troy 3139 6,652 291 28.84 + 4.96 - 2.62 650 15.0 0 + 42 
Denton 3268 18,357 268 25.03 -17.60 - 6.43 484 15.0 0 -124 
Elwood 1672 3,409 314 43.24 +28.36 +11. 78 714 15.0 0 +106 

State 
Average 3608 ll,394 

-
*Includes incentive aid. 

Source: Statistics, Kansas State Department of Education 

1-'
\.0 
~· 
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The first principle indicates that the financial sup

port of public education should be shared by all citizens at 

all levels of government. The finance plan provides the es

sential support of education from both local and state 

sources. The amount of state support is not only signifi

cantly increased but is distributed on an equalization basis. 

The county-wide property tax plus the ten mill local levy 

introduces equalization at the local levy. This equalization 

of financial support must be present if citizens throughout 

the state are to be able to provide equal educational oppor

tunity with the same amount of effort. As federal aid is 

not included in the finance plan, this principle is only par

tially satisfied. 

The second principle recommends greater responsibility 

on the part of the state for support of public education. 

It specifically cites a minimum of fifty percent state sup

port for the operation of a fiscal school year with excep

tions in the wealthy districts. Table XXI shows that 237 of 

the 310 districts would receive fifty percent or more of the 

guaranteed expenditures from state sources. 

The third principle involves a concept that the local 

school district's ability to pay should be measured in terms 

relative to both the adjusted as~essed valuation per pupil 

and taxable income per pupil within each district. The im

plementation of the taxable income element supplemented by 

the Strayer-Haig concept, which requires a ten mill local 
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effort on the part of each district for maximum budget power, 

satisfies this principle. 

The fourth principle emphasizes the objective of con

tinued local controls for boards of education in order to 

maintain a high interest level required for quality educa

tion. A strong point for the pupil unit and the incentive 

program is that it leaves the boards of education free to 

make decisions concerning the operation of school systems 

that they serve. Although the plan is based on a mandated 

ten mill local levy, local boards still retain the power to 

levy less than this amount or they may levy up to fifteen 

mills if they participate in the incentive program. Boards 

may also ask for increased expenditures beyond the fifteen 

mill levy, with approval by the voters. Therefore, each 

phase of the finance plan satisfies this principle. 

The fifth principle states that the amount of state sup

port for public schools should be based on a per capita in

come within the state of Kansas in relation to the national 

per capit~ income. The economic limitations of the plan are 

based upon this principle. The distribution of the founda

tion program guarantees an expenditure of $656 per pupil 

whereas the principle recommends at least $652 by utilizing 

the present variables. An outstanding feature of the formula 

is that when the national average expenditure per pupil in

creases, the variables will increase allocations for Kansas 

schools and serve as an automatic stabilizer for inflation 

or recession. 
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The sixth principle reconnnends an inverse relationship 

between the amount of state aid received in each school dis

trict and its assessed valuation per pupil relative to the 

state average assessed valuation per pupil. The incentive 

program is based entirely upon this principle. A review of 

data in Tables XX and XXII will reveal that this principle 

has been satisfied. 

The seventh principle recommends the implementation of 

specific elements in the distribution formula. The distribu

tion formula is composed of t~e elements reconnnended in this 

princip"l.e. 

The eighth principle reconnnends the exclusion of trans

portation costs from the distribution formula. Transporta

tion costs are listed in Table XVI for information purposes, 

but are actually not part of the distribution formula. 

The ninth principle recommends that~budget capacity be 

preplanned in respect to projected enrollment. As the unit 

of educational need is average daily membership, it will be 

necessary to project enrollment in order to make long range 

budgetary plans. This principle has been satisfied. 

The tenth principle stresses a need for school aid being 

supported by a good tax. The principles of a good tax are 

established as equity, efficiency, and adequacy. The choice 

of state income tax serves as the best alternative to satisfy 

this criteria. 

In order to be equitable, the tax must be progressive 

and place the incidence where the wealth is. Duplication of 
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federal income tax forms and state deductions makes the state 

income tax efficient. Research shows the state income tax as 

the best potential untapped or unused source of revenue. It 

is possible, however, that it will require some less progres

sive tax to make the entire revenue feasible. This principle 

has been moderately satisfied. 

The eleventh principle recommends funding for capital 

outlay and school textbooks. Capital outlay is included as 

one of the approved programs for incentive grants. It is, 

however, restricted to a one year program. Categorical aid 

provid~s flat grants for textbook rental on a per pupil 

basis. This principle is not completely satisfied. 

The twelfth principle places a restraint on school dis

tricts for state aid if their school enrollment (K-12) is 

less than 150 students. Seven districts with a school popu

lation less than 150 now receive state support from the 

present foundation plan. A recommendation to reorganize 

these districts with an adjacent unified distric.t will fol

low. This principle, however, does not have direct applica

tion of the finance plan. Table XVIII lists the seven dis

tricts with their enrollment, mill levy and cost per pupil. 

The above principles for financing public educcition 

that are directly applicable to the distribution formula have 

been adequately satisfied by the procedures suggested in this 

finance plan. 

An examination of Tables XV through XXII reveals very signif

icant changes from the present finance plan to the new finance pl.~~· 
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The principles in Chapter I established a goal of 15 

mills including incentive aid as the local effort toward a 

guaranteed expenditures. Table XX shows that 223 of the 310 

districts can operate with a levy of 15 mills or less and 

maintain maximum budgetary power. The principles also estab

lish a minimum guarantee of $652 per pupil with each dis

trict, other t;:han the wealthy districts, receiving at least 

50% state support. Table XIX gives a comprehensive review 

of the distributions with the present foundation program, the 

new foundation program and the new foundation program sup

plemented by the incentive program. An examination of these 

data will clarify that the objectives stated in the princi

ples have been satisfied. 

Three very important characteristics of a desirable 

state school finance plan are the simplicity of the plan, 

the incentive to the local school district, and the equaliza

tion of effort among districts.l The pupil unit and the per

centage equalizing formula provide the necessary simplicity, 

however, the distribution formula itself is somewhat complex. 

Computer systems can eliminate the necessity of administra~ 

tive detail in revenue projection. Incentive to raise more 

local revenue for education is an integral part of the second 

phase of the program. Equalization of effort is achieved at 

the county level with the ten mill levy and at the local 

level with the mandatory ten mill levy in order to achieve 

maximum budgetary capacity. 

lBurdick, p. 128. 
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There are strong indications that public education in 

Kansas needs to be funded at the level recommended in this 

finance plan. The plan, if necessary, could operate at a 

level lower than the 50% minimum state support in all but the 

wealthy·districts, but the quality of education sought by 

power groups cannot be a realistic goal if a lower level of 

support is implemented. 

Recommendations 

The first two groups of recommendations indicate the 

changes in the Kansas Constitution and statutes that are 

necessary in order to implement the finance plan. The gen

eral recommendations suggest possibilities for further study 

and additional actions that are necessary for the program to 

function properly. 

Constitution 

1. The present Kansas foundation program should be 

repealed with the exception of the County foundation program 

which will be retained as part of a new finance plan. 

2. The present tax lid on school levies should be 

repealed in order that the number of mills allowed in the 

proposed levies may,be dictated by the statutes. 

Statutes 

1. The measure of educational need in the present foun

dation program should be replaced by a measure based on a 

pupil unit. The state foundation program would use the 
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average daily membership multiplied by a state share of a 

guarantee as the measure of need. The state share is de-

terrnined by the following distribution formula: 

G - x [ 1 + (Sc) n~~)( W) (P~R) ] - • OlOAVP 

X = 50% of product (per capita income ratio X national 
average cost per pupil) 

G = State share of guarantee p~r pupil 
SC = Size of school element 

TXD = Taxable income per pupil in the school district 
TXS • Taxable income per pupil in the state of Kansas 

($3,608 in 1969-70) 
CQ = Criteria of quality 

PTR = Pupil-teacher ratio of the district 
C = Required constant for per pupil teacher ratio de

pending upon the size of the school 
AVP = Average assessed valuation per pupil 

2. The official school enrollment as recorded on 

September 15, which is presently used as the legal measure 

of the number of students should be replaced by average daily 

membership of the preceding year to determine the educational 

need, but provision should be made for adjustment for in-

creases or decreases in membership during the current year. 

3. Only unified districts (K-12) with an enrollment of 

150 or more are eligible to receive state support. 

4. The present equalized assessed valuation indicates 

that the following mill levy should be authorized: ten mills 
\, 

on a county levy for the county foundation program which will 

be redistributed on a teacher unit basis, ten mills author

ized by the board of education o~ the school district for 

regular general operating fund, five mills by the board of 

education for incentive grants to be supplemented by equal~ 

ized matching grants at the state level, and an unlimited 
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number of mills that may be authorized by a majority of the 

electors of the district voting on a proposed levy. 

5. A tax levy on intangibles should be discontinued. 

6. All assessed valuations of property will be in com-

pliance with thirty percent ratio as now established in 

Kansas Statutes. 

7. State aid allocations per pupil will be made to 

district for each pupil regardless of his residence. The 

home district of a student, however, must grant permission 

for students attending another district, in order for alloca-

tions to be made. Students attending a vocational technical 

institute for one-half day will be counte~ as one-half stu

dents in their home district. 

8. The following percentage equalizing formula should 

be established as a basis for distribution of state funds 

for the incentive program: 

State Support Ratio ~ 1 -

Equalized Assessed 
Valuation Per 

ADM in the District 
Average Equalized 

Assessed Valuation 
Per ADM in the State 

x 0 50 

9. Categorical aids for vocational education, driver 

education, and textbook rental will be funded as flat grants. 

Vocational categorical grants will be allocated for approved 

applications of secondary students and adults attending a 

vocational technical school. 

10. Exceptions to the tax lid will be made during the 

initial year only for those districts whose budgep ·:,· .... 
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limitations were less than the 1969-70 budget. All districts 

will be permitted to increase their total budgets to at least 

105% of the preceding budget. The increase above the 15 mill 

limitation will be funded by a local and state partnership 

determined by the incentive grant formula. Following the 

year of the implementation of the finance plan, all increased 

expenditures that require an increase in the local levy must 

be approved by the voters of the district. 

11. The board of education will have the option of 

placing before the patrons of each school district the choice 

of property tax or some designated non-property tax for local 

support of public schools. 

12. School levies that may be imposed are general op

erational, incentive, social security and bonded indebted

ness. Local incentive levies require state board of 

education approval and all bonded indebtedness must be ap

proved by the majority of voters. 

General Recommendations 

1. The present state support for transportation should 

continue but be funded at 100% instead of on a prorated 

basis as in the past. 

2. The state income tax should be examined very care

fully to determine the possibility of increasing the revenues 

from this source. A comprehensive study of the sales tax 

that will provide exemptions for various necessities should 

be made in order to develop a more progressive tax revenue 

from this source. 
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3. A comprehensive study should be made to investigate 

other possible revenue sources. Some possibilities include 

business and professional services, gross receipts on public 

utilities, ton mile tax on motor carriers, oil and gas sev

erance tax, validation of merchants inventory, tax withhold

ing on cash transactions, and elimination of federal income 

tax payments as a deduction from state income tax. 

4. The position of tax assessor should cease being a 

political office and be changed to an appointed office with 

civil service status requiring specific qualifications. 

5. All school districts should be placed on improved 

accountability for efficient operation. Appropriate steps 

to implement PPBES in all districts should be taken as quick

ly as possible. 

6. A comprehensive study for the extended school year 

should be made in Kansas to seek possible reduction in school 

expenditures and future needs as well as improving the edu

cational opportunities. 

7. The increased use of para-professional employees 

should be encouraged and a state-wide in-service training 

program should be established for this service. 

8. A new technique of reporting college hours and ex

perience of teachers should be devised in order to eliminate 

unnecessary details for computing the criteria of quality. 

Computer systems at both the State Department of Education 

and Kansas Ass~ciation of School Boards are available to give 

all districts their COQ in one operation. This technological 
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improvement makes it feasible to retain a major element in 

the present foundation program and eliminate the controversi

al administration tasks. 

9. Long-range planning should include provisions to 

ultimately reach a minimum goal of sixty petcent state sup

port of education in all districts except those defined as 

wealthy districts in this project. 

Conclusion 

There should be a concerted effort among all citizens 

and members of the educational profession, leaders of gov

ernment and various groups of citizens at large to take stock 

continuously in the educational purpose and goals for Kansas. 

Organizations with an interest in education should seek in

creased resources for research and planning of educational 

improvement. The citizens of every school district should 

seek ways to utilize Kansas' great potential of cultural re

sources for the improvement of schools. There should be 

continued emphasis placed on school legislation which will 

encompass well-planned programs of development. Certain 

power groups feel that the current unrest among members of 

the educational profession is an indication of a potentially 

deeper crisis in Kansas' schools if legislators cannot take 

corrective steps toward the improvement of conditions within 

the Kansas public schools. 

The state needs not only additional financial assistance 

and more equitable distribution of funds, but it also needs 
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a rebirth of community interest for educational purposes with 

vigorous financial support that is essential to the existence 

of effective schools. The leadership for this task must be 

assumed by the public school superintendents with assistance 

from educational organizations and interest groups. 

The program developed in this finance plan provides the 

necessary procedures to insure that the distribution of state 

funds will successfully equalize educational opportunity and 

provide incentive for additional local support of education. 

Summary 

The most crucial question in evaluating public education 

is determining the worth of the product to be purchased with 

the appropriated funds. 

The evaluation of the finance plan is based on the 

twelve principles that were presented in the first chapter 

as a guide and by examination of the tables which offer a 

comprehensive comparison between the present Kansas program 

and the proposed finance plan. 

The principles that are di,rectly applicable to the dis

tribution formula have been adequately satisfied. An exam

ination of the tables reveals significant changes from the 

present program to the new finance plan. The established 

goals for maximum local levies of fifteen mills and minimum 

of fifty percent state support are accomplished, except in 

the wealthy districts. 
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Three desirable characteristics achieved with the fi

nance plan are simplicity, local incentive and equalization 

of effort. Public education i~ Kansas definitely needs to 

be funded at the level ·recommended in this project. If 

necessary funds are not available, the formula will work 

satisfactorily for a lower level. 

The first two groups of recommendations indicate the 

changes in the Kansas Constitution and statutes that are 

necessary to implement the distribution program. General 

recommendations that suggest further study include: 100% 

funding of present transportation program, review of state 

income tax structure, investigation of other possible revenue 

sources, establishment of a new accountability system for all 

school districts, a comprehensive study of the extended 

school year, increased use of para~professional employees 

supplemented by in-service training and a new methodology for 

computing the criteria of quality that offers more simplicity 

and less detail. 

The program outlined in this finance plan provides 

adequate financial support for public education in Kansas and 

a desirable method for the distribution of state support. 

The adoption of the new plan, however, will not be an easy 

task. A finance plan for the public schools of Kansas will 

become a reality only when the school administrators of 

Kansas assume the leadership and create a stronger interest 

on the part of various power groups. If the individuals 

within these groups make a concerted effort, it will be 



possible to win acceptance from the Legislature and the 

citizens of Kansas. 
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March 1, 1970 

210 S. Duncan St. 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 

Dear 

74074 

I am at present, a graduate student in residence for 
work toward the Doctor of Education Degree at Oklahoma State 
University. I am on leave from my position as superintendent 
of schools at Haysville, Kansas. 

For my dissertation, I have selected the task of writ
ing a new school foundation finance plan for Kansas elemen
tary and secondary schools. It is my utmost desire that this 
project will make some contribution to the solufion of school 
problems of Kansas. In order to prepare a proposal that will 
receive favorable consideration, it is necessary to know the 
objectives and ideals of those who will be influential in 
reconstituting the present foundation program. I have en
closed a set of principles, in which to serve as standards 
for criteria of a new plan. The key word or phrase is under
lined ii;i each principle. Would you please respond to each 
principle on the response sheet? If you disagree, please 
make a suggestion in the comment space. Your contribution 
·will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure Bryce Stallard 

Survey mailed to: 
12 members of Joint Legislation Committee 

Senator Joe ·Harder, chairman 
i 

11 members of Kansas State Board of Education 
Dr. Taylor Whittier, Commissioner 

12 members of Kansas Association of School Boards 
Board of Directors, Dr. Marian McGhehey, Exec. Sec'y. 

6 members of National Congre~s of Parents & Teachers, Kansas 
Board of Directors, Dr. Cliff Huff, Exec. Sec'y. 

12 members of Kansas State Teachers Association Board of 
Dire~tors, Dr. Melvin Neely, Exec. Sec'y. 

12 members of Kansas Association of Schooi Administrators 
Board of Directors, Paul Nelson, President 

6 members of Kansas Farm Bureau 
Bo~rd of Directors, Ray Frisbee, President 

Total response 36.3% 
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1. Financial support of public education should be a 

joint partnership of the local government, state government, 

and federal government. 

It is imperative that the federal government increase 

its participation of support for public education but con

tinue its role as a junior partner. Experience with adminis

tration of federal education appropriations has shown that a 

desirable plan would be to allocate funds at the federal 

level from the United States Office of Education directly to 

the respective state departments of educati6n and not to the 

local school districts. There have been many federal pro

grams during the past twenty-five years that have created a 

wide variety of opinions as to the success derived from their 

contributions. The most desirable form of federal aid would 

be direct grants to the states. This plan should be admin

istered with the foundation principle itself in relationship 

to state wealth. 

2. The state of Kansas must assume a greater responsi

bility of support for public education. All unified school 

districts should receive a minimum of 50 percent state sup

port for the operation of a fiscal school year. Local boards 

of education should be free from unreasonable restrictions 

in the administration of fiscal affairs and from undue con-

trols from state agencies. When school boards are hampered 
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in the exercise of their judgment to solve a great variety 

of problems facing them, the education of individuals ',, " 

suffers. 

3. The measure of the local school districts' ability to 

pay should be in terms relative to both the property tax base 

and the local economic index of personal income. The local 

tax base should not be expected to bear more than a fair 

burden of the total load. Consideration must be given to 

the school districts of high income areas that have a low 

assessed valuation for tax base and to those school districts 

with a high assessed valuation as in the case of some rural 

areas, but personal income is limited when farm land does 

not produce and income is hampered. 

4. Boards of education should continue to be fiscally 

independent of other governmental bodies and in order to 

maintain the high interest level required for quality educa

tion at the local level, each district's guaranteed share 

will be established in relation to a local levy of 15 mills. 

This levy, however, will not be compulsory. As a local in

centive they should be permitted to increase the levy an 

additional ten mills without a vote of the people. For dis

tricts that display a desire to improve the quality of educa

tion by levying above the 15 mills, there should be an 

available incentive grant prorated with an inverse relation

ship to the property tax. The appeal for such funds should 

be subject to approval by the State Board of Education. 
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5. The amount of state support given to the public 

schools should be based on the per capita income within the 

State of Kansas in relationship to the national per capita 

income and national average of state support for public 

schools. 

6. There should be an inverse relationship between the 

amount of state aid received and the school district's as

sessed valuation per pupil relative to the state mean as

sessed valuation per pupil. 

7. The variables for the distribution formula to be 

given attention are as follows: 

(1) Ability to pay--property tax 

(2) Local economic index--personal income 

(3) Size of school 

(4) Professional training and experience of teachers 

(5) Pupil-teacher ratio 

8. Transportation costs and sparsity factors should 

be excluded from the foundation formula. 

9. Budgetary capacity should be pre-planned in each 

district with regard to projected enrollment. 

10. The proposed plan for school aid should be supported 

by a good tax. Three principles of i good tax are: 

(1) Equity 

(2) Efficiency 

(3) Adequacy 

11. Funding in the school foundation plan should pro

vide expenditures for capital outlay and school textbooks. 
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12. School districts eligible for state s4pport should 

have a minimum school enrollment of 400, (K-12), for quality 

education. All money received in federal grants should 

serve strictly as a relief to property tax at the local level 

and have no effect on the state foundation distribution 

whatsoever, 
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SURVEY RESPONSE SHEET 

Response to Principle 

Principle Number Agree Oisagree 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
Please return to: 
Bryce Stallard 
201 S. Duncan 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 

-,-' 
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Comment 
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Principle 
Number 

Results of Survey 

Result 

1 Response..:--unanimous. Agreement on principle 
as written. 
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2 Response---Should be 50% or more but hopeful for 
at least 40%. 

3 Response~- ... Agreement with principle as written. 

4 Response~--Equal opinion of 10 mill or 15 mill 
mandatory levies, contingent upon county levy. 

5 No consensus arrived at. 

6 General agreement with principle as written if 
income is also an element. 

7 Response---Shows agreement with all variable 
listed except professional training of teachers. 

8 Unanimous agreement with principle as written. 

9 Response""-.-Shows agreement with principle but 
concern over of technique of penalization of 
schools who over-project enrollment. 

10., Response;;;--Shows total agreement but questions 
the source of a good tax. 

11 Response---Does not show total agreement for 
foundation program to finance capital outlay and 
textbooks. 

12 Response---In that some school districts in 
Kansas are too small to operate as an independent 
district. An agreement to a minimum size is not 
arrived at in this survey. 



VITA 

Bryce Duane Stailard 

Candidate for the Degree of 

Doctor of Education 

Thesis: A PROPOSED FINANCE PLAN FOR STATE AID TO ELEMENTARY 
AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN KANSAS 

Major Field: Educational Administration 

Biographical: 

Personal Data: Born in Topeka, Kansas, November 17, 
1926, the son of Hobart and Lottie Stallard. 

Education: Graduated from Lawrence High School, 
Lawrence, Kansas, in 1944; received the Bachelor 
of Arts degree from Baker University, with a major 
in mathematics, in August, 1950; received the 
Master of Education degree from the University of 
Kansas, with a major in secondary education in 
August, 1960. Master's thesis used as a guideline 
by the State Legislature of Kansas to develop a 
junior college program now in operation at Colby, 
Kansas. Completed the requirements for the Doctor 
of Education degree at Oklahoma State University 
in May, 1971. 

Professional Experience~ Employed in Nortonville Pub
lic Schools, Nortonville, Kansas, as a mathematics 
teacher and coaeh ftom .. 195'0 to 1952; as a mathe
matics teacher and coach at Smith Center High 
School from 1952 to 1954; as a mathematics in'
structor and junior college basketball coach at: 
El Dorado, Kansas in 1954 to 1955; as a basketball 
coach and mathematics instructor at Sherman Com
munity High School, Goodland, Kansas, 1954 to 1957. 
Employed as a mathematics instructor and coach at 
Washburn Rural High School, Topeka, Kansas, 1957 
to 1960. As a director of athletics and mathe
matics instructor at Campus High School, Wichita, 
Kansas, 1960 to 1962. As junior and senior high 
school principal at Olathe, Kansas, 1963 to 1965. 



As superintendent of schools of Haysville, Kansas, 
~965 to.1971. ·Granted a year'' leave of absence 
for residence requirement at Oklahoma State Uni
·versity during the 1969-70 school ye~r. Served in 
the United States Naval Air Forces from 1944 to 
1946. '· ' 

Professional Orgt;in~zations: Kansas Association of 
·School Admi.riistrat6rs·, American Association of 
School Administrators, Phi Delta Kappa, IDEA (In
stitute of°.Development of Educational Activities), 
Comp~rative Education'Society. 


