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A STATE-LOCAL FINANCE PLAN FOR THE 
SUPPORT OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

OF OKLAHOMA

CHAPTER I 

Introduction

When Oklahoma was admitted to the Union on November 
16, 1907, the system of education that had been established 
early in the history of the Oklahoma Territory was revised 
and many of its provisions were included in the State Con­
stitution. Article I, Section 5» of the Constitution of the 
State of Oklahoma states that:

Provisions shall be made for the establishment 
and maintenance of a system of public schools, which 
shall be open to all the children of the state and 
free from sectarian control; and said school shall 
always be conducted in English; provided that nothing 
herein shall preclude the teaching of other languages 
in said public schools; and provided, further, that 
this shall not be construed to prevent the establish­
ment and maintenance of separate schools for white 
and colored children.Ï

Each local school district was dependent upon the 
property tax as a major source of revenue for the operation 
of schools and for school building purposes. It soon became

-Oklahoma, constitution. Art. 1, Sec. 5.
1
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evident that inequalities in taxpaying ability existed among 
the counties, school districts and geographic sections of 
Oklahoma. In 192? the Eleventh Legislature passed House 
Bill No. 24l which is commonly referred to as the "State Aid 
Law."^ This law was passed to aid the weak school districts 
of the state in maintaining a minimum educational program.
The ability of the local school districts to finance its 
schools was determined by the amount of revenue that could be 
raised from the ad valorem tax on the assessed valuation of
property in the district.

Robert K. Carr noted that the earliest motive for
state aid to common schools of Oklahoma was to help "weak"
local districts maintain a proper level of services, but that 
two other motives appeared later:

One, to hasten the reduction of the local property 
tax by providing municipalities with revenue from 
other sources, and the other to preserve local credit 
by providing funds with which overdue warrants and 
bonds might be retired.2

In September, 1934, the Oklahoma Constitution was 
amended to provide for homestead exemption.^ The assessed 
valuation of each homestead was allowed a one thousand dollar 
exemption from the ad valorem tax. A limitation of ten mills

^Oklahoma, Session Laws (192?) Chapter 91» Sec. 1.
^Robert K. Carr, State Control of Local Finance in 

Oklahoma (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 193?),
p. 2 3 0.

^Oklahoma, Constitution. Art. 12A, Sec. 1. (Adopted 
September, 1935.)
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as a maximum for school purposes was provided by Oklahoma 
Statutes with a 1,5 limit for the provisions of separate 
schools.

The 1935 Legislature provided, in House Bill 212, 
for the distribution of school funds on a foundation program 
basis.1 Grants were made to school districts from the State 
in two forms, primary aid and secondary aid. Primary aid was 
granted to all districts to provide a minimum program of edu­
cation as fixed by the State Board of Education, and secon­
dary aid was granted only to those districts that could not 
support or maintain "the minimum school for the minimum term," 
with a local 10 mill levy plus all other revenue, including 
the state primary aid.

The foundation program that is currently used for the 
distribution of state funds dates back to House Bill 212, It 
was modified in 1937 hy House Bill No, 6 to include a Minimum 
Program and a Minimum Program Income and provisions for teach­
ers' salaries, maintenance and transportation,^ This program 
was designed when the economy of Oklahoma was largely agri­
cultural and the nature of the population was rural. There 
were nearly 4800 school districts at that time and the State 
was in the process of recovering from an economic depression. 

In February, 1940, the Governor of Oklahoma and the

^Oklahoma, Session Laws (1935), Chapter 34, Art, 5,Sec, 4.
^Oklahoma, Session Laws (1937), Chapter 72, Art, 3,Sec. 4,
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President of the Oklahoma Education Association appointed 
a committee to stvdy the problem of financing the common 
schools of Oklahoma. Doctor John F. Bender of the University 
of Oklahoma served as chairman of the committee and a report 
was published under the title. Problems in Financing the 
Common Schools of Oklahoma. Dr. Paul R. Mort and Dr. John 
K. Norton of Columbia University were asked to read the report 
of the committee and to make suggestions.^ This committee 
reported on the status of the program of financing public 
schools of Oklahoma in 1940 and made recommendations.

Dr. Paul Mort*s comments concerning the 1940 report 
included:

There is always danger that a state might rely 
too heavily on non-property taxes and go too far 
in relieving the property tax. A study of Oklahoma 
carried out in the spring of 1940 gave strong indi­
cations that this has happened there and that needed 
increased funds for education should come, at least 
in part from the property tax either by lifting tax 
limitations locally, by increasing rates of property 
assessments, or by increasing state aid to be drawn 
in part from a state-wide property tax.2

Since 1940, modifications have been made in the pro­
gram of financing the common schools of Oklahoma, but the 
basic foundation program plan has remained. Dr. John W.
Payne completed a dissertation in 1964 entitled. An Evalua­
tion of the State Program of Financing the Public Elementary

Ijohn F. Bender, Problems in Financing the Common 
Schools of Oklahoma (Norman; University of Oklahoma Press, 
1941). p.i.

^Paul R. Mort and Walter C. Reusser, Public School 
Finance (New *ork: McGraw-Hill Co., 1941), p. 541.
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and Secondary Schools In Oklahoma, Dr. Payne studied the 
problems in financing public elementary and secondary schools 
in Oklahoma for the school year 1962-63. He reported that 
there were 620 elementary school districts and 560 high 
school districts in operation during that school year. He 
recommended that the minimum program be redefined to include 
provisions for administrative, supervisory and other services 
Dr. Payne also recommended that present provisions of the 
minimum program be more adequately financed.^

In 1964, Governor Henry Bellmon appointed a "Gover­
nor's Advisory Committee on Common School Education." Dr. J. 
W. Payne served as chairman and the Division of Surveys and 
Field Services of George Peabody College for Teachers was 
employed to examine Oklahoma’s system of "common education" 
and to develop a report. The survey team was divided into 
subcommittees, each taking a part of the major problem for 
study and recommendations. Dr. Erick L. Lindman, Professor 
of Education, The University of California at Los Angeles, 
was chairman of the subcommittee that studied "Financing Pub­
lic Schools in Oklahoma."

The committee recommended that support for the trans­
portation program and the minimum salary schedule used to 
compute the allotment for teacher’s salaries be increased.

^John Winfield Payne, "An Evaluation of the State 
Program for Financing the Public Elementary and Secondary 
Schools in Oklahoma" (unpublished Doctor’s dissertation. 
Educational Administration, University of California, 
Berkeley, 1964), p. 150.
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It was also recommended that the method of determining the 
nimber of positions allowable should be changed to include 
some nonteaching positions which, under the present formula, 
must be absorbed by increasing class size or financed from 
nonchargeable local funds ; and that operational aid and 
basic aid should be replaced with an additional allotment 
for current expense purposes of $50 per pupil in average 
daily attendance during the preceding school year.

The 1965 Legislature of Oklahoma provided for an 
incentive aid-flat grant of $5 per child in average daily 
attendance for each mill of the five mill emergency levy 
authorized by the voters of a school district. A maximum of 
$25 per child was provided. It also provided that the state 
support level be determined by dividing the total state aid 
for a district during the 1963-64 school year by its average 
daily attendance, and that foundation aid for successive 
years would be calculated on the basis of aid received for 
the 1 9 6 3 -6 4 school year. It also provided that adjustments 
would be made as changes occurred in the experience and prep­
aration of teachers, transportation allowances, annexations, 
changed counties, high school programs, special education 
programs, transfer fees receivable, public service valuation.

Report to the Governor of Oklahoma by the Advi^ 
sory Committee on Common School Education," Oklahoma City: 
October, 1964, p. 10-11. (Mimeographed)
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personal property valuation and gross production taxes,^

The 1968 Legislature of Oklahoma provided that each 
school district that levies an emergency levy of five mills 
will receive $52 per child in average daily attendance during 
the previous year. This amount will be increased to $72 per 
child for the school year 1969-70 and $92 per child for 1970- 
7 1. The purpose of this additional support was to (1) in­
crease the compensation of teachers, (2) reduce the nonteach­
ing duties of teachers, (3) to reduce class size, (4) to 
improve, enlarge and enrich curriculum, and to (5) provide 
special education for children iti* learning disabilities.2

Need for Study 
As indicated in the foregoing introduction, public 

education in Oklahoma is supported by a state-local finance 
plan that was designed about thirty years ago. As the costs 
of education have continued to increase and greater demands 
have been placed upon the public schools, existing provisions 
have been modified without changing the basic structure of 
the plan. Interested groups such as the Oklahoma Education 
Association, the Oklahoma Commission on Educational Adminis­
tration, the Oklahoma Association of School Administrators, 
the Oklahoma School Boards Association, and the Oklahoma

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma-1965 (Oklahoma 
City: The Oklahoma State Denartment of Education, 1965),
p. 1 2 5.

^Oklahoma, Session Laws (I9 6 8), Chapter 48, Sec. 3-
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Congress of Parents and Teachers have begun to recognize the 
need for a complete restudy of the program of financing the 
common schools of Oklahoma, and for the development and 
Implementation of a plan suited to the present and future 
needs of the State.

Erick L, Lindman has described the problem in dis­
cussing the outlook for state school finance in 1964=65:

Most school finance problems converge at the 
state level. It is here that policies are estab­
lished governing all funds received by school 
districts. Various kinds of federal payments must 
be properly related to the state school support pro­
gram. It is here that fundamental issues concerning 
the allocation of the local property tax resources between the state foundation program and local leeway 
funds are resolved . . . But it is impossible to 
generalize on the directions of change which will 
occur in state school support programs because each 
state will respond to these new conditions in terms 
of its own unique history, its own constitutional 
provisions, and the wisdom of its leadership.!

A careful assessment of the financial status of the 
public schools of Oklahoma suggests a need for the develop­
ment of a plan which is based on recognized criteria and 
which takes into consideration the peculiar and special needs 
of the State.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to gather a body of 

organized information relevant to the problem of developing

ÏErick L. Lindman, Outlook for State School Finance 
Dimensions in School Finance. Edited by John K. Norton 
(Washington, D.C.: The National Education Association, 1 9 6 6)
p. 189.
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a plan of state-local support of education in Oklahoma, to 
identify criteria for a finance plan which would assure ade­
quate educational programs for all the children of the State^ 
and to develop and test a plan based on these criteria.

Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to determine criteria 

for the formulation of a state-local plan for financing the 
public schools of Oklahoma and to develop a plan and distri­
bution formula from these criteria.

Specifically the study proposes to:
1. Determine criteria for a sound state-local finance 

plan for the support of the public schools of the State.
2. Develop a plan, and a formula and procedure for 

its implementation for the distribution of money to the public 
schools of the State, based on these criteria, which, through 
the assignment of alternative values to key variables would 
serve as instruments for carrying out legislative decisions 
determining the nature and amount of state support to be pro­
vided .

3. Illustrate the procedure for implementing the 
plan by applying it to a sample school district, using values 
for key variables which would provide levels of support which 
would be reasonable and possible of attainment.

4. Test the plan by applying it to a selected sample 
of school districts of the State.

5. Evaluate the plan in terms of the criteria.
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Delimitations of the Problem 
The testing of the formula was limited to the data 

available from the Oklahoma State Department of Education.

Definition of Terms 
Foundation Program - The minimum program of education 

that should be accepted as a basis for equalization In a state 
aid program, or the basic educational program that should be 
guaranteed under the state program of school support.

Unit of Need - A standard of measurement representing 
a certain number of children In a school situation, as for 
example, twenty-five children In average dally attendance? 
or a standard of measurement, sometimes expressed in dollars 
of cost for educating some particular number of children.^

Incentive Aid - Funds distributed to local districts 
as a reward for extra effort beyond the local share of the 
foundation program.

The Data
The primary data for this study consisted of Infor­

mation derived from public documents, official reports to the 
Oklahoma State Department of Education, personal interviews, 
the Constitution of the State of Oklahoma, legal statutes, 
and the literature in the field of Public School Finance.

^Carter V. Good, Dictiomrv of Education (New York; 
McGraw-Hill Co. Inc. 1959), p. 418.

^Ibid.. p. 589.
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These data were utilized in writing the body of the report.

Secondary data were obtained from the literature and 
from newspaperë, periodicals, and unpublished theses and 
dissertations. An analysis and review of these sources was 
used in writing the following sections of the reports (1) 
introduction, need and purpose of the study, and (2) the 
review of related literature.

The Method of Research
The developmental descriptive method of research was 

used for this study. Deobold B, Van Dalen points out that 
this type of research may combine the historical, documentary 
and survey techniques.^ Researchers concerned with trend 
studies utilize this method. It permits the gathering of 
information from documentary sources that describe present 
events or conditions and those that occurred in the past. 
After comparing the data and studying the rate and direction 
of change, predictions may be made about conditions or events 
that may prevail in the future.

Research Design and Procedure
The problem was developed in the following sequence:
1. The literature and research projects related to 

school finance were reviewed.
2. Criteria for a state-local finance plan were

^Deobold B. Van Dalen, Understanding Educational 
Research (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1962), p. 206-210.
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developed from the llteratiire in the field of public school 
finance,^talcing; in consideration the conditions affecting the 
financing, of the public schools of Oklahoma, including both 
economic and political factors.

This - procedure for establishing criteria was adopted 
because uniform standards which can be applied to all states 
have not yet been developed; and since the plan for any state 
must be adapted to the peculiar needs and conditions in that 
state.

A major national effort, the National Educational 
Finance Project, got underway last year with these major 
objectives:

(1) identify, measure and interpret deviations 
in educational needs among children, school districts 
and states; (2) relate variations in educational needs 
to the ability of the school district and state to 
finance appropriate educational programs; and (3) con­
ceptualize various models of state finance and subject 
them to consequential analysis to identify the 
strengths and weaknesses of each model.^

Until the wqrk of this project is completed, efforts 
in the respective states to develop sound state-local finance 
plans will tend to be subjedtive in their approach to the very 
complex problems involved.

Literature considered in the development of criteria 
included bulletins and publications from the fifty State

R.L. Johns, Kern Alexander and Richard A. Rossmiller, 
"National Educational Finance Project." Report presented to 
the Twelfth National Conference on School Finance of Committee 
on Educational Finance of the National Education Association, 
New Orleans, Louisiana, March 23-25, 1969, p. 1. (mimeographed)
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Departmentsobf EdncsAtion, and books, articles from periodi­
cals, and unpublished dissertations In the field of public 
school finance.

The Oklahoma Constitution and the body of Oklahoma 
School Law were also important sources of information.

3 . A plan was developed together with a formula and 
procedure for its implementation for the distribution of 
state funds to sc ool districts of Oklahoma.

4. A selected sample of the school districts of Okla­
homa was used for testing the formula. School districts were 
selected on the basis of size as measured by average daily 
attendance, and assessed valuation per pupil. Approximately 
50 per cent of the students in average daily attendance in 
the public schools of Oklahoma, and approximately 50 per cent 
of the assessed valuation of the school districts are included 
in the sample.

5. The plan was evaluated as each criterion and the 
plan were examined to determine if the criteria were met.

Organization of the Report
The report is presented in six chapters. The prospec­

tus provided the framework for writing Chapter I. The review 
of related literature is presented in Chapter II. Chapter III 
traces the development of the criteria for the state-local 
support plan, and Chapter IV presents the plan and the pro­
cedure for its implementation. Chapter V reports the testing 
and evaluation of the plan, and Chapter VI includes the 
summary, conclusions^ and recommendations.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OP RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

Developments In State Support of Education
Very early in the history of our nation our fore­

fathers recognized the commitment of the people through their 
government to support education. As early as 1642 the invest­
ment in education And in the training of youth was examined. 
The General Court of the Company of Massachusetts Bay in New 
England decreed that:

Taking into consideration the great neglect of 
many parents and masters in training up their children 
in learning and labor and other implements which may 
be profitable to the commonwealth, that every town ye 
chosen men appointed for managing the prudential affairs 
shall henceforth stand charged with the care for the 
redresse of this evil , , . and for this end they, or 
the greater number of them, shall have the power to take 
account from time to time of all parents and masters and 
of their children, concerning their calling and imply- 
ment of their children, especially of their ability to 
read and understand the principles of religion and the 
capital laws of this country,1

The Massachusetts laws of 1634 and I638 provided for 
taxation of all property for towns and colony benefits; but 
the laws of 164? provided for school support by a compulsory

^Van Miller and Willard B, Spalding, The Public 
Administration of American Schools (New York: World Book
Company, 1952), p, 3-

14
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tax of all householders.

By the early 1800*s the tax on property was 'becoming 
the mainstay of local public school revenue. At that time 
the taxation of general property was the method of support 
of a state system of public education.^

The framers of our constitution did not mention 
education. As Johns and Morphet point out:

Since the constitution of the United States 
makes no reference to education under the pro­
visions of the tenth amendment the basic respon­
sibility for education has been allocated to the 
states.2

This does not mean, however, that we rely entirely 
upon either the state or the local government for the pro­
vision of educational opportunities. The support of educa­
tion has evolved as a partnership arrangement between local, 
state and federal levels of government. As early as 1785 
and 1787 the federal government revealed its commitment to 
the educational enterprise of the nation, as the Northwest 
Ordinances provided that lots number 16 (the sixteenth sec­
tion) of every township should be preserved for the mainte­
nance of public schools.3

It has been suggested that:

^William Everette Rosenstengel and Jefferson N. 
Eastmond, School Finance (New York: The Ronald Press Co.
19 5 7), pp. 27-3 1 .

%Roe L. Johns and Edgar L. Morphet, Financing the 
Public Schools (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall Inc.
I9 6 0), p. 1 7 1.

3lbid.. p. 1 6 9.
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We look to federal government as a Junior 

partner in education, a partner shaping a new 
and better nationwide educational policy.^

Generally, states began to follow the example of 
Massachusetts and adopt laws which provided taxes for the 
support of public schools. New York, Pennsylvania, Indiana 
and Michigan were among the first to establish state depart­
ments of education with a superintendent of public instruc­
tion, It was under such men as Horace Mann, Henry Barnard, 
Gideon Hawley, John Pierce, and Caleb Mills that positive 
leadership was offered. Not only was the financial account­
ing and legal functions of their jobs done well, but these 
men are remembered as people who attempted to do something 
about the structure of education itself. Such problems as 
the improvement of teacher training, school district organ­
ization, and the establishment of a more adequate basis for 
financing education were examined.

By the beginning of the twentieth century, public 
education was in various stages of development. The right 
of the people to levy taxes for the support of public high 
schools had been clearly established by the famous Kalamazoo 
decision in 18?4 by the Supreme Court of M i c h i g a n . 2 The 
concept of equality of educational opportunity for boys and

^Bonald D. Moskowitz, "The Compact for Education," 
Local State Federal Partnership in School Finance. The Pro­
ceedings of the Ninth National Conference on School Finance 
(Chicago, Illinois, April, I9 6 6), p. 31.

^Johns and Morphet, cit.. p. 1 7 0.
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girls throughout the state, however, was still being discussed 
by legislators, educators, and the public.

In 1905 Elwood P. Cubberley ' stated that :
The first step in the attempt to equalize educa­

tional advantages has been the recognition on the 
part of the people of the state's interest in and 
responsibility for the education of its children.
This recognition has been marked by the establish­
ment of some form of general taxation for the par­
tial support of the system of public education.

The second great step in the attempt to equalize 
educational advantages will be taken when the people 
come to realize that a division with absolute impar­
tiality to all is not necessarily an equitable divi­
sion, and that it does not serve the purpose for 
which funds and taxes were provided as well as a 
distribution which is proportional to the needs of 
a community and the efforts which it makes to help 
itself.

The third great step in the attempt to equalize 
educational advantages will be taken when the state 
recognizes that it is its duty to help new and desir­
able forms of education to gain a foothold and become 
established, and to assist necessitous communities 
by special grants, and, if necessary, to do so because 
the fund at hand is small, to withdraw all aid for 
"common schools" from those larger and wealthier 
communities which are able to care for themselves,1

Cubberley was concerned at this time because only 
ten states aided in the support of secondary education, and 
at the turn of the century very meager attempts were being 
made to support technical education, manual training, adult 
education, kindergartens, summer schools, supervision (both 
state and local), agricultural instruction, or minimum salary

^Elwood P. Cubberley, School Funds and Their Oppor- 
tionment (New York: Teachers College, Columbia University,
1905). pp. 84-85.
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schedules.

The basic principles underlying Cubberley*s proposals 
were equalization of educational advantages and reward for 
effort. His approach to the solution of jstate aid to educa­
tion problems became the dominant one during the first quarter 
of this century.

In 1921 Updegraff, in his New York State Rural School 
Survey, disagreed with Cubberley's concept of reward for 
effort.

Mort reports that:
Updegraff teed off from Cubberley’s two purposes.

He generalized the reward for effort appellation which 
Cubberley had given to special aids and built a system 
of aid on the policy of rewarding effort in terms of 
local tax rates. In essence, his plan was to make it 
possible through state aid for a tax in any community 
of less than average wealth to yield as much money as 
would be raised if the community had average wealth.
Thus, he rewarded effort in a general sense and equal­
ized opportunity at the same time.l

After the close of World War I the country was suffer­
ing from inflation. Concern was expressed for a study of 
common problems of school finance on a nationwide scope. The 
Educational Finance Inquiry became interested in a broad study 
of the facts of school finance. It made intensive descriptive 
studies of conditions in New York, Iowa, California, and Illi­
nois. These studies were supplemented by a nationwide study 
of fiscally independent and dependent cities and also of unit

^Paul R. Mort, The Foundation Program in State Educa­
tional Policy (Albany: The University of the State of New 
York, The Education Department, 1957). p. 11.
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costs in higher education,^

Out of the New York report, the Strayer-Haig Educa­
tional Finance Inquiry of 1923, came the first concept of the 
foundation program. Attention was directed toward "equaliza­
tion of educational opportunity" or the "equalization of 
school support," According to Strayer and Haig this principal 
is interpreted as follows :

The state should insure equal educational facil­
ities to every child within its borders at a uniform 
effort throughout the state in terms of the burden 
of taxation; the tax burden of education should 
throughout the state be uniform in relation to tax- 
paying ability, and the provisions for schools should 
be uniform in relation to the educable population 
desiring education. Most of the supporters of this 
proposition, however, would not preclude any partic­
ular community from offering at its own expense a 
particularly rich and costly educational program.
They would insist that there be an adequate minimum 
offered everywhere, the expense of which should be 
considered a prior claim on the state’s economic 
resources,2

The cost of education and wealth vary from school 
district to school district in a state and in attempting to 
depict a realistic workable partnership between the state and 
local communities the report states that the following would 
be involved;

1, A local school tax in support of the satis­
factory minimum offering would be levied in each dis­
trict at a rate which would provide the necessary funds 
for that purpose in the richest district.

^Paul R, Mort and Walter C, Reusser, Public School 
Finance (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1941), p, 382.

^George D, Strayer and Robert Murray Haig, The 
Financing of Education in the State of New York (New York: 
The Macmillan Company, 1923), p. 173»
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2. This richest district then might raise all of 

its school money by means of the local tax, assuming 
that a satisfactory tax, capable of being locally 
administered, could be devised.

3. Every other district could be permitted to 
levy a local tax at the same rate and apply the pro* 
ceeds toward the costs of schools, but —

4. Since the rate is uniform, the tax would be 
sufficient to meet the costs only in the richest 
districts and the deficiencies would be made up by 
state subventions

The Strayer-Haig pattern of financing schools came 
at a time when states were suffering from financial conditions 
so bad that the old Cubberley pattern of reward for effort and 
doles to the needy could not carry the load. The Strayer-Haig 
formula was seized upon as a means of correcting intolerable 
conditions in communities.

According to Johns and Morphet, Paul Mort, both 
directly and through subsequent studies made by students, con­
tributed more to the development of the foundation program 
concept as we know it today than any other person.^ He was 
the first to propose that capital outlay could and should be 
financed by adding a percentage to the foundation program 
cost allowance for current operations. Mort was the first 
to apply the Strayer-Haig concept of equalization by the 
actual development of a program. His program was developed 
for the state of New York and included weightings for

llbid.
^Mort, op. cit., p. 15.
3johns and Morphet, pp. pit., p. 266.
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variations from district to district demanded by differences 
in population density.^

From 1929 until 1933 school districts throughout the 
nation suffered vast reductions in financial resources. A 
large number of teachers were unemployed and fear gripped 
the American people in the midst of the great depression. 
President Rosier of the National Education Association and 
President Rotter of the Department of Superintendence reali­
zed that the national situation in public education was so 
serious that it demanded immediate and joint attention.  ̂ A 
joint commission on the emergency in education was appointed, 
John K. Norton of Teachers College served as chairman and 
serving with him were J . B. Edmonson and Signey B. Hall of 
Virginia„ A, L. Throelkeld of Denver, Herbert S. Meet of 
Rochester and David Weglein of Baltimore.

One major purpose of the joint commission dealt with 
the financing of education. The commission had been instruc­
ted to inquire into difficulties, financial and otherwise, 
which plagued schools and to take action aimed to meet these 
difficulties. The commission came to the conclusion that 
these difficulties were due to two causes:

First, the general economic paralysis which 
began in 1929 and which resulted in restrictions

^Mort and Reusser, op. cit.. p. 385.
^Paul C. Stetson, "To the Members of the Department 

of Superintendence; Open Letter Number Three, The Joint Com­
mission on the Emergency in Education," The American School 
Board Journal. Vol. LXXXVII, No. 1 (July, 1933), 16.
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in both public and private expenditure . . . .

The other factor which operated to reduce 
the financial support of schools and colleges 
was the inefficient and inequitable means by 
which education was financed in the United 
States.1

With a grant from the Carnegie Corporation the Com­
mission conducted a National Conference on School Finance at 
Teachers College during the summer of 1933. The conference 
lasted two weeks and included such men as John K. Norton, 
chairman, William F« Russell, President of Teachers College, 
Paul R. Mort, Payson Smith, George D. Strayer, George F.
Zook, Willard E. Givens, N. L. Englehardt, Howard A. Dawson, 
Eugene 8. Lawler, Fred Kelly, Alfred D, Simpson, Walter D. 
Cocking, and William G, Carr.^

This conference addressed itself to the question, 
"What are the essentials of a modern school finance program"? 
The report of the committee dealt with such topics as univer­
sal education, equitable taxation, public information, eco­
nomical administration, adequate local units, fiscal planning 
and Federal support of education. The fact that these topics 
are still so timely attests to the wisdom of the people who 
posed them thirty years ago.

Ijohn K« Norton, "Activities of the Joint Commission 
on the Emergency in Education," Phi Delta Kauuan. XVI, No. 3 
(October, 1933)* p. 75.

^Arthur F. Corey, "The Essentials of a Modem School 
Finance Program," Local State Federal Partnership in School 
Finance. The Proceedings of the Ninth National Conference on 
School Finance (Chicago, Illinois, 1966), p. 12.
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Arthur F. Corey points out that flexible terminology 

is used in the report of the joint committee and with the 
passage of time these terms must be redefined. Corey states 
that the essentials of a modern program of school finance 
must be found in the answers to three pertinent questions:

1. What is a defensible definition for complete 
educational opportunity for the American people?

2. What revenue will be required to support ade­
quately, such an educational program?

3. What is the local, state, and federal responsi­
bility in meeting such costs and administering such a pro­
gram.1

Russia placed the first sputnik in space in 1937, 
and again those concerned with education in America began to 
reexamine the purposes and objectives of our system of edu­
cation.

James B. Conant, former President of Harvard Univer­
sity and Ambassador to Germany, obtained a grant from the 
Carnegie Foundation to examine secondary education in the 
United States. Conant published The American High School 
Today. Slums and Suburbs, and more recently. Shaping Educa­
tional Policy, emphasizing that we have no national educa­
tional policy but rather a nationwide policy.

Conant proposed:

llbid.. p. 13.
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Let the fifty states, or at least fifteen or 

twenty of the more populous states, enter into a 
compact for the creation of an interstate commission 
for planning a nationwide Educational Policy.1

Governor Terry Sanford of North Carolina was termi­
nating his successful term as governor as Conant made his 
proposal, Sanford saw a chance to strengthen the governor’s 
role in shaping educational policy, and within a year a meet­
ing was held in Kansas City with over 400 delegates attending. 
The idea of the "compact for education," was well received by 
the governors attending the conference, and the required ten 
states for the establishment of the compact were quickly 
obtained.

The compact will provide machinery to collect and 
interpret information, encourage and conduct research, develop 
proposals for financing education, make plans and recommenda­
tions for the improvement of education, and "do such other 
things as may be necessary or incidental to achieve its pur­
poses.

Basically there are two types of plans for providing 
general purpose grants for the support of education by the 
state level of government. The foundation program plan, also 
known as the Strayer-Haig Plan, is still used extensively 
throughout the nation, and the percentage equalization

^James B. Conant, Shaping Educational Policy (New 
York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), p. 123.

^Daniel V. Levine, "The States Hun Scared," Phi Delta 
Kappan. XLVII, No. 3 (November, 1965), p. 134.
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subvention (or matching grants on an equalizing basis) type 
plan is being utilized by progressive eastern states.^

A third plan for distributing state funds to local 
districts is the Johns-Morphet variant. This type is a kind 
of cross breed, having features somewhat like those of the 
Strayer-Haig formula and somewhat like those in the percent­
age grants.2 it is rather popular at this time, although 
few states have adopted it.

States using the Strayer-Haig foundation program plan 
determine the cost of the minimum educational program desired, 
A mandatory local district or county tax rate is set by the 
state legislature and the state shares in the support of a 
guaranteed minimum program for each child. A district might 
choose to reduce its expenditure level, but as long as the 
mandatory tax rate is levied the state continued to share in 
the support of its guaranteed program. As a district raises 
its expenditure level the Strayer-Haig formula does not 
offer financial support beyond the state's share of the fixed 
amount per unit of need or" the foundation program.

States utilizing the percentage equalizing plan estab­
lish an average contribution rate for each district. A stan­
dard local tax rate is determined for school units throughout

^Charles S. Benson, "Fiscal Incentives in State Aid 
Provisions," Trends in Financing Public Education. The Pro­
ceedings of the Eighth National Conference on School Finance, 
(Chicago, Illinois, April, 1965)# p. 51.

Zibid.. p. 251.
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the state, and as assessed valuation per child increases the 
state’s contribution rate decreases, and as the valuation 
decreases the contribution rate increases. All school units 
are usually required to spend a certain minimum amount per 
child. As school districts spend more for new services and 
experimentation in education, the state continues to share 
in the expense.

An examination of the fifty state school finance pro­
grams reveals that state funds for the support of public edu­
cation are distributed by methods that vary widely. Basically 
the larger distributions are made through equalization program 
plans. Incentive aids, special purpose grants and general 
purpose grants are also utilized in many state-local support 
programs.

Five State-Local Support Plans
Five state-local support programs were examined in 

order to illustrate the Strayer-Haig and percentage equali­
zation types of state-local support plans. Equalization pro­
grams for the states of Colorado, Washington, New York, Rhode 
Island, and Oklahoma were selected for study. Information 
describing these programs was supplied by the finance divis­
ions of the State Departments of Education of these states, 
and the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education of the 
United States Office of Education.
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Colorado
State money is distributed to the school districts 

of Colorado through a Strayer-Haig type of foundation pro­
gram, and special purpose grants for transportation, special 
education, children of migrant workers, low income counties, 
public school property tax relief and excess growth.

Approximately 28.8 per cent of the non-federal reve­
nue for public elementary and secondary schools was provided 
by the State during I968-6 9, and about 5^»2 per cent of the 
state money distributed for the public schools, grades K-12, 
was allotted through the foundation program.^ The people at 
the local level are relatively free to tax themselves to pro­
vide additional desired educational services, but the state 
does not share in these costs beyond the guaranteed support 
level of the foundation program or specific special purpose 
grants. Local school districts may increase their budgets 
not to exceed 5 per cent of the tax revenues during the pre- 
ceeding year. Increases in excess of 5 per cent may be 
approved by the state tax commission, or if denied, may be 
submitted to a vote of the people for approval. No revenue 
from state funds may be spent for capital construction except 
for junior colleges.

The foundation program for Colorado provides freedom

^Thomas L. Johns, Public School Finance Programs. 
196 8 -6 9 (Washington D.C.: U. S. Department of Health, Edu­
cation and Welfare-Office of Education, February, I9 6 9), p. 36,
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from state control of educational decisions, since foundation 
program monies are distributed to school districts, and local 
boards of education determine their expenditure. The unit 
of need is simple since it consists of twenty-five students 
in average daily attendance. The level of support is estab­
lished by the State Legislature and the measure of local tax 
paying ability is applied on a county basis. Each county 
is required to raise a portion of the required guaranteed 
support, depending upon its assessed valuation and amount 
of personal income taxes collected per classroom unit.^

The State of Washington 
The state-local finance plan for the support of edu­

cation for the State of Washington also includes a Strayer- 
Haig type of foundation program. The unit of need is based 
upon weighted enrollment factors which include kindergarten 
programs, handicapped children, secondary schools, approved 
vocational education classes, the professional preparation 
of staff, small elementary and secondary schools, and disad­
vantaged or migrant pupils.

The state legislature determines the guaranteed 
support level per weighted pupil enrolled. If specified 
local revenues are insufficient to support the program at 
this level then the difference is supplied by the State.

Paul G. Bethke, Public School Foundation Act (123-6. 
CSL. 1966). (Denver: Colorado State Department of Education,
June, 1 9 6 6), p. 1. (Mimeographed)
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The wealthier districts receive limited amounts of state aid 
while the poorer receive more.

County and local taxes required for participation in 
the State’s foundation program include a l4 mill local levy 
for unified school districts, and a 8.4 mill levy for elemen­
tary school districts, and a 1 per cent countywide real 
estate transfer tax. High schbol districts receive 85 per 
cent of public utility district excise tax, 85 per cent of 
public law 8?4 monies, and 85 per cent of forrest funds.^
There is no limit on levies in excess of the l4 mills if 
approved by a 60 per cent majority of those voting in an 
election in which the number of persons voting equals or 
exceeds 40 per cent of the number who voted in the last 
general election.

Special purpose grants are provided for transporta­
tion, community colleges, adult education, adult vocational 
education, vocational technical schools and costs of programs 
for the handicapped.

The advantages of the Washington plan are that most 
educational services are included within the foundation pro­
gram, and the financing of educational programs, beyond those 
guaranteed by the State, is possible through local mill levies,

Rhode Island
The State of Rhode Island utilizes the percentage

^Johns, cit.. pp. 306-0 8 .
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equalization type of support program for education. State 
educational support is provided on the basis of four distri­
butions; (1) aids to current expenditure programs, (2) aid 
for school facilities, (3) aid for programs for disadvantaged 
children, and (4) aid for handicapped children.

Each year the State Board of Education, upon recom­
mendation of the commissioner, determines a mandated minimum 
program support level. This is the minimum amount which a 
school district may spend per pupil in average daily member­
ship.

The state’s support ratio is calculated for each 
district with the following formula:

State Ratio = 1(T - (Standard Local Tax Rate) (AEWAV3| X 100^ I ' (Support Level)(ADM) ~ I
The standard local tax rate is the state-wide tax rate 

required to produce the local districts* share of the percent­
age equalization program. The AEWAV is adjusted equalized 
weighted assessed valuation of real and tangible property 
modified by the ratio the district’s median family income 
bears to state median family income, ADM is average daily 
membership of grades kindergarten through twelve and kinder­
garten is weighted 0.5.

The State’s support ratio is not less than 30 per 
cent for all school districts, and ranges to 77 per cent.^

^Johns, op, cit. p. 254.
^William P. Robinson, Jr., State Aid in Rhode Island 

(Providences Rhode Island State Department of Education, 
August, 1 9 6 8), p. 2.
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This ratio is multiplied by the total expenditures for school 
operations less Public Law 8?4, support tuitions and miscell­
aneous income, to determine total state aid.

The State's share of the amount for school facilities 
is determined as follows:

State share ratio = fT - (13.28 mills)(EWAVT X 100^L (#35o K a d k V I_
Total cost of all eligible school projects, sites, 

buildings, remodeling, library books and equipment is reduced 
by the aid received through Public Law 815. The state share 
ratio is then divided by 20, since payment is made over a 20 
year period, and multiplied by eligible new construction

pcosts,
Towns must vote on all appropriations for schools and 

each town must raise by tax, for the support of public schools, 
three mills on its locally assessed valuation, and not less 
than the cost of the basic program during the preceding year, 
plus the costs of all optional programs shared by the State.
If a community fails to make available to the school committee 
the minimum sums provided, the Commissioner of Education noti­
fies the general treasurer of the amount of the deficiency, 
and this amount is withheld from state funds otherwise due 
such community.3

ÏJohns, op. pit., p. 2 5 4.
^Ibid. pp. 7-8 .
3Ibid. p. 14.
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The advantage of the support program for Rhode Island 

is that the State continues to share in the costs of experi­
mentation in education, and new developments which are 
designed to enhance public education and research, even 
though these costs are beyond the state minimum mandated pro­
gram level.

New York
The State of New York also uses a form of the per­

centage equalization plan for financing schools. State aid 
for operating expenses is calculated by multiplying approved 
operating expenses by the district aid ratio. Operating 
expenses are used only to the extent they do not exceed $760 
per weighted average daily attendance, and by not be less 
than $274 per weighted average daily attendance for the 
school year 1968-6 9 . This is often referred to as "flat 
grant aid." To be eligible to receive maximum general aid 
a district must levy local taxes at the rate of at least $11 
per $1000 of actual valuation.

The state aid ratio is used in determining the 
state’s share of the district’s operating expenses, debt 
service, capital expenditures, as well as in computing the 
various size corrections and aid under certain special aid 
programs. It varies among districts depending upon wealth 
and number of pupils. It is expressed as a formula 
as follows;



Aid Ratio
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Actual Valuation per 
RWADA of district X .51
State average actual 
valuation per state WADA

Districts with valuation per resident weighted aver­
age daily attendance equal to the state average receive 49 
per cent of their operating expenses from the State. In 
districts which are below the state average in valuation per 
weighted pupil in average daily attendance the State's share 
of operating expense is more than 49 per cent, and in dis­
tricts with valuation above the state average the State's 
share becomes less than 49 per cent.

The unit of need as used in calculating operating 
expenses utilizes weighting factors for kindergarten, grades 
one through six and grades seven through twelve. Included 
with the equalization aid program are special provisions for 
population sparsity, larger districts but not city districts, 
city districts of 125,000 or more inhabitants, and school 
construction.

Special aid programs provided are textbooks, experi­
mental pre-kindergarten programs for disadvantaged children, 
experimental programs in mathematics, science, modern foreign 
languages and education for the gifted, innovations in educa­
tion, school to employment programs, experimental programs

^”A Guide to Programs of State Aid for Elementary 
and Secondary Education in New York State," Prepared by the 
University of the State of New York, The Education Department, 
Division of Educational Finance, (Albany, New York; Univer­
sity of the State of New York, January, 1969), p. l6.
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for early detection of ability in children from low socio­
economic backgrounds, educational television, summer school 
for children of migrant workers, and experimental projects 
in rescheduling the school year, adult education and special 
education.1

The New York plan for financing education has the 
advantages of the percentage equalization type of program 
for the operating expenses part of the budget, but it also 
has the advantages of the special purpose flat grant type 
of state program as the state encourages financially those 
programs in which it has an interest, regardless of the 
wealth of the district.

Oklahoma
State funds for the support of education in Oklahoma 

are distributed through incentive aids, special purpose 
grants, and a Strayer-Haig type of foundation program. Six­
ty two per cent of the state money for public school support 
was distributed as Foundation Aid during 1968-6 9 .

The support level for the foundation program is based 
on aid received by school districts during the 1963-64 school 
year. A study of current provisions of the state support pro­
gram for education in Oklahoma requires an examination of pro­
cedures for distributing state funds for the base year or

^Ibid.. pp. 4 9-6 0.
Zjohns, o£. cit.. p. 228.
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1963-64. This is explained in the School Laws of Oklahoma 
for 1965 as follows:

The amount of money for which a school district 
may qualify shall be determined by dividing the 
"Total State Aid" received by such district in I963- 
64 by the total legal average daily attendance in 
such district for the same year. This quotient 
shall be calculated to the nearest dollar amount per 
child and such amount shall become the State's 
guaranteed level of support multiplied by the legal 
average daily attendance of the previous year.l

The educational program which was guaranteed by the 
State of Oklahoma under the 1963-64 law was designed as the 
minimum program. Those revenues which were the local dis­
trict's share of the support level of the minimum program 
were designated as minimum program income or "chargeable" 
revenues. The minimum program income was subtracted from 
the minimum program and the difference was equalization aid.

The unit of educational need is complex and involves 
the components of the minimum program. Included with the 
minimum program for 1963-64 were salaries for teachers, 
allowances for transportation, special education and voca­
tional programs, and provisions for administrative and voca­
tional personnel. Also included was an allowance of 12 cents 
per day per pupil in average daily attendance for the preced­
ing year for other current expenses.%

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma - I965 (Okla­
homa City: The Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1 9 6 5),
p. 1 2 5, quoted in Larry Gene Burdick, "A Distribution Program 
for State Support of Current Expense for Public Education in 
Oklahoma," (Unpublished Ed. D. dissertation. Graduate College, 
Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, 196?), p. 6 9 .

Zjohns, 0 2. cit.. p. 2 2 9.
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Teacher units were based on a ratio of 26 students 
in average daily attendance during the previous year to one 
teacher, and includes special provisions for elementary 
schools with an average daily attendance of less than 122 
pupils and junior and senior high schools of less than 72 
pupils. Schools providing a reimbursed vocational program 
were credited with an additional one-half teacher unit for 
each full time vocational teacher employed.

Increments were provided for superintendents and 
principals of $3 per month per teacher for which the dis­
trict qualifies not to exceed 20 teachers. Superintendents’ 
increments were calculated on the basis of 12 months and 
principals were limited to 10 months. Provisions were also 
made for the adjustment of salaries of vocational personnel 
whose contracts were for 11 or 12 months rather than 10.

Funds for teachers’ salaries were calculated for the 
minimum program based upon a guaranteed salary schedule for 
the school year 1963-64 as follows; Bachelor’s degree, $3600; 
Master’s degree, $3800; and Doctor’s degree, $4000, A maxi­
mum of 15 increments of $100 per year was allowed for teach­
ing experience and military service for a maximum of 15 years. 
The 1963 legislature provided a minimum salary of $3800 for 
each teacher for the school years 1963-64 and 1964-65, and 
the 1965 legislature increased the salary of every teacher 
by 10 per cent of the salary of a beginning teacher in 1964- 
65# This increase was not financed within the foundation 
program.
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The 1968 legislature provided that:
For the school year 1 9 6 8 -6 9 no teacher shall 

receive less than a Five Hundred Dollar ($500.00) 
increase over the amount provided for such teacher 
in that district during the school year 1967-6 8; 
provided, that for the school year 1969-70 no 
teacher shall receive less than a Nine Hundred Dollar 
($9 0 0,0 0) increase over the amount provided for such 
teacher in that district during the school year I967- 
68; provided, that for the school year 1970-71 and 
thereafter no teacher shall receive less than a One 
Thousand Three Hundred Dollar ($1,300.00) increase 
over the amount provided for spch teacher in that 
district during the school year 1967-68; these 
raises shall be in addition to any increment as now 
provided by law. Provided further that no teacher 
shall be pa%d less than Five Thousand Dollars 
($5,000,00) for the school year 1968-6 9, nor less than Five Thousand Two Hundred Fifty Dollars 
($5 ,2 5 0,0 0) for the school year 1969-70, nor less 
than Five Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($5,500,00) 
for the school year 1970-71, and thereafter,!

The base salary remains the same that it was in 1963  

even though the minimum salary is increased, and the increases 
are not financed within the foundation program. Local funds 
and Incentive aid funds must support these mandated increases 
in teachers* salaries.

Provisions for special education were adjusted from 
the 1 9 6 3 -6 4 year for physical and occupational therapists, 
teachers for homebound, teacher travel, home to school tele­
phone communication, and pupil travel to and from special 
facilities. The I963 school law provided for an amount that 
is equivalent to 75 per cent of that allowable for the salary 
of each teacher in the minimum program for State Equalization

^Oklahoma. Session Laws (I9 6 8), Chapter 48, Sec. 4,
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Aid purposes, or a proportionate part thereof according to 
the number of hours per school day devoted to special educa­
tion duties, if a district qualified for State Equalization 
Aid; or an amount that is equivalent to 50 per cent of such 
allowable amount if the school district did not quality for 
State Equalization Aid.

Transportation funds were distributed under a formula 
based on pupil density per square mils.

The minimum program income included revenues derived 
from a 15 mill levy times the assessed valuation, after allow­
ing a 10 per cent deduction for delinquent taxes; the full 
amount collected from county apportionment, intangible tax, 
transfer fees, auto license and farm truck taxes; 75 per cent 
of the amount received by the school from the county 4 mill 
levy; the actual collection from gross production taxes and 
rural electrification taxes; and income from school lands 
which was distributed on the basis of school census.

The 1 9 6 3 -6 4 support program provided two flat grants 
distributed on the basis of average daily attendance. Basic 
aid for those districts which levied 15 mills was calculated 
by multiplying $12.50 by the average daily attendance of the 
preceding year, and was considered to be minimum program or 
"chargeable” income. This included only districts that 
offered a 12 year educational program. Operational aid was 
provided for all districts that levied 20 mills and consisted 
of $8 per pupil in average daily attendance and was "non- 
chargeable" income.
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Basically the present program is the same as that 

during 1963-640 but adjustments are made in foundation aid 
for unusual changes in transfer fees receivable, gross pro­
duction tax collections, personal and public service prop­
erty valuations, transportation allowances, district boun­
daries, vocational programs and special education programs. 
The present foundation program is limited to a support level 
of not more than $300 per pupil in average daily attendance.

As mentioned earlier, foundation aid is based upon 
total aid received during the 1963-64 school year. "Total 
State Aid" as used includes:

Equalization Aid, Basic Aid, Operational Aid,
Special Education Aid paid from the general Minimum 
Program, and shall not include state paid transfer 
fees .1

Adjustments are made if average dally attendance for 
a school district increases during the first half of a school 
year over that of the previous year and this increase in 
attendance would result in a total of $2500 increase in state 
funds under the foundation program.

The School Laws of Oklahoma of 1965 describe the 
incentive aid provisions as follows:

To all school districts an amount of money equal 
to Twenty-five Dollars ($25.00) multiplied by the 
legal average daily attendance of the previous year 
of such district, provided the school district levies 
a levy of five (5) mills as provided under Section 9

Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma - 196? (Okla­
homa City: The Oklahoma State Department of Education, I9 6 7)
p. 125-26.
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(d). Article X of the Oklahoma Constitution. Provided, 
school districts which levy less than five (5) mills 
of the authorized levy shall receive Five Dollars 
($5.00) per child for each full mill levied.^

Incentive aid will be Increased to $52 for the school 
year 1968-6 9, to $72 in 1969-7O. and to $92 in 1970-71.2

Constitutional provisions in Oklahoma limit a district 
to a total of 39 mills for operational purposes, and indebted­
ness to 10 per cent of assessed valuation. The following 
levies for operational purposes are authorized by the consti­
tution:

A 5 mill levy to public schools from the 15 
mill general local government authorization.
A 15 mill levy may be authorized for general 
fund purposes by a local board of education.
A 5 mill emergency levy may be authorized 
for general fund purposes by a majority vote 
of the electors voting on the question.
A 10 mill local support levy may be authorized 
for general fund purposes by a majority vote of 
the ad valorem tax paying voters voting on the 
question.
A 4 mill county-wide levy for general fund purposes is mandated by the constitution.3
An additional 5 mill building fund levy may be auth­

orized by a vote of the majority of the qualified voters in 
an election. These monies may be used for erecting, remodeling.

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma - 1965, op. cit..
p. 1 2 5.

^Oklahoma.Session Laws (I968), Chapter 48, Sec. 3. 
3oiiver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma - I9 6 7, pp. cit..

p. 156.
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or repairing school buildings and for purchasing furniture.1

The Oklahoma foundation program has the advantage of 
including the major portion of state funds that are distribu­
ted for educational purposes. The employment of well prepared 
and experienced personnel is encouraged, and limited support 
is provided for administrative personnel. The basic unit of 
educational need, however, is complex and involves many fac­
tors. Each year adjustments must be made as data for the 
1 9 6 3 -6 4 school year form the basis of the foundation program.

Formal Research Projects Related to 
This Study

Carr published in 1937, State Control of Local Finance 
in Oklahoma. He noted that the granting of state aids in Okla­
homa was confined almost entirely to counties and school dis­
tricts. Furthermore, the use of state funds locally was con­
fined primarily to two governmental functions— education and 
highways.2

According to Carr, grants in aid to education had 
their beginning with the state constitution and laws passed 
in 1 9 1 9, and provided for special state aid to the "weak" 
school districts of the state.

Carr considered the problem of the added measure of 
control or supervision of local government gained by the

^Ibid. p. 158.
^Robert K. Carr, State Control of Local Finance in 

Oklahoma (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1937), P»
2 3 0.
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state government as a result of the conditions it imposes 
in making grants in aid. He concluded that:

Except in the case of weak school aid, the 
legislature has not Included many requirements 
in state aid statutes, nor has it given any admin­
istrative agency broad power to supervise the 
expenditure of these funds by local government.
In fact, there is cause to conclude that the state 
government is losing a good opportunity to raise 
the caliber of local government than to fear that the grant in aid is endangering home rule.l

In 1 9 4 1, Dr. John P. Bender made a study of school 
finance in Oklahoma and published Problems in Financing the 
Common Schools of Oklahoma. He used Wort's formula for 
weighting elementary and secondary students and sparsity 
factors, and Norton's index of weighted economic resources 
for comparing Oklahoma's educational effort with that of the 
other forty-eight states. Among his conclusions were:

1. Oklahoma teachers suffered a decrease in 
salary from 1934 to 1936.

2. Most school boards in Oklahoma neglect the 
maintenance of plant. This is an item of current 
expense budget. It should be provided for every 
year in the same way that teachers salaries are.

3 . The widely varying rates of assessment in 
the counties greatly affects the apportioning of 
state aid for schools. Some counties, because of 
low assessments, are getting more state aid than 
they should get.

4. Legislation should be passed to abandon 
the practice of earmarking funds for specific 
purposes, to bring about reorganization, to provide 
free textbooks, and to provide reimbursement of homestead exemption to local districts.%

llbld.. p. 2 3 4.
2John P. Bender, Problems in Financing the Common 

Schools of Oklahoma (Oklahoma City: Bond Printing Co,
1941), p. 2 3 5.
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Jessie W. Martin completed a dissertation at the 

University of Tulsa in 1955» The Development of State Support 
of the Public Schools of Oklahoma and Recommendations for a 
Better State Guaranteed Program. He reviewed the historical 
background of school finance and the theories and practices 
which have helped to establish the foundation program concept 
among the various states. His Chapters III, IV, and V include 
a detailed history of the nature of the provisions and efforts 
that have been made for promoting the growth of education in 
Oklahoma from 1818 through 1954, Three major problems of 
state support for Oklahoma's public schools were identified 
and recommendations were made for their solution. The first 
problem identified was that of defining the minimum guaran­
teed program, and defining it with respect to both school 
activities and financing. The second problem was that of 
determining the taxpaying ability of the local school dis­
trict, and the third problem was that of reorganization of 
districts to provide adequate taxing units for a more effec­
tive financing and administration of local school systems.^

Martin stated further that the foundation program must 
be dynamic in its nature, with its provisions subject to ■ 
change and commensurate with the changes evolving in the eco­
nomic, industrial, social,political and spiritual life of

^Jessie W. Martin, "The Development of State Support 
of the Public Schools of Oklahoma and Recommendations for a 
Better State Guaranteed Program" (unpublished Doctor's disser­
tation, Graduate College, Tulsa University, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
1955), p. 203.
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Oklahoma rcUtizenrjri. He concluded that adequate financing 
was necessary to provide and maintain an enriched educational 
program.1

His second recommendation was that adequate and equit­
able local support was needed in Oklahoma and this could be 
obtained by the equalization and upgrading of assessments, 
the modification of the Homestead Exemption Law, and the use 
of economic indexes to determine tax paying ability of local 
districts. The last recommendation was that the problem of 
reorganization was related to the problem of further defining 
the minimum program and improving assessment practices in 
Oklahoma. The inability of small districts to provide ade­
quate educational opportunities for its people is an argument

pfor reorganization of such districts.
Dr. John W. Payne completed. An Evaluation of the 

State Program for Financing the Public Elementary and Secon­
dary Schools in Oklahoma, in 1964 at the University of Cali­
fornia at Berkeley, After the development of criteria and 
the evaluation of the present program for financing education 
in Oklahoma, Dr, Payne selected two special problem areas for 
study. These were (1) equalization and upgrading of property 
assessments, and (2) school district reorganization. He also 
examined certain special purpose grants and programs designed 
to assist districts in financing 'éducation. The special

llbid.
^Ibid.
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programs were (1) textbooks, (2) pupil transportation, (3) 
Special education, (4) vocational education, and (5) Indian 
education.1

Payne made the following recommendations for Okla-; 
homa*s school finance program;

1. Equalize and upgrade assessments, within and
between counties, to a state wide ratio of 30 per cent
between assessed and actual values.

2. Repeal homestead exemptions so that exempted 
homesteads will be returned to the property tax rolls 
in the interest of a larger tax base.

3. Create a more appropriate organization for 
education in Oklahoma by eliminating inefficient 
school districts.

4. Redefine the minimum program to provide for
administration and supervision and other services in 
addition to those provided by regular classroom 
teachers. Finance more adequately the present pro­
visions included in the minimum program.

5. A program be adopted to reward the less 
wealthy districts for local tax effort.

6. A method to be adopted for using the Federal 
874 funds to reduce the amount of state aid for which 
the district qualifies when the district has a net 
assessed valuation above the state average.

7* The constitution be amended to remove the 
ceiling on the number of mills that a local district 
can levy for the support of public elementary and 
secondary schools.2

Payne also observed that:
Every plan will need improvement from time to 

time as conditions change, new procedures are devel­
oped, or inequities are discovered. The basic prin­
ciples, however, will remain unchanged. Provisions,

^Payne, op. cit.. p. 147. 
^Payne, pp. cit.. pp. 148-152
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therefore, should be made for systematic^ periodic 
evaluation and restudy of various aspects of any 
foundation program for the purpose of planning 
needed improvements. The program itself should 
encourage and facilitate long:.range étate and i ' 
local planning as contrasted with expedient action 
or short-sighted practices. The program should be 
as simple as possible, avoiding complexities that 
do not contribute substantially to the main goals 
of education and of public school finance.^

In 1964, Governor Henry Bellmon appointed a Gover­
nor’s Advisory Committee on Common School Education,” This 
committee contracted with the Division of Surveys and Field 
Services, George Peabody College for Teachers, Nashville, 
Tennessee, to examine Oklahoma’s system of ”common education” 
and to develop a report.

The survey team explored Its problem by dividing Into 
subcommittees, each taking a part of the major problem for 
study, E, B, Norton, President of Florence State College was 
the chairman of the group that studied, "State and Local Orga­
nization for the Administration of Education.” James W. Whit­
lock, Associate Director, Division of Surveys and Field Serv­
ices, George Peabody College for Teachers, worked with 
”Instructional Personnel,” Jack W, Miller, Associate Direc­
tor, Division of Surveys and Field Services, George Peabody 
College for Teachers, studied "Elementary Education,” James 
W, Reynolds, Professor of Education, The University of Texas, 
and his subcommittee explored "Education of Youth,” Chester 
Swanson, Professor of Education, The University of California

^Ibld, p. 2 3.
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at Berkeley, studied "Vocational Education," and Erick L. 
Lindman, Professor of Education, The University of California 
at Los Angeles and his group surveyed, "Financing Public 
Schools in Oklahoma."

The survey team completed its study and made its 
recommendations to the Governor’s Advisory Committee» The 
Advisory Committee reviewed the report of the survey team 
and made its recommendations to the Governor, Among the 
recommendations in the Area of "Financing Public Schools in 
Oklahoma,” were the following:

1. The minimum salary schedule used to compute 
the allotment for teachers’ salaries should be 
increased and the method of determining the number 
of positions allowable should be changed to include 
some non-teaching positions, which under the present 
formula, must be absorbed by increasing class size 
or financed'from nonchargeable local funds,

2. To make the minimum program reflect more 
accurately the mandatory program assured for every 
school child in the state, optional excess cost 
allowances for vocational education and for special 
education should be removed from the minimum program,

3. The excess cost of an approved optional pro­
gram should .be computed by deducting from its total 
cost amounts allotted for it in the minimum program,

4. The excess cost of an approved optional pro­
gram should be shared between the state and local 
school district on a variable percentage basis in 
which the state’s contribution is proportionately 
greater in less wealthy school districts,

5. The formula for computing the allotment for 
pupil transportation should be reviewed by the State 
Board of Education to determine whether the differ­
ence between the cost of pupil transportation and 
the allotment, therefore, is creating excessive, 
unequal burdens upon school districts.
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6. The additional allotment for current expense 

purposes should be Increased to $50 per pupil in 
average daily attendance during the preceding school

7. With the recommended increase of the allot­
ment for other current expense purposes in the mini­
mum program. Operational Aid and Basic Aid should be 
discontinued.

8. The 15 mill school district levy chargeable 
to the minimum program should be replaced by an 
increased county-wide property tax contribution.

9. With the elimination of the 15 mill "charge­
able” school district tax, the present 4 mill county- 
wide tax should be increased to not to exceed 20 mills 
and the entire proceeds should be used to finance the 
minimum program.

10. Each local school board should be permitted
to levy not to exceed 10 mills per dollar of assessed
valuation for local school requirements in excess of 
the state minimum program.

11. An additional 10 mill levy should be permitted
if such levy is approved by a vote of the people.

12. The State Board of Equalization should proceed 
immediately to issue orders to bring property valua­
tions up to not less than 30 per cent of true value.
If this recommendation is rejected, then the "ratio 
correction plan," using recognized minimum standards 
for establishing the true value of property, should
be incorporated into law.

1 3 . Fifty per cent of federal funds received
by school districts pursuant to PL 8?4 and under the 
Johnson 0"Malley Act should be made chargeable to the 
minimum program.

14. For regional service programs and area voca­
tional schools, the excess cost should be computed ; 
all applicable revenues deducted; and the deficit 
should be reimbursed in full from state sources.

1 5 . The State Board of Education should develop 
a state assistance program for school districts 
which are levyincr excessive debt service tax rates
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and are unable to provide minimum school 
facilities.!

Larry Gene Burdick in a doctoral study in July, 196?, 
at Oklahoma State University, A Distribution Program for 
State Support of Current Expense for Public Education in 
Oklahoma, developed a program that involved general support 
for the elementary and secondary schools in Oklahoma and an 
incentive aid program. Educational need and local ability 
were considered in the development of a percentage equalizing 
type of formula.

The proposed program was tested assuming that the 
state and local levels of support should be at 50 per cent 
for each. It was found that if equalization of educational 
opportunity is provided on a county basis that a county levy 
of 27 mills would be required to guarantee a $450 per average

pdaily membership support level in Oklahoma,
Burdick states that;
Three very important characteristics of a 

desirable state distribution program are the sim­
plicity of the plan, the incentive to the local 
school district, and the equalization of effort among districts.3

Burdick*s proposed program involves the pupil unit

^"Report of the Governor’s Advisory Committee on 
Common School Education,” (Oklahoma City: October, 1964),
p. 10-1 3 , (Mimeographed),

^Larry Gene Burdick, ”A Distribution Program for State 
Support of Current Expense for Public Education in Oklahoma," 
(unpublished Ed. D, dissertation. Graduate College, Oklahoma 
State University, 1 9 6 7), p. 84.

3Ibid.. p. 128.
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and a percentage equalizing formula which provides simplicity, 
an incentive aid formula and equalization of effort at the 
county level.

Summary
Concern for the support of education can be traced 

to the Massachusetts laws of I6 3 4, I6 3 8, and 1642. Gradually 
other states followed the example of Massachusetts and adopted 
laws which provided taxes for the support of public education.

Cubberley was the first, near the beginning of the 
twentieth century, to examine the various school finance pro­
grams that had been adopted by the states, Cubberley is best 
known for his proposal that educational advantages could be 
equalized when state legislatures encouraged the establish­
ment of new and desirable forms of education by special grants, 
Special grants are still a vital part of many state support 
programs throughout the nation.

Updegraff, Strayer, Haig, and Mort contributed to the 
development of the foundation program concept as we know it 
today. Updegraff was the first to suggest that Cubberley»s 
proposal of reward for effort and aid for the needy districts 
be modified by rewarding effort in terms of local tax rates. 
Strayer and Haig developed the first foundation program con­
cept from the New York report of the Educational Finance 
Inquiry of 1923. Attention was shifted from equality of 
school support to the concept of equalization of educational 
opportunity. Mort applied the Strayer-Haig concept in the
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development of a foundation program for the State of New York. 
He included weightings demanded by differences in population 
density.

The fifty states now utilize basically either the 
Strayer-Haig type of foundation plan or the percentage equali­
zation plan in providing general state support for public edu­
cation. Incentive aids, special purpose grants and general 
purpose grants are utilized for the distribution of smaller 
amounts of state support.

Colorado, Washington, and Oklahoma utilize a Strayer- 
Haig type of foundation program for distributing the major 
portion of state money for education. A minimum guaranteed 
support level is determined by the state legislature and 
financed on a partnership basis with state and local revenues. 
A measure of relative taxpaying ability is developed and 
school districts with less taxpaying ability receive propor­
tionately more foundation aid than wealthier districts and 
attempts are made to equalize educational opportunities 
throughout the state.

New York and Rhode Island apply a percentage equali­
zation program in distributing state funds for the support 
of public education. The taxpaying ability of local units 
is determined and an average contribution rate for the sup­
port of the educational program is developed for each school 
district. Wealthier districts have lower percentage contri­
bution rates and receive less state aid and poorer districts
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have higher contribution rates and receive more state aid,
A minimum support level is usually mandated by the state 
legislature and the state continues to share added costs as 
school districts exceed the minimum support level. New York 
determined a maximum support level that the state will share 
as school districts enrich their educational program.

Formal research related to school finance in Okla­
homa Includes Carr’s book published in 1937, State Control 
of Local Finance in Oklahoma; Dr, John F. Bender’s book pub­
lished in 19^1, Problems in Financing the Common Schools of 
Oklahoma: Jessie W. Martin's doctoral dissertation which was 
completed at the University of Tulsa in 1955, The Develop­
ment of State Support of the Public Schools of Oklahoma and 
Recommendations for a Better State Guaranteed Program; John 
W. Payne’s doctoral dissertation which was completed in 1964 
at the University of California at Berkeley, An Evaluation 
of the State Program for Financing the Public Elementary and 
Secondary Schools in Oklahoma; Governor Henry Bellmon*s, 
"Governor’s Advisory Committee on Common School Education," 
which completed its study in 1964; and more recently Larry 
Gene Burdick's doctoral dissertation which was completed in 
1967 at Oklahoma State University, A Distribution Program for 
State Support of Current Expense for Public Education in Okla­
homa.

Chapter III will be concerned with the development of 
criteria for a state-local support program for the support of 
public education in Oklahoma,



CHAPTER III

CRITERIA FOR A STATE-LOCAL FINANCE PLAN 
FOR THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF OKLAHOMA

This chapter will present criteria for a sound state- 
local finance plan for the public schools of Oklahoma that 
were determined from the analysis of the primary and secon­
dary data and a subjective appraisal of the economic, politi­
cal and educational conditions existing in the State. The 
statement of each criterion will be followed by supporting 
references and justifications.

As mentioned earlier, fifty states have statutes 
which provide for state-local support of public education, 
Hawaii has its public school system centralized as one school 
district under one board of education, and funds for the oper­
ation and capital improvements of the school system are ob­
tained through appropriations from the State Legislature,^ 
There are no statutory provisions in Nebraska for state sup­
port of education. There are a few categorical aids, but

^Letter from Harold K, Funkunaga, Director, Budgeting 
and Accounting, Office of Business Services, Hawaii Department 
of Education, Honolulu, Hawaii, January 17, 196?.

53
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there is no foundation or equalization program.^
An examination of the fifty state-local plans for 

the support of public education revealj that they basically 
include either one of two types of equalization programs:
(1) a Strayer-Haig type of foundation program, or (2) a per­
centage equalization type of plan as utilized in the states 
of New York and Rhode Island»

Criterion #1
The state-local finance plan for the support of the 

public schools of Oklahoma should include a Strayer-Haig type 
of foundation program» This partnership plan should permit 
the degree of local control necessary for school districts 
to meet the educational needs of their communities and pro­
vide the encouragement and opportunity for quality educational 
programs.

The Strayer-Haig type of foundation program, or its 
modification, seems- to have dominated theory and practices 
for equalizing educational opportunities in the nation up to 
now. Approximately 62 per cent of the state funds distribu­
ted to school districts in Oklahoma during tne I968-69 scnool 
year were distributed through this type of a foundation pro­
gram . 2

^Letter from Paul E. Seidel, Director of Finance, 
Nebraska State Department of Education, Lincoln, Nebraska, 
January 10, I9 6 7.

^Thomas L» James, Public School Finance Programs» 1968= 
69 (Washington, D, C.s U. S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare - Office of Education, February, I9 6 9, p. 228»
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The foundation program may provide that flat grants 

be given to school districts on a basis of a unit of educa­
tional need with relative amounts of freedom delegated to 
local boards of education In providing educational services, 
as provided In the Colorado Plan. At the other extreme, spe­
cific educational services may be written Into the program 
or plan. These services might Include salaries of teachers, 
administrative costs, vocational education, special education, 
transportation costs or kindergarten programs,

Burke stated:
The equalization concept as viewed by Strayer and 

Haig did not subordinate local control to state con­
cern. The state became responsible for a minimum 
offering In all localities representing the Interest 
of all the people with education, but the localities 
were to be free to add as much as they desired and 
could afford.1

The Strayer-Haig type of foundation program permits 
the distribution of money to school districts for specific 
educational services or special programs In which the State 
has an Interest without dictation from the State regarding 
the administration of the services or programs. The word 
"foundation" then, as applied to the foundation program 
Implies that each child In a state Is entitled to a certain 
minimum educational program regardles of the wealth of his 
school district. Since an educational program Is directly 
related to expenditures for the program, the support level

^Arbld J, Burke, Financing Public Schools In the 
United States (New York: Harper Brothers Publishers, 1957)
p. 445.
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must be translated Into costs necessary to finance the foun­
dation program, and actually the foundation program deter­
mines the minimum level of education available to children,

Cornell and McLure pointed out;
A quarter of a century of experience and research 

with the implementation of the foundation program con­
cept has demonstrated that this concept is based upon 
a sound theory and rationale.^

Criterion #2
The unit of measure of educational need in the state- 

local finance plan for Oklahoma should be as simple and as 
objective as practicable and provide a basis for the equit­
able distribution of foundation program monies to the public 
schools of the State.

Basic to a state support program for public schools 
is the unit of educational need. A review of the literature 
reveals that such factors as (1) the actual expenditures of 
the school district for education, (2) the school census,
(3) the number of pupils in average daily attendance, (4) the 
number of pupils in average daily membership, (5) the number 
of teachers employed, (6) weighted pupil units, (7) the class­
room unit and (8) the weighted classroom unit have been used

^Frances G. Cornell and William P. McLure, "The 
Foundation Program and the Measurement of Educational Need," 
Problems and Issues in Public School Finance. Proceedings of 
National Conference of Professors of Educational Administra­
tion (New York; Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, 
Columbia University, 1952), p. 216.
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in determining meâsùrès of educational need.^

Mort originally proposed the derivation and use of 
a single, all-encompassing unit of educational need, Burke 
points out that :

Mort defined the program to be financed as 
including those elements (mandated or accepted by 
local action) generally found in schools throughout 
a state, together with such supplementary under­
takings as transportation, necessary . . .  to pro­
vide the program. Among the elements which generally 
should be included are kindergartens, elementary 
schools, high schools, and special classes for the 
handicapped. Including transportation, debt service and capital outlays.2

The advantage of the all-encompassing unit is that 
comparisons of educational expenditures can be easily made, 
but the disadvantages are found with the difficulties in 
interpreting the derivation process to legislators, educa­
tors and laymen.

McLoone stated in 19-5 that :
There are three ma j or types we irh- s : ""-.s-

associated with differences amen;- made lev-1^. 
those associated with school d i s t r : c c site c - . r :  
those associated with the training sc- er--'T of teachers.3

Munse exolainec that:

"Arvi
United States, (2nd ec. ; 
1957). pp. 4lO-Z;lo.

^Arvid J. cur>?. 
United States , ( New : cr

3Euvene I. Mel":: 
in Use,” Trends in ?i n  
of the Eighth .'aticnal 'A 
1 9 6 5, (Chica-o, 111tn:Is
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"School or district size" used hy 29 states, 

and "pupil grade level," used hy 2? states are the 
weighting factors most often employed. The 19 
states checked for "teacher training and experience" 
indicate that this base is also frequently used.l

Morphet recommended that:
Measures of educational need used in arriving at 

the cost of the program should be as simple, equitable 
and objective as practicable. They should automati­
cally take into account all cost elements essential 
to the provision of a like program in all communities, 
regardless of population density or similar factors.
Care should be exercised, however, to avoid including 
direct or indirect rewards for preserving the status 
quo, particularly for unjustified small districts and small schools.2

Strayer agrees with Morphet as he states that:
The extent of the foundation program should be 

determined by means of an objective and easily compre­
hended formula for measuring educational need.3

Criterion #3
The state-local finance clan for the support of public 

education in Oklahoma should include within the foundation

^Albert R. Munse, "Weighting Factors in State Founda­
tion Programs," Trends in Financing Public Education. The Pro­
ceedings of the Eighth National Conference on School Finance, 
April 4-7, 1965, (Chicago, Illinois, 1965), p. 57.

2sdgar L. Morphet, "Characteristics of State Support 
Programs," National Conference of Professors of Educational 
Administration, Problems and Issues in Public School Finance. 
(New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1952), p. 155.

^George D. Strayer, Jr., Guidelines for Public School 
Finance. Report of a Nationwide Survey of State and Local 
Finance, National Advisory Committee on School Finance, (Bloom- 
in-ton. Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, I9 6 3), p. 11. (cited by
A . J. Newell, "Equalization as a Factor in Public School Sup- 
:-r- in Louisiana," (unpublished Ed. D. dissertation. Graduate 
G-lIe/e, Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechan- 
' Gclle-e. 1965), p. 37.
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program provisions for vocational education, speech correction. 
exceptional children and kindergarten programs.

Mort defined the program to be financed as Including:
Those elements (mandated or accepted by local action) 

generally found In schools throughout a state, together 
with such supplementary undertakings as transportation, 
necessary to provide the program.!

Included with these programs were kindergartens, ele­
mentary schools, high schools, and special classes for the 
handicapped. Including transportation, debt service, and cap­
ital outlays.

The people of Oklahoma through their legislatures 
have made special provisions for the state support of such 
programs as speech correction, vocational education, and 
exceptional children.2 Kindergarten programs are currently 
offered In certain school systems which are supported with 
local revenues and fees. During 1 9 6 7 -6 8 the average dally 
attandance of kindergarten children In Oklahoma was 19, 235.^ 
An examination of the state support programs for elementary 
and secondary schools In the nation reveals that twenty-four 
states provide support for kindergarten programs either with 
special funds or through equalization programs.

^Burke, op. cit., p. 3 0 8.
^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma. 1965. (Okla­

homa Cltyi The Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1 9 6 5), 
p. 85-92.

^'•Oklahoma Public Schools Original Entries and Total 
Average Dally Attendance, School years I967-6 8," (Oklahoma 
State Department of Education, Finance Division, July, 1 9 6 8), p. 1 (mimeographed).
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Criterion
The state-local support program for education In Okla­

homa shottld Include within Its foundation program provisions 
for density factors for city school districts with over 
60.000 enrollment and sparsity factors for "small necessary" 
school districts.

According to Burke, sparsity of population, no matter 
what the type of district structure. Increases expenditure 
levels for public schools. Transportation, small classes, 
small pupil-teacher ratios, and other concomitants of sparsity 
Inflate the cost of any public school service. On the other 
hand, according to Burke, population concentration In cities 
and population spread In metropolitan areas Is accompanied 
by higher price levels for education.^

Hanson utilized James's study of the determinates of 
educational expenditures. Using multiple regression tech­
niques, James Identified eight social and economic character­
istics of a district's population that correlate highly with 
Its expenditures for public education. This study then sought 
to determine the relationship of cost to district size.

The study Included data for the 1958-59 school year 
In a sample of 577 districts situated In nine states, with 
grades one through twelve enrollment ranging from 1500 to 
846,6l6 pupils. A study of districts enrolling fewer than

^Burke, cit.. p. 64-65.
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1500 was made separately.
Hanson found that:
The uniform decline in unit costs up to an optimum 

size, followed by an upswing in costs in most states 
when the size is exceeded, gives empirical support for 
the concept of a currilinear relationship between 
district size and unit costs in public schools,1

In every case unit costs continued to decline with 
increasing district size well beyond 1500 pupils. The median 
size district where unit costs were lowest was found to be 
about 50,000 pupils in average daily attendance, Hanson 
points out that the dimensions of the management function 
have relevance as a school district increases in size; they 
are supervision and coordination. The supervisory function 
has little effect upon unit cost. However, coordination is 
concerned with adjustments which the organization must make 
to both environmental and internal changes. This extra cost 
of coordination rises progressively with increasing size of 
the school system. As the size of the typical school system 
approaches 50,000 unit costs tend to increase,

Connecticut was one of the first states to apply 
the equalization concept in public school finance, A law 
was passed in I84l to assure every district $50, which assured 
every small district an amount to employ a teacher regardless

^Nels W. Hanson, "The Size-Cost Relationship in 
Public Schools," Trends in Financing Public Education. The 
Proceedings of the Eighth National Conference on School 
Finance, April 4-7, 1965, (Chicago, Illinois, 1965), p, 131.
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of the ntunher of pupils or amount of taxable wealth.^
Cubberley found in 1905 that over a fourth of the states had 
made beginnings toward crude state and county-supported equal­
ization programs for elementary schools.^ His ideal plan 
included teacher grants, such as $250 for elementary teachers, 
$275 for intermediate-grade teachers, $300 for high school 
teachers, supervisors, and administrative officers, and addi­
tional aid for the weakest districts.^

Mort in 1925 developed a unit of educational need 
which involved the number of teachers related to the size 
of the school district based upon average practice. Norms 
were developed involving a plan of weighted pupils or class­
room units that increased as attendance fell below certain 
points.^

Munse pointed out that 29 states provided weightings 
for school or district size in 1965,^ and Mason stated that:

Although special state aid formulae to provide 
an additional subsidy for sparsely settled areas 
have been in operation fot a long time, it was not 
until July, 1 9 6 2, that a state (New York) put int 
effect a law containing a correction for density.

^Burke, op. cit.. p. 292.
^Burke, pp. cit.. p. 294.
^Burke, pp. cit.. p. 296.
^urke, pp. cit.. p. 312-3 1 3.
^Munse, pp. cit.. p. 57.
^Robert E. Mason, "Decline and Crisis in Big-City 

Education," Phi Delta Kappan. Vol. XLVIII, No. 7. March, I9 6 7,
p. 3 0 9.
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In New York the cost size relationship has been drawn 

from economic theory applied to business operations, A U- 
shaped cost curve plotted against size, high for smallest 
districts at the low end, and high for large districts on the 
high end. It is assumed that as school districts reach a cer­
tain size, increases in variable unit costs begin to more than 
offset the declining costs, and total unit costs increase.

According to Francis G, Cornell, president of Educa­
tional Research Services:

This U-shaped model is the nearest to a theo­
retical formulation which would support the size 
correction. The size correction in New York is 
irregular. It does not follow such a graduated 
and smooth trend. Yet some such general theory 
as this is the only justification for the size 
correction.1

The New York State Department of Education sponsored 
a study developing cost differential allowance on the basis 
of a number of variables. Variables considered included U,
S, Census statistics such as median school years completed 
of adult population, per cent of housing units not oimer 
occupied, and per cent of unemployed, as well as measures 
related to the school operation itself, such as index of 
underachievement of pupils, and the ratio of high school drop­
outs to graduates, pupils per square miles, pupil-teacher

^Francis G, Cornell, "Cost Differentials and District 
Size in State School Aid," Report Presented at the Tenth 
National Conference on School Finance of the Committee on 
Educational Finance of the National Education Association, 
April 4, 1 9 6 7, p. 11. (Mimeographed),
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ratio and size of district in weighted average daily atten­
dance .

Evidence showed that for New York such variables as 
underachievement and percentage of unemployed had more to do 
with the determination of expenditures for schools than size. 
Multiple regression equations revealed that such variables as 
per cent of housing not owner occupied, per cent unemployed, 
per cent handicapped enrollment of total and per cent ratio, 
dropouts to graduates, all showed high correlations with 
underachievement. It was concluded that a combination of 
social and economic and school measures can be developed which 
appear to be more closely related to educational problems 
resulting from unusual social and economic conditions in 
school districts.!

Cubberley analyzed property values and Elliot studied 
non-educational expenditures, but with the development of 
computers an' extraordinary large number of factors or vari­
ables may be analyzed. Somour Sacks, Professor of Economics 
at Maxwell Graduate School of Syracuse University used a 
limited number of variables, both individually and in combi­
nation to examine the educational dimension of large school 
finance. Those variables examined were; (1) income, (2) the 
proportion of total population attending public schools,

!lbid.. p. 4,
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(3) state aid and (4) metropolitan educational variable.^ 

Sacks used 42 of the largest cities as reported in 
the i960 U.S. Census Report. It was concluded that the gap 
between expenditures in the inner city and outside central 
city is not a function of the gap in income or enrollment 
ratios. But it was found that differences in state aid do 
operate to create a larger gap between central city and 
outside central city areas.2

In 1 9 6 6, James, Kelly, and Garms selected 10? school 
districts with over 25.000 enrollment during the i960 school 
year for study. The variables used in the study were chosen 
as presuming to measure one or more of the postulated factors 
of ability, demand and governmental arrangements.

Ability demand factors dealty with' such variables as 
assessed valuation per ADA, median family income, owner occu­
pied housing, median years of schooling of adult population, 
percentage unemployed, percentage of population nonwhltè' . 
percentage of elementary school students in private schools, 
ratio of assessed valuation to full values, and the logarithm 
of total average daily attendance.

A multiple correlation of .84 compared with the

Semour Sacks, "The Educational Dimension of Large 
City School Finances in Their Metropolitan Context: A Com­
parative Analysis.” Report presented to the Tenth National 
Conference on School Finance of Committee on Educational 
Finance of the National Education Association, St. Louis, 
Missouri, April 3-4, I9 6 7, p. 14. (Mimeographed).

^Ibid.. p. 23.
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coefficient of .66 for ability demand variables in a Ten- 
State Study, This indicated that the effect of ability 
demand upon expenditures is less in the smaller districts 
predominating the Ten-State Study than in the large school 
districts of this study.

James and others conclude that;
This multiple correlation coefficient of .84 

indicates that approximately 71 per cent of the 
variance was explained by these variables which 
primarily represented ability demand. This left 
a maximum of 29 per cent of the variance to be 
explained by governmental arrangements or other 
factors.1

The governmental variables utilized for the study 
were board appointed or elected, business manager repotts 
directly to the board of education, board selected at large 
or by wards, tax assessor elected, other agency has authority 
to reduce board of education's budget, effective state maxi­
mum tax rate on levy, and percentage of teachers not on the 
regular salary schedule.

Erick L. Lindman, Professor of Educational Adminis­
tration at the University of California at Los Angeles, com­
pleted a study in 1964, State School Support and Municipal 
Government Costs. This study dealt with the municipal over­
burden problem. It is pointed out that the typical school 
foundation program is based upon the assumption that costs

H. Thomas James, James A. Kelly, and Walter I. Garms, 
Determinants of Educational Expenditures in Large Cities of 
the United States, (Stanford, California: Stanford University,
School of Education, 1966), p. 107.
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for municipal operations are equal in each city.

Lindman suggests that:
Two school districts exert equal effort to 

support schools from property tax sources if the 
total local property tax rates for all purposes 
in the two districts are equal, and if the allo­
cation of the proceeds of these taxes to public 
schools and to non-school local services are 
proportional, respectively, to public school 
attendance, and to total population.!

Formulae were derived for allocating local property 
tax resources between public schools and other local govern­
mental services. Using this method of allocating local prop­
erty tax resources, a correction factor was derived for use 
in computing state support for local school systems under 
typical public school foundation programs.

Data were taken from the I96O census for all cities 
of 5 0 ,0 0 0 or more population and for counties in selected 
states and the correction factors were computed. Correction 
factors were also applied in four states: Florida, Illinois,
New York, and California to determine how much change would 
have occured if the correction factors had been used, and to 
assess the impact of these changes.

It was concluded that :
(1) Variation in the ratio of total population 

to public school attendance is sufficiently great to

^Erick L. Lindman, State School Support and Municipal 
Government Costs. A Local Tax Allocation Correction Factor for 
use in Apportioning State School Funds : Cooperative Research
Project No. 2123, (Los Angeles : University of California at
Los Angeles, College of Education, 1964), p. 5.
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warrant consideration in the apportionment of public 
school funds.

(2) The correction factors suggested in this 
report tend to provide relief primarily for large 
cities.

(3) Per capita costs of municipal services vary 
among cities in different population size groups, 
with higher per capita costs occuring in the larger 
cities.

(̂ ) On the basis of evidence examined in this 
report it is not possible to conclude that the pro­
posed correction factor should be used generally in 
state school support programs . . . perhaps more 
attention should be given to the use of non property 
taxes and state support for municipalities, which 
would reduce the need for the correction factor.!

It was during the post World War II period that people 
began to move to the suburbs. Between 1950 and i960 our large 
cities actually lost population. According to Thomas James:

About one third of the cities with populations 
over 100,000 declined in size and general decline 
was evident in the very large cities. Of the cities 
over a million, only Los Angeles gained population.2

While the population of large cities was decreasing 
the school population was increasing. Housing that was built 
during the 1930*s for small middle and upper income families 
was being occupied by lower income people with larger families 
who have sought low cost housing. James points out that:

Assessed valuation per pupil declined during 
the past five years in 11 of 14 cities. However, 
this ratio increased in 8 of the 11 states in which 
the cities are located.3

^Ibid.. p. 114-115.
2james, Kelly, and Garms, cit.. p. 3*
3james, Kelly, and Garms, og, cit.. p. 10.
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Two factors complicate the problem of financing the 

unusual needs of large city school systems, "municipal over­
burden, " or the heavy use of the property tax to finance non- 
school municipal costs as well as education,1 and the added 
costs of school sites, buildings, and operating expenses, 
and expensive special programs.^ Benson found that:

Cities hold within their boundaries undue 
proportions of physically, mentally, and emo­
tionally handicapped children, for whom inten­
sive care is necessary. City school populations 
are strongly inclined toward vocational and tech­
nical curricula, in contrast to the propensity of 
children in the suburbs to take college oriented 
subjects.3

The State of New York provided that its six largest 
city school districts may receive size correction aid calcu­
lated at 17è per cent of the sum of operation expenses aid 
and growth aid.^ Benson points out that;

Urban allowances, density grants and various 
other schemes to direct extra funds to central- 
city schools have been adopted or are now under 
serious consideration in about a dozen states.3

^Charles S. Benson, "The Economics of Education in 
Urban Society," Phi Delta Kappan. Vol, XLVIII, No. 7. March, 
1967, p. 317.

^Hason, og. cit.. p. 3 0 9 .
3Benson, og. cit;. p. 316.
^"A Guide to Programs of State Aid for Elementary and 

Secondary Education in New York State," Prepared by the Univer­
sity of the State of New York, The Education Department, Divi­
sion of Educational Finance, (Albany, New York: The University
of the State of New York, January, 1969), p. 21.

^Benson, op. cit., p. 318.
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Pennsylvania’S'" support program for the support of 

public schools includes a density factor for each school dis­
trict which has a population exceeding 10,000 persons per 
square mile according to the most recent U. S. Census.^

As mentioned earlier, Munse found that 29 states in­
clude weighting factors in distribution programs for school

oor district size. Provisions for small schools included in 
the current school foundation program for Oklahoma are based 
upon school laws of Oklahoma for 1963 as follows:

The total number of elementary teachers in any 
school district on which the state will pay State 
Aid shall, on the basis of legal average daily 
attendance for the previous year, be as follows:
In school districts having fifteen (15) to twenty- 
seven (27) pupils, one (1) teacher; twenty-eight 
(28) to fifty-two (5 2 ) pupils, two (2) teachers; 
fifty-three (53) to seventy-seven (77) pupils, 
three (3) teachers; seventy-eight (78) to one 
hundred (100) pupils, four (4) teachers; one hun­
dred one (101) to one hundred twenty-two (122) 
pupils, five (5) teachers; and school districts 
having one hundred twenty-two (122) or more pupils, 
five (5) teachers shall be allowed for the first 
one hundred twenty-two (122) pupils, and one (1) 
additional teacher for each twenty-six (26) pupils 
or fraction thereof to the nearest tenth (10th) 
provided the district employs such additional 
teacher or fraction of a teacher . . . .

The total number of teachers in an accredited 
junior and senior high school as approved by the 
State Board of Education in any district on which 
the State will pay state aid shall,, on the basis 
of legal average daily attendance for the previous

J. R. Rackley, Summarization and Interpretation of 
Act 580: Pennsylvania’s Support to Public Schools. (Harris­
burg: The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Public
Instruction, 1966), p. 3*

^Munse, op. cit., p. 57.
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year, be as follows: In school districts having
forty (40) to fifty-four (5^) pupils, three (3) 
teachers; fifty-five (55) to seventy-two (72) 
pupils, four (4) teachers. In school districts 
having seventy-two (72). or more pupils, four (4) 
teachers for the first seventy-two (72) pupils 
and one (1) teacher for each additional twenty- 
six (2 6) pupils in average daily attendance, 
calculating fractions thereof to the nearest 
tenth (10th).1

Criterion #5
The state-local support program for the support of

public education in Oklahoma should provide through its foun­
dation program support for administrative and supervisory 
personnel.

Munse found that sixteen states provide in the foun­
dation program for administrative and supervisory p e r s o n n e l . 2 
Morphet stated that most states provide either directly or
indirectly for these services.3

The State of Ohio includes with its foundation pro­
gram supervisory classroom units for city and exempted village 
districts. Supervisory and administrative units are determined 
as follows:

The number of supervisory classroom units is 
determined by dividing the total classroom units 
allowed by fifty for the first fifty and the excess 
over the first fifty is divided by one hundred to

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma. 1963s (Okla­
homa City: The Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1 9 6 3),
p. 123-1 2 4.

^Munse, cit., p. 6 2 .
^Morphet, op. cit., p. 179»
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determine the number of additional supervisory 
classroom units . . . .  Added to the total num­
ber of classroom units allowed is the quotient 
arrived by dividing the total classroom units 
allowed by eight. These classroom units are 
included to recognize the administration and 
specialized personnel required.^

In providing for supervisory and administrative per­
sonnel Texas School Law states:

One supervisor or counselor unit is allowed 
for the first forty classroom teacher units and 
one supervisor or counselor unit for each addi­
tional fifty classroom teacher units, or major 
fractional part thereof.

In districts having twenty (20) or more 
approved teacher units there shall be allotted 
one (1) full-time principal unit for the first 
twenty (20) classroom teacher units, and one (1) 
full-time principal unit for each additional 
thirty (3 0) classroom teacher units.2

The State of Wyoming provides for administrative, 
supervisory and special service personnel. Computation of 
classroom units for such personnel is made by adding the num­
ber of classroom units for elementary schools, vocational 
classes, and special classes and dividing the total by eight.^ 
The quotient is the number allowed.

The State of Oklahoma, under the present foundation

^Jühn M. Parsons, The Ohio Law for State Support of 
Public Schools, (Columbus : Columbus Blank Book Co., 1966),
p « 13 «

pTexas State Teachers Association, Minimum Foundation 
Laws, A Report Distributed by the Texas State Teachers Asso­
ciation, (Austin: Texas State Teachers Association, I9 6 5),p. 180

^Cecil H. Shaw, Wyoming School Foundation Program. 
(Cheyennes Wyoming State Department of Education, I9 6 3), 
p. 11.



73
program, provides administrative increments as follows;

A teacher serving as superintendent shall have 
State Aid calculated for the term of his or her 
contract but not to exceed two (2) months in addi­
tion to the school term, and shall receive an incre­
ment of Three Dollars ($3»00) per month per teacher 
not to exceed twenty (20) teachers per principal, 
for the school term.^

Criterion #6
Local Boards of Education should be encouraged to 

maintain quality educational -programs by employing well pre­
pared and experienced teachers. The state-local support plan 
for the support of •public education in Oklahoma should include 
within its foundation program support for the preparation and 
experience of teachers.

West Virginia passed the first law, in 1882, recogniz­
ing teacher preparation in a state support program for educa­
tion. A minimum of $25 a month for teachers with the highest 
grade certificate, $20 for the next highest, and $18 for the 
lowest type of certificate was p r o v i d e d . 2 in 1903 Indiana 
included with its minimum salary provisions which depended 
upon scholarship, examination grades and experience.3

Burke points out that one of the keys to the adequacy 
of any state foundation program is the qualifications of the 
staff recruited and retained under the program.^ A careful

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma, I96 3, 0£. cit
p. 1 2 2.

^Burke, cit., p. 335.
^Burke, op. cit.. p. 3 3 6.
^urke, pp. cit.. p. 3 1 0.
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examination of the foundation programs for the fifty states 
reveals that twenty-three states recognize either the prepa­
ration or experience of teachers or both in the sharing of 
educational funds.

The current foundation program for Oklahoma provides 
for both preparation and experience of teachers. Under the 
1963 School Laws each teacher with a Bachelor*s Degree was 
guaranteed a basic salary of $3600, and each teacher with a 
Master's Degree $3800, and each teacher with a Doctor of 
Philosophy or Doctor of Education Degree $4000; increments 
of $100 were added to the basic salary for each year of teach­
ing experience or time spent in military service, not to ex­
ceed fifteen years.^

Criterion #7
The state-local finance plan for the support of pub­

lic education in Oklahoma should utilize easily understood 
and equitable measures of local financial ability.

Mort and Reusser state that:
Measures of relative ability of school districts 

are needed in order to assess vigor of local support 
and to determine an equitable basis for distributing 
state aid. For these purposes the measure of ability 
must be in terms of the ability of the community to 
pay taxes under the tax system as established by the 
state.2

Johns and Morphet describe four possible measures of

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma. 19&3, oE« cit..
p. 121-122.

^Paul R. Mort, and Walter C. Reusser, Public School 
Finance. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1951,) p. 509.
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local ability: equalized valuation, based on partial or
actual value of property; assessed valuation determined 
largely by local policy; a sales-ratio plan supplemented by 
appraisals, and an index of taxpaying ability.^ Weaknesses 
are pointed to with all of these measures, but most state- 
local support plans require some measure of taxpaying abil­
ity at the local level for the distribution of equalization 
monies. The measure of taxpaying ability is usually applied 
to the county or school district for equalization purposes.

Morphet lists as a characteristic of a satisfactory 
foundation program:

For satisfactory operation of a partnership foun­
dation program in any state, adequate and equitable 
measures of local financial ability should be developed 
and used. These should reflect as clearly as possible 
the potential ability of local school systems to raise 
funds for school support.%

Criterion #8
The state-local plan for the support of public edu­

cation in Oklahoma should include through its foundation pro­
gram support for transportation needs.

Morphet reported that forty states provided some sup­
port for transportation,3 and Munse found that twenty one
states include allowances for transportation in foundation 

4programs.

^Johns and Morphet, op, cit.. p. 165. 
^Morphet, pp. cit.. p. 156.
^Morphet, pp. cit.. p. 1 7 6.
^Munse, pp. cit., p. 62.
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Johns and Morphet point out that:
In states in which there is no financial assis­

tance for transportation expense, consolidation of 
schools tends to be retarded and the least wealthy 
and most sparsely populated areas are seriously 
penalized,!

State compulsory education laws, mandatory transpor­
tation provisions, regulations as to safety of pupils trans­
ported, and attempts to secure school consolidation and dis­
trict reorganization contributed to the search for an equit-

pable method of apportioning transportation assistance. Early 
attempts by states to aid in the financing of transportation 
involved matched funds and allowances computed in the founda­
tion program. These methods tended to provide insufficient 
funds without excessive local tax burdens. According to Burke, 
after 1 9 2 5, more refined techniques for determining need for 
transportation, its costs, and the apportionment of aid became 
available; Bums developed a technique based upon density of 
population, and Johns refined this method by taking into account 
the per cent of total pupils transported, allowing for uninhabi­
ted areas and areas in which pupils walk to school, and improv­
ing the methods of computing cost allowances.3

Morphet cited studies made by the Council of State 
Governments in 19^9 and by Morphet and Lindman in 1950. It 
was concluded that special provisions must be made for

Ijohns and Morphet, cit.. p. 348.
^Burke, op. cit., p. 3 1 5.
^Ibid.. p. 3 1 5.
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transportation in the state support program if the program 
is to he equitable and needs are to be met satisfactorily, 
and that density of transported pupils, with corrections, if 
necessary, for road conditions, is probably the best single 
factor to use in determining transportation need and cost.^

According to Johns and Morphet, studies made in a 
number of states show that when appropriate information is 
available a formula,can be devised for determining the density 
of transported population in each district and assigning the 
cost per transported pupil in districts with a given density 
in such a way that there is reasonable equity for all dis­
tricts.%

Oklahoma*s present foundation program includes aid 
for transportation. Transportation allowances are based upon 
average daily attendance of pupils legally transported and 
density factors for each school district as calculated by the 
State Board of Education.3

Criterion #9
The state-local finance plan for the suuport of public 

education in Oklahoma should encourage local initiative and 
its foundation program should be considered a minimum beyond

^Morphet, op. cit.. p. 177.
^Johns and Morphet, pp. cit., p. 3^9.
3Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma. 1965. op. 

cit.. p. 127.
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which the citizens of any local school district may go at 
their discretion.

Mort proposed that the principle underlying the pay- 
ment-for-effort Idea was sound, but that the financial struc­
ture of public education should be such as to stimulate, not 
hamper, local initiative. Mort stated that:

The minimum program should be high enough to 
favor rapid diffusion of proved adaptations, and 
there should be a considerable number of districts 
with expenditure levels sufficiently high to pro­
vide conditions favorable for experimentation, 
well trained teachers and supervisors, excellent 
working materials, free funds, varied special 
services and small classes,!

Burke reports that Mort stressed "adaptability" In 
financial arrangements and was reluctant to attain equaliza­
tion at the expense of local Initiative, He points out that:

In attaining equalization he (Mort) at the same 
time proposed means to strengthen local initiative 
through adequacy of the foundation level, moderate 
local tax contributions to the cost of the basic 
program, preservation of existing aids to wealth 
districts, repeal of restrictions upon local taxing 
and budgetary power, and making school government 
directly responsive to the popular will without 
restraints by central agents or representative, 
nonschool, local government,%

Morphet stated that:
The cost of the defined foundation program 

should represent a major portion of the total 
school expenditures within the state. It should 
be as good a program as the people of the state 
are willing and able to support on a partnership 
basis. Nevertheless, It should be considered a

llbld,. p, 2 0 7,
^Burke, oĵ , cit.. p, 3^5.
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minimum beyond which the citizens of any local 
school system may go at their discretion.!

The Constitution of the State of Oklahoma provides 
a limitation of 39 mills for the operational function of 
school districts. Equalization of tax assessments have been 
slow and school districts that use the revenue from all of 
the 39 mills must depend upon additional support from the 
State for expansion of programs, or experimentation and 
research.

Criterion #10
The state-local finance plan for the support of public 

education in Oklahoma should Include a plan of general purpose 
Incentive aid grants.

The Strayer-Haig type of foundation program represents 
a minimum educational program, but localities should be free 
to add as much as they desire and can afford. General purpose 
incentive aids encourage local districts to enrich programs 
beyond the minimum level of support, and to expand educational 
services to meet local needs without encouragement from the 
State for the development of specific programs.

Cubberley*s investigation in 1905 revealed that states 
were distributing aid on the basis of educational need as 
measured by the number of children of school age and on the 
basis of reward for effort made by communities in carrying

^Morphet, op, cit,. p, 155. 
^Burke, pp. cit., p, 445,
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on special features of their educational programs.^ It is 
now recognized that such special purpose incentive aids repre­
sented efforts on the part of the State or influential groups 
to determine the specific purposes or phases of the educational 
program which should be encouraged and to promote those pur­
poses through the use of special funds.^

Johns and Morphet describe ideas for incentive pro­
grams that have been proposed from time to time;

(1) that an additional $5 per pupil be made 
available to any district which levies a tax of 
at least one mill beyond a designated rate;

(2) that an appropriation be made to provide 
for the extra costs of educating handicapped 
children but that these funds be made available 
only to districts that match them on a 50-50 basis;

(3) that a special fund be made available to 
districts to provide for smaller pupil-teacher 
ratios in science classes, provided any district 
participating in the funds be required to make a
one mill levy over and above that made for the
regular program;

(4) that a fund be established for use in reim­
bursing districts for 25 per cent of the cost of 
providing driver education including behind-the- 
wheel training.

The conflict between the Strayer-Haig equalization 
proposal and special aids reveals two theories concerning 
how gtate funds should be utilized for the betterment of
education. Burke strongly favored special aids as a means

^Hort and Reusser, op. cit.. p. 37.
Johns and Morphet, pp. cit., p. 264. 
^Johns and Morphet, pp. cit., p. 259.
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of promoting special concerns in particular phase# of educa­
tion, About twenty years after Strayer and Haig analyzed 
special aids the Burke Principle was developed;

Special aids,sufficient in amount to pay the 
total cost of the special phase of education to 
be favored, make the new phase available as readily 
to the poor communities as to the able and thus 
circumvent the Strayer and Haig objection.!

In a few states such as Wisconsin, Rhode Island and 
New York there has been experimentation with incentive aids 
consisting of general purpose g r a nts.% This type of incen­
tive aids plan encourages local initiative as state funds are 
matched with local revenues that are provided beyond the guar­
anteed program. These grants are distributed to school dis­
tricts based upon local wealth.

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
recommended in 196? that the maximum level for local and state 
support should be $1000 per pupil in average daily membership.
In this suggested model program it was proposed that the last 
50 per cent of this total be raised from state and local sources 
on the basis of an incentive aids program.3

The state aid program for the public schools of Okla­
homa now includes provisions for a general purpose incentive

^Mort, Reusser, and Polley, o£. cit.. p. 279.
2jesse Burkhead, Public School Finance. (Boston:

Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 19^2), p. 3^1.
^Larry Gene Burdick, ”A Distribution Program for State 

Support of Current Expense for Public Education in Oklahoma," 
(unpublished Ed. D, dissertation. Graduate College, Oklahoma 
State University, 196?), p. 90,
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aid plan. The plan is described as follows:

As an incentive to the local school districts to 
provide local support for enriched educational oppor­
tunities for children over and above the Foundation 
Level of Support, there shall be approportioned to 
each school district in the state sums of money to 
be known as Incentive Aid, which are in addition to 
the Foundation Program Aid, determined as follows:

To all school districts an amount of money equal 
to Twenty-five Dollars ($25.00) toùltlplièd bÿ the legal 
average daily attendance of the previous year of such 
district, provided the school district levies a levy 
of five (5) mills as provided under Section 9 (d).
Article X of the Oklahoma Constitution. Provided, 
school districts which levy less than five (5 ) mills 
of the authorized levy shall receive Five Dollars 
($5 .0 0) per child for each full mill levied.^

The 1968 Legislature provided that:
To all school districts an amount of money equal 

to Fifty-two Dollars ($52,00) multiplied by the legal 
average daily attendance of the previous year of such 
district, provided the school district levies a levy 
of five (5) mills as provided under Section 9 (d).
Article X of the Oklahoma Constitution, Provided 
that for the school year 1969“?0 the Incentive Aid 
shall be Seventy-two Dollars ($72.00); provided, 
further, that for the school year 1970 -71 and there­
after, the incentive aid shall be Ninety-two Dollars ($9 2.0 0 ) . 2

Criterion #11
The state-local finance plan for the support of the 

public schools of Oklahoma should include state aid for school 
buildings.

At the present time all expenses for the construction

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma. 1965. (Okla­
homa City: The Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1965),
p. 1 2 5.

^Oklahoma. Session Laws (1 9 6 8), Chapter 48, Sec, 3.
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of school buildings in Oklahoma are provided either through 
local bond issues which are financed with local taxes, or with 
federal monies through Public Law 815.

According to Barr and Wilkerson, however, Updegraff 
proposed as early as 1922 a varying percentage of state sup­
port of capital outlay related to actual cost and local tax 
paying ability.

Barr and Wilkerson point out that:
Mort suggested the possibility of capital outlay 

support as a fixed percentage of current expenditures, 
Adams in 1928 recommended depreciation, local tax pay­
ing ability, and uniform local tax effort as components 
of a state capital outlay program for Kentucky. Gross- 
nickle tested Mort's hypothesis in New Jersey in 1931, 
concluding that debt service was 14- per cent of current 
expenditures, Weller in 19^0 favored a standard unit 
of housing, average cost, and attendance as components 
of a state formula for capital outlay support. Post­
war concepts, such as Lindman*s equalized matching 
formula and Barr*s index of capital need and tax pay­
ing ability, played a major part in the development 
of state support programs for capital outlay follow­
ing World War II.l

Barr and Wilkerson also report:
By 1964-65, 40 states had participated in some 

manner in aiding localities to pay for school build­
ings. Seven states provided for support for capital 
outlay in their foundation programs. (Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, New Jersey, and New York).^

Strevell and Burke suggest that:
Equalization aid should be based upon total expen­

ditures for an educational program rather than upon

W, Montford Barr and William R. Wilkerson, "State 
Participation in Financing Local Public School Facilities," 
Trends in Financing Public Education. The Proceedings of the 
Eighth National Conference on School Finance (Chicago, Illi­
nois, April 4-7, 1965), p. 224.

Zibid.. p. 230.
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current expenditures alone as is generally the 
case. Funds not needed immediately for capital 
outlays or debt service should he credited to 
the district in a state huilding-reserve fund 
to he drawn upon as needed,^

Williamson pointed out in his dissertation in 1964
that I

Grossnickle*s 1931 estimate of 14 per cent of 
current operating costs as a reasonable allowance 
for capital outlay is probably a conservative 
figure for today's school buildings and equipment 
needs .2

A school housing aid ratio is calculated in computing 
state aid for the public schools of Rhode Island as follows;

From (A) the number of resident pupils in 
average daily membership in grades one through 
twelve for the state fiscal year next preceding 
that in which aid is to be paid multiplied by 
three hundred fifty dollars (#350), deduct (B) 
the yeild of a thirteen dollars and twenty-eight 
cents (#13.28) tax per thousand dollars of equal­
ized assessed valuation, and (C) the ratio that 
the resultant figure bears to the computation in 
(A) shall be the school housing aid ratio; pro­
vided, however, that in no case shall the ratio 
be less than thirty (3 0) per cent.3

Rhode Island uses the percentage equalization type 
of foundation program approach in financing public schools 
which includes state aid for school housing. One-twentieth

^Wallace H. Strevell and Arvid J. Burke, Administra­
tion of the School Building Program:(New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Co., 1959). p. 336.

^Arthur Robert Williamson, "A Fiscal Rationale for 
the Public Schools in Ohio," (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation. 
The University of Illinois, 1964), p. 34.

^"An Act to Provide a Comprehensive Foundation and 
Enhancement State Aid Program for Education," Prepared by 
Rhode Island State Department of Education, (Providence,
Rhode Island, May, 1964), p. 4. (Mimeographed).



85
of the cost of each new school housing project certified to 
the commissioner not later than January 15th of the fiscal 
year and an equal amount for each of the next nineteen years 
times the school housing aid ratio makes up the state aid for 
school housing for each district.

Criterion #12
The level of financial support for the state-local 

finance nlan for the support of public education in Oklahoma 
should be developed in terms of an adequate educationàl pro­
gram and resources available.

Benson points out that the support level of the foun­
dation program of the state local support plan is usually 
"based upon (a) the cost of implementing state mandated mini­
mum requirements, or (b) the level of expenditure in districts 
of average income (on assumption that such a figure represents 
consensus on what an adequate amount of education costs), or 
(c) the average level of expenditure over the whole state (as 
a convenient figure),^ Burke explains that Mort defined the 
costs of the foundation program as the average expenditure 
per unit for each element in districts of average wealth in 
a state, but Mort departed from this concept in his later 
writings as he placed stress on adequacy of returns for money 
spent. Mort concluded that cost allowances should be deter­
mined from the kind of education obtainable at given cost

^Charles S. Benson, The Economics of Public Educa­
tion. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 19^1), p. 210.
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levels and the fiscal ability of the state as a whole.^
Morphet points out that:
The definition of the foundation program in 

terms of costs should be such as to assure, insofar 
as practicable, a suitable level of educational 
opportunity in the state. While the program must 
necessarily be projected in terms of the resources 
available, it should be considered and planned as 
a step toward an adequate program.-

Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to present the cri­

teria for a state-local finance plan for the support of public 
education in Oklahoma which were developed from the study of 
the literature in the field of Public School Finance, and from 
an analysis of conditions affecting the financing of elemen­
tary and secondary education in Oklahoma,

The criteria, as determined, are stated below:
Criterion #1: The state-local finance plan for

the support of the public schools of Oklahoma should 
include a Strayer-Haig type of foundation program.
This partnership plan should permit the degree of 
local control necessary for school districts to 
meet the educational needs of their communities 
and provide the encouragement and opportunity for 
quality educational programs.

Criterion #2: The unit of measure of educational
need in the state-local finance plan for Oklahoma 
should be as simple and as objective as practicable 
and provide a basis for the equitable distribution 
of foundation program monies to the public schools 
of the State.

^Arvid J. Burke, Financing Public Schools in the 
United States (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957). p. 4^0.

^Morphet, op. cit., p. 155.
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Criterion #3: The state-local finance plan for

the support of public education in Oklahoma should 
include within the foundation program, provisions 
for vocational education, speech correction, excep­
tional children and kindergarten programs.

Criterion #4: The state-local support program
for education in Oklahoma should include within its 
foundation program provisions for density factors 
for city school districts with over 50,000 average 
daily membership and sparsity factors for "small 
necessary? school districts.

Criterion #5? The state-local support program 
for the support of public education in Oklahoma 
should provide through its foundation program sup­
port for administrative and supervisory personnel.

Criterion #6: Local boards of education should
be encouraged to maintain quality educational pro­
grams by employing well prepared and experienced 
teachers. The state-local support plan for the 
support of public education in Oklahoma should 
include within its foundation program support for 
the preparation and experience of teachers.

Criterion #7: The state-local finance plan for
the support of public education in Oklahoma should 
utilize easily understood and equitable measures of 
local financial ability.

Criterion #8: The state-local plan for the sup­
port of public education in Oklahoma should include 
through its foundation program support for transpor­
tation needs.

Criterion #9: The state-local finance plan for
the support of public education in Oklahoma should 
encourage local initiative and its foundation pro­
gram should be considered a minimum beyond which 
the citizens of any local school district may go 
at its discretion.

Criterion #10: The state-local finance plan
for the support of public education in Oklahoma 
should include a plan of general purpose incentive 
aid grants.

Criterion #11: The state-local finance plan
for the support of the public schools of Oklahoma 
should include State Aid for school buildings «
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Criterion #12: The level of financial support
for the state-local finance plan for the support of 
public education in Oklahoma should be developed in 
terms of an adequate educational program and resources 
available.

The criteria for the development of a state-local 
finance plan for the support of elementary and secondary 
education in Oklahoma point to the need for a foundation pro­
gram, incentive aid program and aid to school buildings, with 
the major portion of state funds distributed through the foun­
dation program.

Chapter IV will present the proposed state-local fi­
nance plan for the public schools of Oklahoma, and a proce­
dure for the implementation of the plan for the distribution 
of state monies for the support of public education in the 
State.



CHAPTER IV

THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE PROCEDURE 
FOR ITS IMPLEMENTATION

This chapter will present the proposed plan as devel­
oped from the criteria identified in Chapter III, and illus­
trate the procedure for implementing the plan by applying it 
to a sample Oklahoma school district.

The formula and the procedure for its use are shown
in Figure 1. The key explaining the variables used in the 
formula is shown in Figure 2. The data for the sample dls^ 
trict used in the procedure illustrated in Figure 1 are given 
in Appendix A. The work sheet showing the method used in cal­
culating the incremental steps is shown in Appendix C,

The method used in determining the average daily mem­
bership for the sample school district is shown in Item 1,
Figure 1, Average daily membership figures for the school 
districts of Oklahoma were not available for the school year 
1967-6 8, but estimates of average daily membership were made 
by increasing average daily attendance figures by 4 per cent.

Kindergarten average daily membership estimates were 
determined by increasing average daily attendance of the first

89
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Figure 1.-Procedure for Calculating State Support for Sample 
School District, 1967-68.1

1, Begin with ADM = Sum of
A. ADM,.1967^68 (Grades: 1^12); 

calculated at 104 per cent 
of ADA
ADA X CR-1 = ADM
2489 X 1.04 = 2588.56
ADA CR-1 ADM

(1-12)
B. Estimated Kindergarten ADM,

1967-6 8, calculated at 1/2 
of 104 per cent of first 
grade ADA
ADA (1st Gr.) X CR-1 X CR-2 =
ADM (Kg.)
278 X 1.04
______ CR-1 X .5 144.56
ADA (1st Gr.) CR-2 ADM (Kg.)

C. Total ADM, I967-68 '
(ADM 1-12 -j- ADM Kg.) = 2733.12Tot.ADM 

:(K^12)
2. Add Weightings for Special 

Education Classes
A. Enrollment (I967-6 8), full time 

classes X 1,00
Sp.Ed.Enr. X SEW = Wt.Sp.Ed.Enr.
:'14.00 . X 1.00 = 14.00
Sp.Ed.Enr. SEW Wt.Sp.Ed.Enr.

B. Enrollment (I967-6 8), Speech 
Correction Classes X 0.25
Sp.Cor.Enr. X SCW = Wt.Sp.Cor.Enr.
 155 X 0 ^  = 38.75 ■Sp.Cor.Enr. SCW Wt.Sp.Cor.Enr.

^The Key to the terms used in the procedure will be found 
in Figure 2, beginning on Page 94.
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Figure 1— Continued

C. Total Special Education Weightings
Wt.Sp.Ed.Enr.-f-Wt.Sp.Cor.Enr, = Total Sp, Ed. Wt.
 14.00____ H-  IWLS  = - 52.75Wt.Sp.Ed.Enr. Wt.Sp.Cor.Enr. Tot.Sp.Ed.Wt.

3. Total Weighted Pupil Units (WPU)
A. Total ADM (K-12) -rj- Total Sp.Ed.Wt. = WPU

2731.12 +  52.71 = 2765.87ADM (K-12) Sp.Ed.Wt. WPU
4. Numher.v of'"' Classroom Units Allowed CRU

A. Divide WPU by District Ratio Factor RF*
2 2 8 5 ^  jL 2i = 111.43WPU • RF CRU *8
*8ee Appendix "B"

5. Add Allowances for Vocational Teachers
A, Number of Full Time Vocational 

Teachers X 0.5 = CRU*s
1.5Q   X M  = 0.75Vocational Teachers VEW Vo c . CRU's

6. Number of Certified Employees Allowed (NA)
A. CRU's -j- Voc. CRU's = NA

111.43 +  0.75 = 112.18
CRU's Voc. CRU's NA

7. Calculation of Incremental Steps 
(See Appendix "C")
A. Preparation Steps (PS) = 108.00

PS
B. Experience Steps (ES) = 887.989

ES
C. Total Incremental Steps: (S) =

PS 4- ES = S
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Figure 1— Cont inued

C. (Cont inued)
108 4- 887,989 = 995.989PS ES S

D, Average Steps: (AS)
S f N* = AS
995.989 f 106.672 = 9.34

S N* AS
*Number of Certified Employees, 1967-68

8. Calculation of Basic Foundation Program (BFP)
A. Formula: N* or NA* X \[aS X I) -)- 1  = BFP

106.672 X R9 . 3 4 X $100) -f- $7783 LA $929.860.00
BFPN L AS I B

*Whichever is smaller
9 . Calculation of Supplemental Foundation Program

A. Aid to Large School Districts = ALS 
ADM* X SSAL = ALS
*Only School Districts with over 50,000 ADM

B. Supplemental Transportation Support = (STS)
BTS X TCAR = STS
$17.700 X _2__ = $35.400.00
BTS TCAR STS

C. Total Supplemental Foundation Program 
(SFP)
ALS -|- STS = SFP
OOL -f $35.400 = $35.400.00ALS STS SFP

10. Total Foundation Program
A. BFP -j- SFP = FP
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Figure 1— Continued

A. (Continued)
$929.860.00 +  $35.400.00 = $965.260.00

BFP SFP FP
11. Calculation of Foundation Program Income (FPI)

A. Formula: CSL X MF X CV = FPI
.029 X .7395 X $30.118.312 = $645.902.00
CSL MF C.V. FPI

12. Calculation of Foundation Program Aid (FA)
A. Formula: FP - FPI = FA

#965.260 - $645.902 = $319.358.00
FP FPI FA

13» Calculation of Incentive Aid (lA)
A. Formula: ADM X lASL X IL = lA

2733.12 X $5.00 X 10 = $136.656.00
ADfî (Kg. - 12) lASL IL lA

14. Calculation of State Building Aid (SBA)
A. Formula: FA X SBASH = SBA

$319.358 X 0.14 = $44.710.00
FA SBASB SBA

1 5. Total State Support = TSS
A. Formula: FA -{- lA -|- SBA = TSS

$319.358 4- $136.656 +  $44.710 = $500.724,00
FA lA SBA TSS
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Figure 2,-Key to Procedure for Using Formula

ADA = Average daily attendance for preceding year.
ADM = Average daily membership of preceding year. Calculated 

as 104 per cent of ADA of preceding year.
CE = Conversion ratio

CR-1 = 1.04, ratio of ADM to ADA
CE-2 = .5» ratio of kindergarten ADA to first grade ADA

W = Weightings
SEW = 1,00, Special education weighting 
sew = 0.25, Speech correction weighting 
VEW = 0,50, Vocational education weighting

WPU = Weighted pupil units = Sum of:
(1) ADM preceding year of grades 1-12.
(2) Kindergarten ADM preceding year X 0.50.
(3) Approved Special Education Classes:

(a) Enrollment current year in full 
time approved classes X 1.00.

(b) Enrollment current year in speech 
correction classes X 0.25.

N = Number of certified employees, current year.
NA = Number of certified employees allowed in computing state 

shared support = sum of:
(1) WADM -f RF
(2) Number of full time vocational teachers X 0.5.

BF = District Eatlo Factor. The pupil-teacher ratio to be 
applied in determining the number of teachers allowed 
in accordance with the ADM of the district. (See 
Appendix "B")

E f= Total number of years of teaching and/or administrative 
experience of instructional staff. Tested using 12 as the 
maximum number of years of experience for teachers with 
Bachelor®s Degree and 15 as the maximum number of years 
of experience for teachers with Master's and Doctor's 
Degrees, (See Appendix "C")



95
Figure 2— Continued

NH = Number of teachers with Master*s Degrees.
ND = Number of teachers with Doctor*s Degrees.
I = Amount of each increment in dollars. (Tested at $100)
S = Total number of incremental steps = PS -f- ES,
PS = Preparation Steps = (NM X 3) (ND X 6),
ES = Total number of years of experience as calculated accord­

ing to "E" above.
AS = Average number of incremental steps = S ^ N.
B = Support base = salary factor-h maintenance, operation, and 

supplies factor, (Tested at $6258 +  $1525 = $7783.)
BFP = Basic Foundation Program

Formula: [n * or N ^  X KÂS X I) ID = BFP
^Whichever is smaller

SFP = Supplemental Foundation Program = ALS STS.
(1) ALS = Large School Support, for school districts

with over 50,000 ADM,
LSSAL = $25, Large School Supplemental Aid

(2) STS = Supplemental Transportation Support
BTS = Basic Transportation Support

(Tested at support received for 
transportation, 1967-68)

TCAR = 2, Transportation Cost Adjustment Ratio
FP = Foundation Program = BFP -f- SFP,
CV = County Net-Assessed Valuatibh'^of'TaxableiProperty’.v
CSL = County Support Level (Tested at 29 mills)
FPI = Foundation Program Income = Total revenue derived from 

a levy of 29 mills times net-assessed county valuation 
multiplied by MF.

FA = Foundation Aid = FP less FPI.
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Figure 2— ■Continued

IL = Incentive Levy = Number of mills levied In excess of 29.
(Tested at 10 mills)

lASL = Dicentlve Aid Support Level. (Tested at $5.00) 
lA = Incentive Aid. Formula : ADM X lASL X IL = lA 
SBASR = School Building Aid Support Ratio. (Tested at .14)
SBA = School Building Aid. Formula; FA X SBASR = SBA.
TSS = Total State Support = FA 4" lA, +  SBA = TSS

grade by 4 per cent and multiplying this figure by .5, since 
kindergarten programs are regularly conducted on a half day 
basis.

Item'2, Figure 1, shows the calculation of additional 
weightings for students enrolled In special education and 
speech correction classes. Enrollment in full time special 
education classes Is given a weighting of 1.00 and enrollment 
In speech correction classes a weighting of 0.25.

Total average dally membership and additional weight­
ings were added to determine total weighted pupil units as 
shown in Item 3.

As shown in Item 4, the total number of weighted 
pupil units is divided by the district's ratio factor to as­
certain the number of classroom units allowed under the foun­
dation program, not Including additional units allowed for 
vocational programs.

The number of full time vocational teachers for which
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the district qualified under approved vocational programs was 
given a weighting 0.5 (Item 5), and the number of classroom 
units allowed was increased by this amount (Item 6), to arrive 
at the total number of certified employees allowed for sup­
port under the foundation program.

The calculation of the incremental steps is given in 
Item 7, Figure 1, and is shown in detail in Appendix C. The 
number of preparation steps equals the number of professional 
personnel with the Master's Degree multiplied by 3» plus the 
number of professional personnel with the Doctor's Degree 
multiplied bÿ 6. The formula is; (NM X 3) "H (ND X 6) = PS. 
The number of experience steps (ES) was calculated by adding 
the number of years of experience of professional personnel 
with the Bachelor's Degree, with a maximum of 12 years for 
each person; and the number of years of experience of profess­
ional personnel with the Master's and Doctor's Degree, with a 
maximum of 15 years for each person. The total number of 
steps (S) was found by adding the number of preparation steps 
(PS) and the number of experience steps (ES). The formula 
is : PS -1-ES = S. The average number of steps (AS) was
found by dividing the total number of steps (S) by the number 
of professional personnel employed. The formula for this 
calculation is : S ? N = AS.

Item 8, Figure 1, shows the application of the Basic 
Foundation Program formula to the sample district; N X |̂ AS 
X I) -1-Bj= BFPo The plan was tested giving "I" a value of



98
>, and using a support base figure of $7,783. The support 

base of $7,783 included a salary factor of $6,258, a mainte­
nance and operations factor of $1,025, and a supplies factor 
of $500.

The calculation of the Supplemental Foundation Pro­
gram is shown in Item 9, Figure L. Since the sample school 
district had an ADM of less than 50,000, it did not qualify 
for the large school aid of $25 per ADM under the proposed 
plan. Transportation aid was calculated at twice the amount 
for which the district qualified under the existing program.

The Total Foundation Program (FP), was determined 
by adding the Basic Foundation Program (BFP) and the Supple­
mental Foundation Program (SFP), as shown in Item 10.

The calculation of the Foundation Program Income 
(FPI) is shown in Item 11, Figure 1. The district's contri­
bution to the support of its Foundation Program was found 
by calculating the yield of an ad valorem tax levy of 29 
mills on the net assessed valuation of the county, and deri-- 
ing the district's share by multiplying the county yield y
the district's Membership Factor which is the ratio *f or.c 
district's ADM to the county’s ADM.

The calculation of the Foundation Aid for wr. i : - • -
district qualified is shovm in Item 12. Accord irr 
formula. Foundation Aid is found by subtract inr ? - v c-
tion Program Income from the Foundation ?rc--ra~.

The calculation of the district’s I n c - ' -
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shown In Item 1 3 , The formula for this calculation is; lA 
= ADM X $5*00 X IL. The number of mills of the Incentive Levy- 
used in this calculation was 10, the maximum presently avail­
able to local school districts under limits set by the consti­
tution of the State.

Item l4 shows the calculation of state Building Aid. 
The amount of state aid to school districts for school build­
ings under the proposed plan is determined by multiplying 
the amount cf Foundation Aid by 0.l4.

Total state support for the sample school district, 
as shown in Item 15 is the sum of the Foundation Aid, Incen­
tive Aid. and Building Aid,

Under the I967-68 state-local support plan revenues 
that were chargeable to the foundation program as local in­
come included (1) monies derived from a 15 mill levy times 
the assessed valuation of the school district, after allow- 
in;r a 10 per cent deduction for delinquent taxes, (2) the 
full amount coulecred from county apportionment, (3) intan- 
r:"le 'ax, transfer fees. (5) auto license and farm truck
:ax co_le:::ons. (6) 75 per cent of the amount received by 
- ' - from t r.e county 4 mill levy, (7) the actual collec-
■ o f: m rr'sr production taxes, (8) rural electrification

me from school lands, distributed on the

1 nso :: u11 or.. Article 10. Sec. 6A. January
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Under the proposed plan, the local chargeable Income 
would consist of the district’s share, allocated on the basis 
of average dally membership, of the revenue from a 29 mill 
levy on the net assessed valuation of the county. All consti­
tutional provisions governing mill levies for school purposes 
would be repealed, leaving to the legislature the responsibility 
for establishing the taxing authority of local districts, and 
determining the contribution which the local district should 
make toward the support of the foundation program.

Income from county apportionment and transfer fees 
would remain with the local district as non-chargeable Income. 
The sending school district would pay the receiving district 
In transfer fees an amount per ADM for transferred pupils, 
equal to the current expense, per ADM of the receiving dlstlct, 
less foundation aid and Incentive aid per ADM received by the 
receiving district.

Federal monies received under the provisions of Public 
Laws 874 and 815 would remain with the local school district 
as non-chargeable Income to be used for enrichment purposes.

Summary
This chapter has presented the proposed plan with a 

procedure for Its Implementation. A key was Included to ex­
plain the variables that were used In the plan and procedure. 
Chapter V will Include the testing and evaluation of the plan.



CHAPTER V

THE TESTING AND EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

The purposes of this chapter were to test the plan, 
to Illustrate the effects of its implementation, to determine 
the approximate costs in state monies for its implementation, 
and to evaluate the plan in terms of the criteria that were 
Identified in Chapter III.

The Testing of the Plan
The testing of the proposed plan consisted of two 

parts, "Selection of the sample school districts," and "Appli­
cation of the proposed plan."

Selection of the Sample School Districts
Since it was not feasible to secure data from all of 

the 513 school districts in Oklahoma offering either a K-12 
or 1-12 program during 1 9 6 7 -6 8 (the latest year for which com­
plete data were available), the proposed state-local support 
program was tested utilizing data from a selected sample of 
63 districts.

The sample Included school districts from 62 of the 
77 counties of the State and was chosen to assure adequate

101
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representation of the different size and wealth categories.
Size and wealth categories of the sample school districts are 
shown in Figure 3» The sample represents 5^«9 per cent of the 
average daily membership and 50.25 per cent of the net assessed 
valuation of the school districts in Oklahoma for the school 
year I967-68.

Since the plan provides special aid to school districts 
with over 50,000 average daily membership, the two largest 
school districts, Oklahoma City and Tulsa, were included to 
illustrate the effects of the large school aid provisions of 
the plan.

The selected school districts and their respective 
wealth and size classifications are shown in Figure 4. The 
extreme range in wealth among the districts should be noted. 
Gage had a valuation of $16,, 596 per pupil in ADM, as compared 
with Boley*s valuation per ADM of only $7 6 3. The range in 
size of the' selected districts was from 15^ ADM for Gage to 
75,04l for Tulsa.

Average daily membership for the selected sample dis­
tricts, as reported in Figure 4, includes estimates for kin­
dergarten programs.

Application of the Proposed Plan
The purpose of the application of the proposed plan 

to the selected sample school districts was to illustrate the 
effects on districts of different sizes and wealth, and to 
determine the approximate cost of implementing the program in 
the State.



103
Figure 3,-Size and Wealth Categories of Selected School Districts

Size
ADM-

1967-68

Wealth
Valuation Per ADM-I967-68

(1)#6,000
and

Higher

(2)#4,000
to

#5,999

 ̂ (3)#2 ,5 0 0
to

#3,999

(4)
#2 ,4 9 9and
Lower Totals

10,000 and 
Over (1) 1 1 1 1 4

7 .5 0 0 to 
9.999 (2) 1 2 1 0 4

3,000 to 
7.499 (2) 1 2 8 0 11

1 ,5 0 0 to 
2.999 (4) 1 5 6 1 13

500 to 
1.499 (5) 3 9 6 4 22

0 to 
499 (6) 3 2 1 3 9

Totals 10 21 . - 23 _ 9 63 .
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Figure 4.-School Districts Included in the Sample, Showing Wealth 
and Size Classifications, Average Daily Membership and Net Assessed 
Valuation Per Pupil in Average Daily Membership, I967-6 8.

School
District Wealth Classification Size Classification

Category
Valuation 
Per ADM Category

Average 
Daily Member­
ship

Gage 1 $1 6 ,5 9 6 6 154
Pond Creek 1 1 2 ,6 9 0 6 296
Boise City 1 1 1 ,5 0 7 5 673Alva 1 9 .3 1 6 5 1,385Buffalo 1 9,21.8 6 494

Tulsa 1 7 ,3 0 2 1 75,041
Ponca City 1 6 ,6 9 9 3 6 ,9 7 2
Guyman 1 6,648 4 2 ,2 0 7Sayre 1 6 ,6 1 7 5 839Bartlesville 1 6,142 2 8,424
Cheyenne 2 5,986 6 305Taloga 2 5,963 6 177Oklahoma City 2 5,953 1 6 9 ,7 7 3Ada 2 5 ,7 4 9 4 2 ,5 4 5Woodward 2 5 ,7 3 4 4 2,733
Hobart 2 5 ,6 5 4 5 1,222
Perry 2 5,577 5 1,249
Mangum 2 5,280 5 996
Miami 2 5 ,1 6 6 3 3,216
Enid 2 5 ,1 3 2 2 9 ,6 0 6

Stillwater 2 4.598 3 4,357Watonga 2 4,586 5 1 ,0 7 4
Hollis 2 4,580 5 917Coalgate 2 4,542 5 618
Clinton 2 4,485 4 2 ,3 0 0

Guthrie 2 4,465 4 2 ,6 7 6
Walters 2 4,456 5 ,847Pryor 2 4 ,4 3 1 4 2,287Norman 2 4,258 2 8 ,1 0 3Maysville 2 4,204 5 622
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Figure 4— Continued

School
District Wealth Classification Size Classification

Valuation Average
Category Per ADM Category Daily Member­ship

Pawhuska 2 $4,063 5 1,268
Frederick 3 3,970 4 1,566
Duncan 3 3,951 3 4,772
Marietta 3 3.904 5 697Terrai 3 3,893 6 242
Muskogee 3 3,803 2 9,479
Purcell 3 3,657 5 1,033Holdenville 3 3,564 5 1,314
Chickasha 3 3,556 3 3,400
Beaver 3 3,380 5 682
Ardmore 3 3,372 3 4,792
Seminole 3 3,357 4 1,711
El Reno 3 3.341 4 2,808
Okmulgee 3 3,269 3 3,756
Durant 3 3,092 4 2,318
Shawnee 3 2,854 3 4,635
Anadarko 3 2,772 4 2,075Antlers 3 2,763 5 1,003
Claremore 3 2,734 4 2,356
Altus 3 2,729 3 5,658
Sapulpa 3 2,697 3 4,393Eufaula 3 2,567 5 1,035McAlester 3 2,566 3 4,261
Midwest City 3 2,517 1 17,705Boswell 4 2,476 6 489
Heavener 4 2,338 5 782
Lawton 4 2,311 1 20,621
Keota 4 2,121 5 524
Jay 4 1,998 5 1,231Watts 4 1,990 6 283
Tahlequah 4 1,769 4 2,460
Vaillant 4 1,752 5 754
Boley 4 763 6 408
For the SampleDistricts $5,099 3 2 2 ,6 1 9
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Foundation Aid
The amount of local support and the amount of state 

support for each of the sample school districts under the 
foundation program component of the proposed plan were calcu­
lated and the results are shown In Figure 5. The total amount 
of the foundation program for the 63 selected school districts 
was $1 2 3,7 2 0,9 7 1, with the local districts contributing 
$5 3,8^7 , 2 5 6 and the State contributing $69,873,715.

Figure 6 shows the per pupil amount of local and state 
support, and the percentages of local and state support for 
each of the selected school districts, and for the total sam­
ple. It should be noted that for the total sample, the foun­
dation program provides a level of support equal to $384 per 
pupil In average dally membership, with $166 or 44 per cent 
provided locally and $218 or 56 per cent provided by the State, 
An examination of the amounts and percentages for Individual 
districts reveals that the proportion of state support Is 
related to the wealth of the district.

The percentage that the state support is of the total 
foundation program for Individual districts ranges from 90 
per cent for Watts to none for Alva, Beaver, Buffalo, and 
Guymon.

It Is significant that Beaver had a net-assessed valu­
ation of $3 , 3 8 0 per ABM, but received no state aid under the 
provisions of the foundation program. This school district 
has 43 per cent of the average dally membership of the county,



107

Figure 5.-Local and State Support Under the Foundation Program 
Component of the Proposed Plan, I967-6 8,

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

Local Support- 
District *s Share 
of Yield from 29 
Mills County Levy

State
Support

Total
Local-
State

Support

Gage @16,596 @ 6 1 ,873 $ 1 3 .7 5 4 @ 7 5 .6 2 7
Pond Creek 1 2 ,6 9 0 144,710 2 ,9 9 2 1 4 7 ,7 0 2
Boise City 1 1 ,5 0 7 3 01 ,5 76 26,060 3 2 7 ,6 3 6
Alva 9 .3 1 6 5 96 ,7 98 0 5 9 6 ,7 9 8
Buffalo 9,218 242,983 0 242,983
Tulsa 7 ,3 0 2 1 5,7 8 3 ,0 1 0 13,249,704 2 9,0 3 2 ,7 1 4
Ponca City 6 ,6 9 9 1 ,5 20 ,8 61 1 ,039 ,117 2,559,978
Guyman 6, 6^8 8 32 ,077 0 8 3 2 ,0 7 7
Sayre 6 ,6 1 7 1 7 8 ,7 3 2 211,210 389,942
Bartlesville 6,142 1 ,4 7 1 ,4 7 9 1,640,323 3,111,802
Cheyenne 5,986 6 8 ,7 2 1 84,099 1 5 2 ,8 2 0
Talqga 5 ,9 6 3 58,768 2 7 ,9 7 6 8 6 ,7 4 4
Oklahoma City 5.'953 1 0,8 79 ,4 3 0 1 6,1 1 0 ,4 4 4 2 6,9 8 9 ,8 7 4
Ada 5 ,7 4 9 4 1 3 ,1 3 0 5 40 ,4 5 4 953.584
Woodward 5 .7 3 4 645,902 3 67 ,1 47 1 ,0 1 3 ,0 4 9

Hobart 5 ,6 5 4 2 99 ,455 1 9 1 ,1 6 1 4 9 0 ,6 1 6
Perry 5,577 333,226 1 54 ,0 33 487,259Mangum 5,280 149,620 2 75 ,977 425,597Miami 5 ,1 6 6 425,484 7 7 4 ,2 9 6 1,199,780
Enid 5 ,1 3 2 1,884,607 1,641,376 3,525,983
Stillwater 4 ,5 9 8 7 1 0 ,7 9 9 9 3 4 ,3 3 9 1,645,138
Watonga 4,586 249,541 2 12 ,9 89 462,530
Hollis 4,580 1 3 9 ,7 7 6 2 62 ,2 95 4 0 2 ,0 7 1
Coalgate 4,542 92 ,01 1 2 26 ,9 60 3 1 8 ,9 7 1
Clinton 4,485 4 5 5.002 4 0 7 ,9 2 0 8 6 2 ,9 2 2

Guthrie 4,465 532»163 514»350 1,046,513Walters 4 ,4 5 6 136. 072 243,156 .3 7 9 ,2 2 8
Pryor 4 ,4 3 1 240,499 636 ,596 8 7 7 ,0 9 5Norman 4,258 929 ,5 52 2,032 ,153 2,9 6 1 ,7 0 5Maysville 4,204 100,757 188 ,2 51 289,008
Pawhuska 4 ,0 6 3 272 ,513 2 29 ,797 5 0 2 ,3 1 0
Frederick 3 ,9 7 0 288,351 288,488 5 7 6 ,8 3 9Duncan 3 .9 5 1 684,578 1,082,465 1 ,7 6 7 ,0 4 3Marietta 3.904 95,383 227,858 323,241
Terrai 3,893 5 2 ,7 5 5 66,266 1 1 9 ,0 2 1
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Figure 5— Continued

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

Local Support- 
District ’s Share 
of Yield from 29 
Mills County Levy

State
Support

Total
Local-
State

Support

Muskogee $ 3,803 $1,224,459 $2 ,313 ,823 $3,538,282
Purcell 3,657 133 ,9 7 2 269 ,878 403,850
Holdenville 3,564 1 70 ,5 5 2 363 ,41 2 533,964
Chickasha 3,556 5 49 ,9 2 5 758,186 1,308,111
Beaver 3,380 5 06 ,1 8 8 506 ,188

Ardmore 3,372 579 ,691 1 ,161 ,51 0 1,741,201
Seminole 3,357 169 ,60 7 485,147 6 5 4 ,7 5 4
El Reno 3,341 6 16 ,3 2 9 427,115 1,0 43,444
Okmulgee 3,269 404,922 9 94 ,219 1,399,141
Durant 3.092 219 ,803 665,016 884,819
Shawnee 2,854 409,408 1,318,256 1,727,664
Anadarko 2,772 398,718 371 ,705 770 ,4 2 3
Antlers 2,763 1 0 3 ,0 3 4 3 52 ,9 7 6 4 5 6 ,0 1 0
Claremore 2,734 393,126 467,848 8 6 0 ,9 7 4
Altus 2,729 6 5 0,020 1,397,189 2,047 ,209

Sapulpa 2,697 522,840 1,110,464 1 ,6 3 3 ,3 0 4
Eufaula 2,567 1 0 1 ,4 4 5 342 ,09 0 4 4 3 ,5 3 5
McAlester 2,566 4 0 7 ,7 1 9 1,162,358 1 ,570 ,077
Midwest City 2,517 2,767,241 3.778,561 6,545,802
Boswell 2,476 33,880 215,814 2 4 9 ,6 9 4

Heavener 2,338 52,618 314,541 3 6 7 ,1 5 9
Lawton 2,311 1 ,7 0 5 ,6 7 5 5,658,502 7,364,177
Keota 2,121 58,639 204,583 263 ,22 2
Jay 1.998 1 1 6 ,7 0 2 430,282 546,984
Watts 1,990 1 3 ,5 0 3 125 ,51 5 139 ,0 1 8

Tahlequah 1,769 1 62 ,5 07 800 ,931 963 ,43 8
Valliant 1,752 46,126 3 2 0 ,9 3 4 367 ,0 6 0
Boley 763 56,413 158,854 215 ,26 7

1 Totals $5 ,0 99 $53,847,256 $69,873.715 $123/20,971
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Figure 6,-Local and State Support Per Pupil in Average Daily 
Membership, and Percentages of Local and State Support, Under the 
Foundation Program Component of the Proposed Plan for the Sample 
Districts, I967-68.

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

District*s 
Share of 
29 Mills 
Co. Levy 
Per ADM

Per
Cent
of

Total
State 

Support 
Per ADM

Per
Cent
of

Total

Total
Local-
State
Per
ADM

Gage $1 6 ,5 9 6 $401 81 $89 19 $490
Pond Creek 12,690 489 97 10 3 499Boise City 11.507 448 92 38 8 486
Alva 9 ,3 1 6 430 100 0 0 430
Buffalo 9,218 492 100 0 0 492

: Tulsa 7,302 210 54 176 46 386
Ponca City 6 ,6 9 9 218 59 149 41 367Guymon 6,648 377 100 0 0 377Sayre 6 ,6 1 7 269 63 162 37 431
Bartlesville 6,142 175 48 195 52 370

Cheyenne 5.986 225 45 275 55 500
Taloga 5 ,9 6 3 332 68 158 32 490
Oklahoma City 5,953 156 41 230 59 386
Ada 5 ,7 4 9 162 43 212 57 374
Woodward 5 ,7 3 4 236 64 134 36 370

Hobart 5,654 245 61 156 39 401
Perry 5,577 266 68 123 32 389Mangum 5,280 150 36 277 64 427
Miami 5,166 132 36 240 64 372
Enid 5 ,1 3 2 196 53 170 47 366
Stillwater 4,598 163 44 214 56 377Watonga 4,586 232 54 198 46 430
Hollis 4,580 152 35 285 65 437Coalgate 4,542 149 29 367 71 516 !
Clinton 4,485 197 53 177 47 374

Guthrie 4,465 198 50 192 50 390
Walters 4 ,4 5 6 161 36 287 64 448
Pryor 4,431 105 28 278 72 383Norman 4,258 115 32 250 68 365Maysville 4, 204 162 34 302 66 464
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Figure 6-»-Continued

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

District's 
Share of
29 Mills 
Co. Levy 
Per ADM

PerCent
ofTotal

State 
Support 
Per ADM

Per
Cent
of

Total

Total
Local-
State
PerADM

Pawhuska $4,063 #214 54 #181 46 #395
Frederick 3.970 184 50 184 50 378
Duncan 3.951 143 39 227 61 370
Marietta 3,904 136 30 327 70 463
Terrai 3,893 218 45 274 55 492

Muskogee 3,804 129 35 244 65 373
Purcell 3,657 129 34 261 66 390
Holdenville 3.564 130 33 276 67 4o6
Chickasha 3.556 162 43 222 57 384
Beaver 3.380 741 100 0 0 742
Ardmore 3,372 121 34 242 66 363
Seminole 3,357 99 26 283 74 382
El Reno 3.341 219 60 152 40 371
Okmulgee 3,269 108 28 264 72 362
Durant 3,092 94 25 286 75 380
Shawnee 2.854 88 24 284 76 372
Anadarko 2,772 192 52 179 48 371
Antlers 2,763 102 23 352 77 454
Claremore 2,734 166 46 198 54 364
Altus 2,729 114 32 247 68 361

Sapulpa 2.697 119 33 252 67 371Eufaula 2,567 98 23 331 77 429
McAlester 2,566 95 26 273 74 368
Midwest City 2,517 156 42 213 58 369
Boswell 2,476 69 14 441 86 510

Heavener 2,338 67 14 402 86 465
Lawton 2,311 82 24 274 76 356
Keota 2,121 112 23 390 77 502
Jay 1.998 94 22 349 78 443
Watts 1,990 47 10 444 90 491

Tahlequah 1,769 66 17 325 83 391
Valliant 1.752 61 13 425 87 486
Boley 763 138 27 389 73 527

For the Sample 
Districts #5 ,0 9 9 #166 44 #218 56 #384
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and the district's Share of the 29 mill county-wide levy was 
sufficient to support the foundation program.

The local-state support level per ADM for each school 
district, under the provisions of the proposed foundation 
program is dependent upon: (1) the level of the support base,
(2) the extent of participation by the district in special 
education, and vocational education programs, (3) adjustments 
for size as governed by the ratio factor, (4) amounts of trans­
portation aid received under the existing program, (5) dis­
trict eligibility for large school aid, and (6) the prepara­
tion and experience of teachers.

The local share of the foundation program support 
level is determined as 29 mills is multiplied times the net- 
assessed valuation of the county and distributed to school 
districts within the county on the basis of average daily 
membership. State aid is local-state shared support less 
the local share.

Incentive Aid
Figure 7 shows the local and state support under the 

provisions of the incentive aid component of the proposed 
plan for the sample school districts. The plan was tested 
assuming that the electorate of each school district approved 
the full 10 mills levy which is authorized under existing 
constitutional limitations.

The total amount of local-state support under the 
incentive program for the sample districts was $32,679,165.
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Figure ?.-Local and State Support Under the Incentive Aid Component 
of the Proposed Plan for the Sample School Districts, 1967-6 8.

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

Local Rev­
enue From 
10 Mills 
Incentive 
Levy

State
Incentive

Aid

Total Local 
and State 
Support 

Through Incen­
tive Programs

Gage $1 6 ,5 9 6 $25,558 $ 7 .6 9 6 $3 3 ,2 5 4
Pond Creek 1 2 ,6 9 0 37,562 14.794 .5 2 ,3 5 6
Boise City 1 1 ,5 0 7 7 8 .5 9 4 33,644 1 12 ,2 3 8
Alva 9 .3 1 6 1 2 9 .0 2 6 6 9 .2 3 8 198,264
Buffalo 9.218 45.538 2 4 ,70 0 7 0 ,2 3 8

Tulsa 7 .3 0 2 5.479.384 3 .7 5 2 ,0 3 4 9.23 1 .41 8
Ponca City 6 ,6 9 9 4 6 7 ,0 7 0 349.582 816,652
Guymon 6, 648 146,712 1 1 0 ,3 4 4 2 5 7 .0 5 6
Sayre 6 .6 1 7 55.514 41,964 9 7 .4 7 8
Bartlesville 6,142 5 1 7 .3 7 4 421,200 9 3 8 ,5 7 4

Cheyenne 5.986 18,258 1 5 .2 3 6 3 3 .4 9 4
Taloga 5 .9 6 3 1 0 ,5 5 4 8,840 1 9 ,3 9 4
Oklahoma City 5,953 4 ,1 5 3 .3 0 0 3,488,654 7.641,954
Ada 5 .7 4 9 146.322 127,244 273.566
Woodward 5 .7 3 4 156,718 1 3 6,656 2 9 3 .3 7 4

Hobart 5.654 6 9 .0 9 0 6 1 ,1 0 0 1 3 0 ,1 9 0
Perry 5.577 6 9 ,6 5 8 6 2 ,5 4 2 1 3 2 ,2 0 0
Mangum 5.280 52,586 4 9 .7 9 0 1 0 2 ,3 7 6
Miami 5.166 1 6 6 ,1 5 4 160,784 3 2 6 ,9 3 8
Enid 5 ,1 3 2 4 9 2 ,2 9 7 480,324 9 7 2 ,6 2 1

Stillwater 4,598 2 00 ,3 40 217,828 418,168
Watonga 4,586 4 9 ,2 5 6 5 3 .7 1 6 1 0 2 ,9 7 2
Hollis 4,580 41,996 45.864 87.860
Coalgate 4, 542 2 8, 070 3 0 ,3 9 4 5 8,464
Clinton 4,485 1 0 3 ,1 5 8 114,997 218,155
GuthPie 4,465 118,014 1 33 .7 96 2 51 .8 1 0
Walters 4 ,4 5 6 '37,444 42,328 7 9 ,7 7 2
Pryor 4 ,4 3 1 1 01 ,3 3 8 114,374 2 15 .7 12
Norman 4,258 3 4 5 .0 5 6 4 05 .1 3 2 750,188
Maysville 4,204 26,148 3 1 .09 6 57.244
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Figure 7— Continued

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

Local Rev­
enue From 10 Mills 
Incentive 
Levy

State
Incentive

Aid

Total Local 
and State 
Support 

Through Incen­
tive Programs

Pawhuska 063 $ 5 1 .5 2 0 $ 63.388 $114,908
Frederick 3 .9 5 1 6 2 ,1 7 6 7 8 ,3 1 2 140,488
Duncan 3 ,9 5 1 188,542 23 8 ,57 6 427.118
Marietta 3,904 2 7 .2 1 2 34,840 62 ,052
Terrai 3,893 9,420 1 2 ,0 9 0 2 1 ,510

Muskogee 3.803 360,480 4 7 3 ,9 5 4 8 34 ,4 34
Purcell 3.657 3 7 .7 7 2 51 ,6 63 89.435
Holdenville 3.564 46,830 6 5 .67 6 1 12 ,506
Chickasha 3.556 1 2 0 ,9 2 0 170,014 290 ,93 4
Beaver 3.380 2 3 .0 5 6 3 4 ,1 1 2 57 .168

Ardmore 3 .3 7 2 161.584 239 .5 9 0 4 0 1 ,1 7 4
Seminole 3.357 57,446 85,566 143,012
El Reno 3 ,3 4 1 93,808 140,402 234 ,210
Okmulgee 3,269 1 2 2 ,7 8 8 187,798 310,586
Durant 3 ,0 9 2 ■ 7 1 .6 6 8 115.882 187,550
Shawnee 2,854 1 3 2 ,2 9 0 231,764 364,054
Anadarko 2 .7 7 2 57.518 1 0 3 ,7 4 0 1 61 ,258
Antlers 2 .7 6 3 2 7 .71 6 50,128 77.844
Claremore 2 ,7 3 4 64,412 117.806 182,218
Altus 2 .7 2 9 154.380 282,880 437 ,26 0

Sapulpa 2 ,6 9 7 118,482 219 .6 7 4 338,156
Eufaula 2,567 2 6 ,5 7 0 51.740 7 8 ,3 1 0
McAlester 2,566 109,358 2 13 .070 322,428
Midwest City 2 ,5 1 7 445.6 3 4 885 .2 7 4 1 ,3 3 0 ,9 0 8
Boswell 2 ,4 7 6 1 2 ,1 0 6 24,466 3 6 ,5 7 2

Heavener 2,338 18,286 39.104 5 7 .3 9 0
Lawton 2 .3 1 1 4 7 6 ,5 1 0 1 ,0 31 ,050 1 .5 07 .560
Keota 2,121 11,118 26,182 3 7 .3 0 0
Jay 1 .9 9 8 24,598 6 1 ,542 86,l40
Watts 1 ,9 9 0 5 .6 3 2 14,144 1 9 .7 7 6

Tahlequah 1 .7 6 9 43,514 122,980 1 6 6 ,4 9 4
Valliant 1 ,7 5 2 1 3.208 3 7 ,7 0 0 50,908
Boley 763 3.114 20,410 2 3 .5 2 4

Totals $5 ,0 9 9 $■16,5 47 .757 $16,131.408 $3 2,6 79 .165
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Local monies generated from the assessment of 10 incentive 
aid mills amounted to $16,547,757. or 51 per cent, and state 
support equaled $16,131,408, or 49 per cent of the total.

Figure 8 depicts the local and state support per ADM, 
and the percentages of local and state support under the pro­
visions of the incentive component of the proposed plan for 
the sample districts. Local support per ADM decreased as 
valuation per ADM decreased, and varied from $166 for Gage 
to $8 for Boley.

State aid under the incentive component was $50 per 
pupil in average daily membership for each of the sample 
school districts, and the percentage of the total incentive 
program from state sources varied from 23 per cent for Gage, 
which had the highest valuation per ADM, to 86 per cent for 
Boley, which had the lowest valuation per ADM.

The state average local-state support through the 
incentive component of the proposed plan for the sample dis­
tricts was $101 per ADM. Total support per ADM for the school 
districts was directly related to the net-assessed valuation 
of the school district per ADM, and increased for each of the 
sample districts as assessed valuation per ADM increased. 

Figure 9 shows the local and state support for the 
sample districts under the foundation aid and incentive aid 
components of the proposed plan. The local contribution of 
the sample districts amounted to $70,395.013, or 45 per cent 
of the total support of $156,400,136; and combined foundation
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Figure 8,-Local and State Support Per Pupil in Average Daily Member­
ship, and Percentages of Local and State Support, Under the Incen­
tive Aid Component of the Proposed Plan for the Sample Districts,
1967-6 8.

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

Rev. from 
10 Mills 
Incent ive 
Levy 
Per ADM

Per
Cent
of

Total

State 
Incen­

tive Aid 
Per ADM

Per
Cent
of

Total

Total
Support
Local
and

State

Gage $1 6 ,5 9 6 $166 77 $50 23 $216
Pond Creek 1 2 ,6 9 0 126 72 50 28 176
Boise City 1 1 ,5 0 7 116 70 50 30 166
Alva 9.316 93 66 50 34 143
Buffalo 9.218 92 65 50 35 142
Tulsa 7 ,3 0 2 71 59 50 41 121
Ponca City 6 ,6 9 9 66 57 50 43 116
Guymon 6,648 66 57 50 43 116
Sayre 6 ,61 7 66 57 50 43 116
Bartlesville 6,142 61 55 50 45 111
Cheyenne 5,986. 60 55 50 45 110
Taloga 5 ,9 6 3 60 55 50 45 110
Oklahoma City 5.953 59 55 50 45 109Ada 5 ,7 4 9 57 54 50 46 107Woodward 5 ,7 3 4 57 54 50 46 107

Hobart 5 . 6 5 4 57 54 50 46 107Perry 5,577 56 53 50 47 106
Mangum 5,280 53 52 50 48 103
Miami 5,166 51 51 50 49 101
Enid 5 ,1 3 2 51 51 50 49 101
Stillwater 4,598 45 48 50 52 95Watonga 4,586 45 48 50 52 95Hollis 4,580 45 48 50 52 95Coalgate 4,542 45 48 50 52 95Clinton 4,485 44 47 50 53 94

Guthrie 4,465 44 47 50 53 94Walters 4 ,456 44 47 50 53 94Pryor 4 ,4 3 1 44 47 50 53 94Norman 4,258 42 46 50 54 92Maysville 4,204 42 46 50 54 92
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Figure 8— Continued

SchoolDistrict
Valuat i on 
Per ADM

'Rev. from 
10 Mills 

1 Incentive 
Levy 
Per ADM

Per
Cent
ofTotal

State 
Incen­

tive Aid 
Per ADM

Per
Cent
of

Total

Total
Support
Local
and

State

Pawhuska 4,063 $41 46 50 54 91
. Frederick 3.970 40 45 50 55 90
Duncan 3.951 40 44 50 56 90
Marietta 3.904 40 44 50 56 90
Terrai 3,893 39 44 50 56 89
Muskogee 3.803 38 43 50 57 88
Purcell 3,657 37 43 50 57 87
Holdenville 3,564 35 42 50 58 85
Chickasha 3,556 35 42 50 58 85
Beaver 3,380 33 40 50 60 83
Ardmore 3,372 33 40 50 60 83
Seminole 3,357 33 40 50 60 83
El Reno 3.341 33 40 50 60 83
Okmulgee 3.269 32 40 50 60 82
Durant 3,092 30 38 50 62 80
Shawnee 2,854 28 36 50 64 78
Anadarko 2,772 28 36 50 64 78
Antlers 2,763 28 36 50 64 78
Claremore 2,734 28 36 50 64 78
Altus 2,729 27 35 50 65 77
Sapulpa 2,697 26 35 50 65 76
Eufaula 2,567 26 35 50 65 76
McAlester 2,566 26 35 50 65 76
Midwest City 2,517 25 34 50 66 75
Boswell 2,476 25 33 50 67 75
Heavener 2,338 23 32 50 68 73
Lawt on 2,311 23 32 50 68 73
Keota 2,121 21 30 50 70 71
Jay 1,998 19 28 50 72 69
Watts 1,990 19 28 50 72 69
Tahlequah 1,769 18 27 50 73 68
Valliant 1,752 18 26 50 74 68
Boley 763 8 14 50 86 58
For the Sample 
Districts $5,099 $51 51 $50 49 $101
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Figure 9.-Local and State Support Under the Foundation Aid and 
Incentive Aid Components of the Proposed Plan for the Sample 
School Districts, 1967-6 8 ,

SchoolDistrict
Valuation 
Per ADM

District’s 
Share of 
29 Mills 
Co. Levy; Plus Yield 
from 10 

Mill Local Levy

State 
Support 

Under Foun­
dation and 
Incentive 
Aid 

Programs

Total
Local-
State

Support

Gage $1 6 ,5 9 6 $8 7 ,4 3 1 $2 1 ,4 5 0 $108,881
Pond Creek 1 2 ,6 9 0 182,272 1 7 ,7 8 6 20 0 ,05 8
Boise City 1 1 .5 0 7 380,170 59,704 4 3 9 .8 7 4
Alva 9 .3 1 6 725.824 6 9 ,2 3 8 795.062
Buffalo 9.218 288,521 24,700 3 1 3 .2 2 1

Tulsa 7 .3 0 2 2 1,2 6 2 ,3 9 4 1 7.001 ,7 38 38,264,132
Ponca City 6 ,6 9 9 1 ,98 7 .9 3 1 1 ,3 8 8 ,6 9 9 3 ,3 7 6 ,6 3 0
Guymon 6, 648 9 7 8 ,7 8 9 1 1 0 ,3 4 4 1,089,133
Sayre 6 ,6 1 7 2 3 4,246 2 53 .1 7 4 487.420
Bartlesville 6,142 1.988,853 2 ,061 ,5 23 4 ,0 50 ,3 7 6

Cheyenne 5,986 86,979 99/335 186,314
Taloga 5 ,9 6 3 6 9 ,3 2 2 3 6 ,8 1 6 1 0 6 ,1 3 8
Oklahoma City 5,953 1 5 .03 2 ,7 3 0 1 9.5 9 9 .0 9 8 3 4 ,6 31 .8 2 8
Ada 5 .7 4 9 5 5 9 .4 5 2 667 ,6 98 1 ,2 2 7 .1 5 0
Woodward 5 .7 3 4 802,620 503 .8 0 3 1 ,306 ,4 2 3

Hobart 5 .6 5 4 3 6 8 ,5 4 5 252 ,2 6 1 620,806
Perry 5,577 402,884 216,575 6 19 .4 59
Mangum 5,280 2 0 2 ,2 0 6 325 .7 6 7 5 27 ,9 7 3
Miami 5.166 5 9 1 .6 3 8 935.080 1,526,718
Enid 5 .1 3 2 2 ,3 7 6 ,9 0 4 2,1 2 1 ,7 0 0 4 ,4 9 8,604
Stillwater 4 ,5 9 8 9 1 1 ,1 3 9 1 ,1 5 2 ,1 6 7 2 ,0 63 .3 0 6
Watonga 4,586 298,797 2 6 6 ,7 0 5 565.502
Hollis 4,580 181,772 3 0 8 ,1 5 9 489.931
Coalgate 4, 542 120,081 2 5 7 .3 5 4 3 77 ,4 35
Clinton 4,485 558,160 5 22 ,9 17 1,081,077
Guthrie 4.465 6 5 0 ,1 7 7 648,146 1,298,323Walters 4 ,4 5 6 1 7 3 ,5 1 6 285,484 4 5 9 .0 0 0
Pryor 4 ,4 3 1 341.837 7 5 0 ,9 7 0 1 ,0 92 ,807
Norman 4,258 1 ,2 7 4 ,6 0 8 2,437.285 3.711.893Maysville 4 ,0 6 3 1 2 6 ,9 0 5 21 9 .34 7 346,252



118
Figure 9— Continued

SchoolDistrict

■

Valuation 
Per ADM

District's 
Share of 
29 Mills 
Co. Levy; 

Plus Yeild 
from 10 

Mill Local 
Levy

State 
Support 

Under Foun­
dation and 
Incentive 
Aid 

Programs

Total
Local-
State
Support

Pawhuska $4.063 $324.033 $293.185 $617.218
Frederick 3,970 350.527 366.800 717.327
Duncan 3.951 873.120 1.321.041 2 .194 .161
Marietta 3.904 122.595 2 62 .698 385,293Terrai 3.893 62.175 78.356 140.531
Muskogee 3.803 1.584.939 2.787.777 4 .3 72 .716
Purcell 3.657 171.744 321.541 493,285
Holdenville 3.564 217.382 429.088 646.470
Chickasha 3,556 670.845 928.200 1.599,045
Beaver 3.380 529,244 3 4 ,1 1 2 563,356
Ardmore 3.372 741.275 1.401,100 2.142,375
Seminole 3,357 227,053 570 ,713 797 ,766
El Reno 3.341 710.137 5 67 .517 1 .2 77 .654
Okmulgee 3,269 527,710 1,182.017 1 .709 ,727
Durant 3.092 291.471 780.898 1 .072 .369
Shawnee 2.854 541,698 1 .5 50 .020 2.091 .718
Anadarko 2.772 456.236 4 75 .4 4 5 931,681
Antlers 2.763 130.750 403.104 533.854
Claremore 2.734 457.538 585.654 1 .043 ,192
Altus 2.729 804.400 1 .6 80 .069 2.484.469
Sapulpa 2,697 641.322 1 .3 30 .1 38 1.971.460
Eufaula 2.567 128.015 3 93 .8 30 521.845
McAlester 2.566 517,077 1.375.428 1 .892 .505
Midwest City 2.517 3.212,875 4 ,6 63 .835 7 .8 76 .710
Boswell 2.476 45.986 240,280 286,266
Heavener 2.338 70,904 353.645 424.549
Lawton o on 1 2.182.185 6.689 .552 8,871 .737Keota 2.121 69.757 230 .765 3 00 .522
Jay 1,998 141,300 4 9 1 ,8 2 4 6 33 ,1 24
Watts 1,990 19.135 139,659 1 5 8 .7 9 4

Tahlequah 1,769 206.021 923 ,911 1 .1 29 .932
Vailiant 1.752 59.334 3 5 8 .6 3 4 4 17 .968
Boley 763 59,527 179.264 238 ,791

Totals $5.099 $70,395,013 $8 6.005 .123 $1 5 6.40 0 .13 6
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aid and incentive aid equaled $86,005,123, or 55 per cent of 
the total.

As shown in Figure 10, local and state support per ADM 
for the sample districts under the provisions of the founda­
tion and incentive aid programs was $485. The local contri­
bution was $218 per ADM, or 45 per cent and the State*s share 
was $267 per ADM or 55 per cent of the total.

Beaver, in the fifth size category and third wealth 
category had the highest level of support per pupil in ADM, 
$825; while Lawton in the first size category and the fourth 
wealth category had the lowest,$429»

School Building Aid
As shown in Figure 11, state support under the school 

building aid component of the proposed plan was $9,782,24?, 
or $31 per pupil in average daily membership for the sample 
school districts. Aid to school buildings involves state 
monies only, and was calculated at l4 per cent of the amount 
of foundation aid for which the district qualified under the 
foundation program component of the plan. Those districts 
which did not qualify for aid under the foundation program 
received no school building aid.

It may be seen from an examination of Figure 12 that 
the implementation of the foundation, incentive aid and 
school building aid programs would provide a support level 
of $1 6 6,1 8 2,3 9 3, or $515 per ADM for the sample districts.
It may be noted that local-state support varied from $825
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Figure 10,-Local and State Support Per Pupil in Average Daily Member­
ship and Percentages of Local and State Support, Under the Foundation 
Aid and Incentive Aid Components of the Proposed Plan for the Sample 
School Districts, 1967-6 8.

School
District

Valuation
Per
ADM

District’s 
Share of 
29 Mills 
Co. Levy, 

Plus Yield 
from 10 
Mill Local 
Levy;Per ADM Total

State 
Support 
Per ADM 

Under Foun­
dation and 
Incentive 

Aid 
Programs

PerCent
of
Total Total

Gage #16,596 #567 80 • #139 20 #706
Pond Creek 1 2 ,6 9 0 615 91 60 9 675
Boise City 1 1 .5 0 7 564 86 88 14 652
Alva 9 . 3 1 6 523 91 50 9 573
Buffalo 9.218 584 92 50 8 634

Tulsa 7 ,3 0 2 281 54 226 46 507
Ponca City 6 ,6 9 9 284 59 199 41 483
Guymon 6,648 443 89 50 11 493
Sayre 6 ,6 1 7 278 48 300 52 578
Bartlesville 6,142 236 49 245 51 481
Cheyenne 5.986 284 47 325 53 609
Taloga 5 .9 6 3 392 65 208 35 600
Oklahoma City 5.953 215 280 57 495
Ada 5 .7 4 9 219 46 262 54 481
Woodward 5 . 7 3 4 293 64 184 36 477

Hobart 5.654 302 59 206 41 508
Perry 5,577 322 65 173 P 495
Mangum 5.280 203 39 327 61 530
Miami 5 .1 6 6 183 38 290 62 473
Enid 5 .1 3 2 247 52 220 48 467
Stillwater 4,598 208 45 264 55 472
Watonga 4,586 277 55 248 45 525
Hollis 4,580 197 38 335 62 532
Coalgate 4,542 194 32 417 68 611
Clinton 4,485 241 52 227 48 468
Guthrie 4,465 242 50 242 50 484
Walters 4,456 205 38 337 62 542
Pryor 4 ,4 3 1 149 32 328 68 477
Norman 4,258 157 34 300 66 457
Maysville 4,204 204 37 352 63 556
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Figure 10— Continued

School
District

Valuation
Per
ADM

District*s 
Share of 
29 Mills 
Co. Levy, 

Plus Yield 
from 10 

Mill Local 
Levy;Per ADH Total

State 
Support 
Per ADM 

Under Foun­
dation and 
Incentive 

Aid 
Programs Total Total

Pawhuska
Frederick

$4 ,0 6 3
3 .9 7 0 $224 48 $234 52 $458

Duncan 3 ,9 5 1 182 40 277 60 459
Marietta 3,904 176 32 377 68 553
Terrai 3,893 257 44 324 56 581
Muskogee 3,803 167 37 294 63 461
Purcell 3,657 166 35 311 65 477
Holdenville 3,564 165 34 326 66 491
Chickasha 3,556 197 43 272 57 469
Beaver 3,380 775 93 50 7 825
Ardmore 3 ,3 7 2 164 37 283 63 447
Seminole 3,357 116 26 334 74 450
El Reno 3,341 252 55 202 45 454
Okmulgee 3 ,2 6 9 140 30 314 70 454
Durant 3 ,0 9 2 124 27 336 73 460
Shawnee 2,854 116 26 334 74 450
Anadarko 2 ,7 7 2 220 49 229 51 449
Antlers 2 ,7 6 3 129 25 402 75 531
Claremore 2 . 7 3 4 194 44 248 56 442
Altus 2 ,7 2 9 l4l 32 297 68 438

Sapulpa 2 ,6 9 7 145 33 302 67 447
Eufaula 2,567 124 25 381 75 505
McAlester 2 ,5 6 6 121 28 323 72 444
Midwest City 2 ,5 1 7 181 40 263 60 444
Boswell 2 ,4 7 6 94 16 491 84 585
Heavener 2,338 90 17 452 83 542
Lawton 2 ,3 1 1 105 25 324 75 429
Keota 2,121 133 23 440 77 573Jay 1,998 113 23 399 77 512
Watts 1 ,9 9 0 66 13 494 87 560
Tahlequah 1 ,7 6 9 84 19 375 81 459
Vaillant 1 ,7 5 2 79 15 475 85 554
Boley 763 146 24 439 76 585
For the Sam­
ple Districts $5 ,0 9 9 $218 45 $267 55 $485
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Figure 11.-Total State Support and State Support Per Pupil in 
Average Daily Membership Under the School Buildings Aid Component 
of the Proposed Plan for the Sample School Districts, 1967-6 8.

SchoolDistrict
Valuation 
Per ADM

State Support 
Under the 

School Building 
Program

State Support 
Per ADM 

Under the 
School Building 

Program

Gage $1 6 ,5 9 6 $1 ,9 2 6 $13
Pond Creek 1 2 ,6 9 0 419 1
Boise City 1 1 ,5 0 7 3.648 5
Alva 9 .3 1 6 0 0
Buffalo 9,218 0 0

Tulsa 7 ,3 0 2 1.854,959 25
Ponca City 6 .6 9 9 1 4 5 ,4 7 6 21
Guymon 6,648 0 0
Sayre 6,617 29,569 35
Bartlesville 6,142 229.645 27

Cheyenne 5,986 1 1 .7 7 4 39
Taloga 5 ,9 6 3 3 ,9 1 7 22
Oklahoma City 5,953 2,255,462 37
Ada 5 ,7 4 9 75.664 29
Woodward 5 .7 3 4 51,400 16

Hobart 5.654 2 6 ,7 6 3 22
Perry 5.577 21,565 17
Mangum 5.280 38,637 40
Miami 5 .1 6 6 108,401 34
Enid 5 ,1 3 2 2 29 ,7 9 3 24
Stillwater 4 ,5 9 8 1 3 0 ,8 0 7 30
Watonga 4,586 29,818 28
Hollis 4,580 3 6 ,6 2 0 40
Coalgate 4,542 31.141 51
Clinton 4,485 5 7 .1 0 9 '25
Guthrie 4,465 7 2 ,0 0 9 27
Walters 4 , 4 5 6 3 4,042 40
Pryor 4 ,4 3 1 89.785 39
Norman 4,258 284,501 35
Maysville 4,204 26,355 42



Figure 11— Continued
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School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

State Support 
Under the 

School Building 
Program

State Support 
Per ADM 

Under the 
School Building 

Program

Pawhuska $4 ,0 6 3 $3 2 ,1 7 2 $26
Frederick 3 .9 7 0 40,388 26
Duncan 3 ,9 5 1 1 51 ,545 32
Marietta 3.904 3 1 ,9 0 0 46
Terrai 3.893 9 ,2 7 7 38
Muskogee 3,803 3 23 ,935 34
Purcell 3.657 37.783 37Holdenville 3.564 50,878 39Chickasha 3.556 106,146 31Beaver 3,380 0 0
Ardmore 3 ,3 7 2 16 2 ,61 1 32
Seminole 3,357 6 7 ,921 40
El Reno 3,341 5 9 ,7 9 6 21
Okmulgee 3 ,2 6 9 1 39 ,1 91 37Durant 3 .0 9 2 93,102 40
Shawnee 2,854 184,556 40
Anadarko 2 ,7 7 2 5 2 ,0 3 9 25Antlers 2 ,7 6 3 49,417 49Claremore 2 ,7 3 4 65,499 28
Altus 2 ,7 2 9 1 9 5 ,6 0 6 35
Sapulpa 2 ,6 9 7 155.465 35Eufaula 2,56? 4 7 ,8 9 3 46
McAlester 2, 566 1 6 2 ,7 3 0 38Midwest City 2 ,5 1 7 528,999 30Boswell 2 ,4 7 6 30,214 62

Heavener 2,338 44,035 56Lawton 2 ,3 1 1 7 9 2 ,1 9 0 38Keota 2,121 28,642 55Jay 1,998 6 0 ,23 9 49Watts 1 ,9 9 0 1 7 ,5 7 2 60

Tahlequah 1 , 7 6 9 112 ,1 3 0 46
Vaillant 1 ,7 5 2 44,931 60
Boley 763 22,240 55
For the Sam­
ple Districts $5 ,0 9 9 $9,782,247 $31
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Figure 12,-Total Local and State Support, and Local and State 
Support Per Pupil in Average Daily Membership Under the Foundation 
Aid, Hicentive Aid; and School Buildings Aid Components of the 
Proposed Plan for the Sample School Districts, I967-6 8.

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

Local and State 
Support Under 
the Foundation 
Incentive and 

School Building 
Components

Local and State 
Support Per ADM 
Under the 

Foundation Incentive 
and School 

Building Components

Gage $1 6 ,5 9 6 $110,807 $719Pond Creek 1 2 ,6 9 0 2 0 0 ,4 7 7 676
Boise City 1 1 .50 7 443V522 647Alva 9 ,3 1 6 795.062 573Buffalo 9,218 3 1 3 ,2 2 1 634

Tulsa 7 .3 0 2 4 0 ,1 1 9 ,0 9 1 534
Ponca City 6 ,6 9 9 3 ,5 2 2 ,1 0 6 504
Guymon 6, 648 1,089,133 493Sayre 6 ,617 5 1 6 ,9 8 9 613Bartlesville 6,142 4,280,021 508
Cheyenne 5,986 198,088 648
Taloga 5,963 1 1 0 ,0 5 5 622
Oklahoma City 5,953 3 6,8 8 7 .2 9 0 532
Ada 5 .7 4 9 1,302,814 506
Woodward 5 ,7 3 4 1,357.823 475

Hobart 5,654 647.569 530
Perry 5,577 640,934 512
Mangum 5,280 566,610 570
Miami 5 ,1 6 6 1 ,635 ,1 1 9 507Enid 5 ,1 3 2 4,728,397 491

Stillwater 4.598 2 ,1 9 4 ,1 1 3 502
Watonga 4, 586 5 9 5 .3 2 0 587Hollis 4,580 5 2 6 ,5 5 1 572
Coalgate 4,542 4 0 8 ,6 7 6 662
Clinton 4,485 1,138,186 493

Guthrie 4,465 1 ,3 7 0 ,3 3 2 511Walters 4 ,4 5 6 493,042 582
Pryor 4 ,4 3 1 1,182,592 516
Norman 4,258 3.996.394 492
Maysville 4,204 3 7 2 ,6 0 7 598
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Figure 12— Continued

School
District

I

Valuation 
Per ADM

Local and State 
Support Under 
the Foundation 
Incentive and 

School Building 
Components

Local and State 
Support Per ADM 
Under the 

Foundation Incentive 
and School 

Building Components

Pawhuska $4,0 63 $649,390 $512
Frederick 3 ,9 7 0 7 5 7 ,7 1 5 484
Duncan 3 ,9 5 1 2.3 4 5 ,7 0 6 491
Marietta 3,904 417,193 599
Terrai 3,893 149,808 619

Muskogee 3,803 4 ,696 ,6 5 1 495
Purcell 3,657 5 3 1 ,0 6 8 514
Holdenville 3,564 697,348 530
Chickasha 3 ,5 5 6 1 .7 0 5 ,1 9 1 500
Beaver 3,380 563,356 825
Ardmore 3 ,3 7 2 2.3 0 4 .9 8 6 479
Seminole 3,357 865,687 506
El Reno 3,341 1 ,3 3 7 ,4 5 0 474
Okmulgee 3,269 1.848.918 491
Durant 3 ,0 9 2 1 ,1 6 5 ,4 7 1 500

Shawnee 2,854 2 ,2 7 6 ,2 7 4 490
Anadarko 2 ,7 7 2 983,720 474
Antlers 2 ,7 6 3 583,271 580
Claremore 2 ,7 3 4 1,1 0 8 ,6 9 1 470
Altus 2 .7 2 9 2.680.075 473

Sapulpa 2 ,6 9 7 2 .1 2 6 .9 2 5 482
Eufaula 2,567 569.738 551
McAlester 2,566 2.0 5 5 ,2 3 5 482
Midwest City 2 ,5 1 7 8 ,4 0 5 ,7 0 9 474
Boswell 2 ,4 7 6 316.480 647
Heavener 2,338 468,584 598
Lawton 2 .3 1 1 9.663 ,9 27 467Keota 2,121 329,164 628
Jay 1,998 693 ,3 63 561
Watts 1 ,9 9 0 1 7 6 .3 6 6 603

Tahlequah 1 , 7 6 9 1.242,062 505Vailiant 1 ,7 5 2 462,899 614
Boley 763 2 61 ,0 31 640
For the Sam­
ple Districts $5 ,0 9 9 $166.182.393 $515
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per ADM for Beaver to $46? per ADM for Lawton. Beaver was 
in the third wealth category and Lawton was in the fourth.

Figure 13 shows the amount of state monies which 
would be required to finance the three components of the pro­
posed plan at the levels at which they were tested. A total 
of $9 5,7 8 7 ,3 7 0 or $297 per ADM would be required from state 
sources for the sample districts.

The effects of the application of the proposed plan 
on each of the selected school districts and on the total 
sample have been reported in Figures I-I3 . As indicated in 
Figure 9, Pape 117, $86,005,123 would be required in state 
monies to implement the proposed foundation and incentive 
aid programs for the sample districts at the levels tested. 
State support for the sample districts under the 1967-68  

foundation and incentive aid programs was ‘"■28,790, 9 6 0. If 
allocated funds had been treated as state monies this figure 
would have been $50,904,33^. The ratio of $86,005,123 to 
$5 0,9 0 4 ,3 3 4 is L.6 9 .

During I967-68 the school districts of Oklahoma 
received $65,244,199 under the foundation and incentive aid 
programs in state monies. If allocated funds of $41,907,443 
had been treated as state revenue, total state aid through 
the foundation and incentive aid programs would have been 
$107,151,642. Multiplying the ratio I .69 times $107,151,642

^Report to the Oklahoma Legislature by the Oklahoma 
State Department of Education, Finance Division, January,
1 9 6 9, p. 1 7 .
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Figure 13,-Total State Support and State Support Per Pupil in 
Average Daily Membership Under the Foundation Aid, Incentive Aid, 
and School Buildings Aid Components of the Proposed Plan for the 
Sample School Districts, 1967-6 8.

School
District

Valuation 
Per ADM

Total State 
Support

State Support 
Per ADM

Gage #1 6 ,5 9 6 $2 3 ,3 7 6 #153
Pond Creek 1 2 ,6 9 0 18,205 61
Boise City 1 1 ,5 0 7 6 3 ,3 5 2 93
Alva 9 ,3 1 6 6 9 ,2 3 8 50
Buffalo 9,218 2 4 ,7 0 0 50

Tulsa 7 ,3 0 2 18,856,697 259
Ponca City 6 ,6 9 9 1 ,5 3 4 ,1 7 5 220
Guymon 6,648 1 1 0 ,3 4 4 50
Sayre 6 ,6 1 7 282,743 335
Bartlesville 6,142 2 ,2 9 1 ,1 6 8 272

Cheyenne 5,986 1 1 1 ,1 0 9 364
Taloga 5 ,9 6 3 40,733 230
Oklahoma City 5,953 21,854,560 317
Ada 5 ,7 4 9 7 4 3 ,3 6 2 287
Woodward 5 ,7 3 4 5 5 5 ,2 0 3 182
Hobart 5 ,6 5 4 2 7 9,024 228
Perry 5,577 238 ,1 4 0 190
Mangum 5,280 364,404 367
Miami 5.166 1,043,481 423
Enid 5 ,1 3 2 2 ,3 5 1 ,4 9 3 244
Stillwater 4 ,5 9 8 1,282,974 294
Watonga 4,586 296 ,52 3 274
Hollis 4,580 3 4 4 ,7 7 9 375
Coalgate 4,542 288,495 468
Clinton 4.485 580. 026 252

Guthrie 4,465 7 2 0 ,1 5 5 269Walters 4 ,4 5 6 3 1 9 .5 2 6 377Pryor 4 ,4 3 1 840,755 367Norman 4,258 2,7 2 1 ,7 8 6 335
Maysville 4, 204 245,702 394
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Figure 13— Continued

School
District

Valuation 
Per ^ M

Total State 
Support

State Support 
Per ADM

Pawhuska $4 ,0 6 3 $3 25 .357 $257
Frederick 3 ,9 7 0 407,188 260
Duncan 3 ,9 5 1 1.472,586 309Marietta 3,904 2 94 ,598 423
Terrai 3,893 87 ,6 33 362

Muskogee 3,802 3 .1 11 ,71 2 328
Purcell 3,657 359,324 348
Holdenville 3,564 4 7 9,966 365
Chickasha 3,556 1 ,034 ,346 303
Beaver 3.380 3 4 ,1 1 2 50

Ardmore 3 ,3 7 2 1,563.711 315
Seminole 3,357 6 38 ,63 4 373
El Reno 3,341 627 ,313 222
Okmulgee 3 ,2 6 9 1 ,3 21 ,20 8 351
Durant 3 , 0 9 2 874 ,000 376

Shawnee 2,854 1 .7 34 ,57 6 374
Anadarko 2 ,7 7 2 527,484 254
Antlers 2 ,7 6 3 4 52 ,5 2 1 451
Claremore 2 ,7 3 4 651,153 276
Altus 2 ,7 2 9 1 ,8 75 ,675 332

Sapulpa 2 ,6 9 7 1.485,603 337
Eufaula 2,567 441 ,723 427
McAlester 2,566 1,538,158 361
Midwest City 2 ,5 1 7 5 ,1 9 2 ,8 3 4 293Boswell 2 ,4 7 6 270 ,49 4 553
Heavener 2,338 397,680 508
Lawton 2 ,3 1 1 7,481,742 362
Keota 2,121 259,407 495
Jay 1,998 552 ,063 448
Watts 1 ,9 9 0 1 57 ,231 537
Tahlequah 1 ,7 6 9 1 .036 ,041 421
Vaillant 1 , 7 5 2 403,565 535
Boley 763 201,504 494

For the Sam­
ple Districts $5 ,0 9 9 $95,787,370 $297
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gives a figure of $181,086,194, the approximate amount which 
would be required in state monies to finance the foundation 
and incentive aid programs of the proposed state-local 
finance plan. Since both school districts qualifying for 
large school aid were included in the sample, actual required 
state monies would be slightly less than this amount.

The implementation of the school building aid program 
would require $9,782,24? in state monies, which would increase 
total state support for the proposed plan to $95,787,370 for 
the sample districts. The ratio of $95,787,370 to $50,904,334 
is 1.88. When this ratio is applied to the total state sup­
port for the foundation and incentive aid programs during 
1967-68 for all of the school districts of Oklahoma, it yields 
a figure of $201,445,086, which is the approximate amount 
which would have been required to implement the three compo­
nents of the proposed plan for the entire state for the I967- 
68 school year.

The 1968 Legislature provided that incentive aid be 
increased from $25 to $52 per pupil in average daily atten­
dance during 1968-69 for each district that votes and levies 
5 incentive aid mills. This will be increased to $?2 in
1969-7 0, and to $92 in 1970-71.1

The exact amount of state monies required to support- 
public education in Oklahoma during 1968-69 could not be

l”Public School Improvement Act of I968" (Oklahoma 
State Department of Education, Finance Division, March 7 , 
1 9 6 8). (Mimeographed)
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accurately determined at this time, but the Oklahoma State 
Department of Education has estimated this figure to be 
approximately $81,500,000. If allocated funds, as collected 
in 1967-6 8, were treated as state monies, then state support 
for all the school districts of Oklahoma would be approxi­
mately $1 2 3,4 0 7,4 4 3.

The 1969 Legislature provided that kindergarten pro­
grams would be supported under the provisions of the founda­
tion program, beginning with the 1969-70 school year. It 
has been estimated by the Oklahoma State Department of Educa­
tion that this program will cost an additional $2,5 0 0,0 0 0.
The increase in the State*s share of the incentive aid pro­
gram will be approximately $11,000,000 for the school dis­
tricts of Oklahoma during 1969-70. State expenditures during
1969-70 will be approximately $95,000,000, and if allocated 
funds, as collected during 1967-6 8, are treated as state 
monies this figure would be increased to approximately
$136,907,443.

It is estimated that the implementation of the incen­
tive aid program during the school year 1970-71 will require 
an additional $11,000,000, and total expenditures for 1970-71 
in state monies will be approximately $106,000,000. If allo­
cated funds, as collected during I967-6 8, were added approxi­
mately $1 4 7,907 ,44 3 would be required in state monies for
1970-7 1, under existing laws.

The implementation of the proposed foundation and 
incentive programs, at the levels tested, would require
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approximately $33,178,751 more than the estimated $147,907,443 
in state aid and allocated funds that will be required during
1970 -71 under existing laws, and if the building aid program 
were also implemented, the total additional amount required 
would be $53,537,643.

The purpose in comparing the projected costs of the 
proposed program with estimated expenditures under existing 
laws was to provide some basis for judging the appropriate­
ness of values assigned to key variables, and to provide some 
clues as to what changes in these values might be desirable 
or necessary in order to make the proposed program fit the 
needs of the State. In other words, any serious attempt to 
implement the proposed state-local support program as presen­
ted and illustrated, would require extensive further testing, 
using alternate values in key variables until educational 
needs, levels of support, and the State’s ability and willing­
ness to support its public schools were brought Into reason­
able balance.

Evaluation of the Proposed State- 
Local Finance Plan 

The plan is relatively simple, and the amounts of 
state aid can be easily calculated for any school district. 
Each key variable in the formula serves a purpose and can be 
changed and the effect determined.

The principle of equitable treatment of tax payers 
can be satisfied as assessed valuations are equalized, and
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the plan has a reasonable degree of flexibility, since it 
can be adapted to a variety of conditions without changing 
the basic structure.

As Criterion Number 1 recommends, the proposed plan 
includes a Strayer-Haig type of foundation program. The 
state-local partnership plan involves participation in the 
financing of educational opportunities for the youth of Okla­
homa at the district, county, and state levels.

The plan allows school districts the necessary degree 
of local control to enable them to meet the different educa­
tional needs of their respective communities. It does not 
dictate the number of teachers that must be employed, the 
special programs or services that must be provided, or the 
salaries to be paid, but it does encourage all districts to 
maintain reasonable class size, to employ necessary non-teach­
ing personnel, to develop adequate salary schedules, and to 
provide needed programs and services. This is in keeping 
with the State’s responsibility for guaranteeing equal edu­
cational opportunity to all of its children.

Criterion Number 2 points to the necessity for a 
unit of educational need that is as objective and as simple 
as possible. Average daily membership appears to be superior 
to average daily attendance as a basis for calculating the 
unit of educational need, since it encouraged pupil atten­
dance, but does not penalize a school district when pupils 
are absent for relatively short periods of time, A careful 
examination of the state-local finance plans of the various
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states iii the nation reveals that eighteen states provide 
for the distribution of equalization funds on the basis of 
average daily membership. The proposed plan uses average 
daily membership as the basic unit of need and, therefore, 
satisfies the principles set forth in Criterion Number 2,

Criterion Number 3 provides that weightings be 
included in the foundation program for special education, 
speech correction, kindergarten programs, and vocational 
education. Vocational education is provided in the current 
state-local support plan for Oklahoma through the foundation 
program, but special education and speech correction programs 
are supported outside the foundation program. Kindergarten 
programs were not financed with state funds in 1967-6 8.

Students enrolled in special education were given an 
additional weighting of ”1" in the plan since the Oklahoma 
State Department of Education has recommended that classes 
may range in size from 5 to 10 in classes for the trainable 
and 8 to 20 in classes for the educable. One speech correc- 
tionist may work with a minimum of 75 and a maximum of 120 
students.^ Students enrolled in speech correction were given 
an additional weighting of 0.25 providing a classroom unit 
for each 100 students.

Estimated average daily membership of kindergarten 
programs was determined by increasing average daily attendance

Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma - 1967. (Okla­
homa City: The Oklahoma State Department of Education, I9 6 7),
p. 88.
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for the first grade by 4 per cent and applying a weighting 
of 0.5 since this program is conducted on a one-half day 
basis. Kindergarten programs were offered in certain schools 
of Oklahoma in 1967-6 8, but were financed from local revenue 
and/or by fees and tuition. Since these programs were not 
compulsory, average daily attendance figures for these school 
districts did not clearly reflect an estimate of potential 
kindergarten average daily membership.

The current foundation program provides an additional 
weighting of 0.5 for the number of full time vocational edu­
cation teachers, when programs have been approved by the Okla­
homa State Department of Education. Weightings for vocational 
education classes are provided on the same basis in the pro­
posed plan and may be fully justified since vocational educa­
tion classes are usually smaller than regular academic classes 
to provide for necessary individualized instruction. The pro­
posed plan satisfies the requirements of Criterion Number 3»

Criterion Number 4 points to the need for sparsity 
and density factors to provide, through the foundation pro­
gram, for the special needs of necessary "small" school dis­
tricts, and large city school districts.

Authorities generally agree that efficient and effec­
tive school districts should have an enrollment of at least 
1 5 0 0, but school district reorganization has been slow in 
Oklahoma. The proposed plan, therefore, provides for in­
creased support for "operating" school districts with weighted 
pupil units below 1500, and offer a kindergarten through grade
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twelve program.

It is not the purpose of the proposed plan to encour­
age the continuation of unnecessary small school districts, 
but rather to assure the provision of adequate educational 
opportunities for the pupils who must attend these schools.
No state aid is provided for school districts which do not 
offer a kindergarten through grade twelve program.

A review of the fifty state school plans reveals a 
number of approaches for the provision of state monies for 
large city school districts. A special research study by 
Hanson showed that unit costs decline with increasing size 
of school districts beyond 1500 pupils, and that the median 
size school district in which unit costs were lowest was 
50,000 pupils in average daily attendance.^

The State of New York provides an increase of 10 per 
cent or $76 for the first 1500 weighted average daily atten­
dance. Increased support of 10 per cent or $76 per unit of 
weighted ADA is provided for school districts with 8,000 or 
more in weighted average daily attendance. The six largest 
cities of New York are excluded from this provision, but 
receive a 17,5 per cent increase for operation, and growth
aid.2

iNels W. Hanson, "The Size-Cost Relationship in Public 
Schools," Trends in Financing Public Education. Proceedings of 
the Eighth National Conference on School Finance, April 4-7, 
1 9 6 5, (Chicago, Illinois, 1965), p. 131.

^Thomas L. James, Public School Finance Programs. I968- 
6 9, (Washington, D. C.: U, S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, Office of Education, February, I9 6 9), p. 207.
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As a supplement to the basic foundation program, aid 

for school districts with more than 50,000 average dally mem­
bership of $25 per ADM Is provided In the proposed plan. Only 
two school districts, Oklahoma City and Tulsa, qualify for 
this aid. A subjective evaluation of the conditions affec­
ting the financing of public education In Oklahoma suggests 
this amount per pupil, and although Inadequate, It Is probably 
as much as Is likely to be feasible, at least for the present.

Criterion Number 5 points to the need for providing 
for administrative and supervisory personnel through the foun­
dation program. The State of Wyoming determines the number 
of additional positions to be allowed for administrative, 
supervisory and special servic'e personnel by adding the num­
ber of classroom units for elementary schools, secondary 
schools, vocational classes, and special education classes 
and dividing the total by eight.^ The provision of additional 
units for administration and specialized personnel for the 
State of Ohio Is accomplished by allowing additional units 
equal to the quotient yielded by dividing the total classroom 
units allowed by eight.^

There Is no generally approved procedure for deter­
mining the number of pupils In a classroom unit, and methods 
used by the fifty states vary widely. For example. New Mexico

^Cecll M. Shaw, Wyoming School Foundation Program„ 
(Cheyennes Wyoming State Department of Education, 19o3), p. 11.

^John M . Marsons, The Ohio Law for State Support of 
Public Schools. (Columbuss Columbus Blank Book Co., 1966), p. 15,
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requires that each administrative unit in the State provide 
not less than one full time certified classroom teacher for 
each 30 pupils.^ The State of Florida provides one instruc­
tional unit for each 27 pupils in average daily attendance
for school districts enrolling 300 or more pupils, with no

2additional allowance for administrative personnel. The cur­
rent state-local distribution program for Oklahoma provides 
for one teacher for each 26 pupils in average daily atten­
dance for elementary schools with more than 122 pupils, and 
secondary schools with more than 72 pupils, with additional 
allowances for principals and superintendents,3

The establishment of a maximum ratio-factor of 1 to 
25 in the proposed plan provides one basic unit for each 28 
weighted pupil units, and one additional unit for each 8 
basic units for districts with 1501 or more weighted pupil 
units. Additional classroom units are allowed for districts 
with 1500 or fewer weighted pupil units, with a minimum ratio- 
factor of 1 to 20 for districts with 520 or fewer weighted 
pupil units. These provisions provide for reasonably adequate

ÏNew Mexico State Department of Education, Public 
School Support. Section 11 of House Bill No, 300, Beginning 
Chapter 2, Second Special Session, 1964, (Santa Fe; New 
Mexico Department of Education, 1964), p. 51.

^Floyd T. Christian, Florida Public School Finance 
Program. 1966-67,, (Tallahassee; Florida State Department of 
Education, Research Division, August, 1966), p. 7.

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma - 1963. (Okla­
homa City: The Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1 9 6 3),
p. 123-2 4 .
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numbers of non-teaching personnel, and satisfy the requirements 
of Criterion Number 5.

In compliance with Criterion Number 6, the .proposed 
plan provides Increments, or steps, for the experience and 
preparation of teachers. Experience steps are calculated 
allowing one step for each year of experience with a maximum 
of 12 years for teachers with a Bachelor’s Degree and 15 years 
for those with Master’s or Doctor’s Degrees, Steps are allowed 
for levels of preparation of teachers above the Bachelor’s 
Degree, three for the Master’s and six for the Doctor’s,

Total experience steps and preparation steps are com­
bined to determine the total number of steps for the teaching 
staff of a school district. This total is divided by the num­
ber of teachers employed to determine the average number of
steps. An index of quality of faculty is thus provided,
assuming that years and preparation and experience are rela­
ted to quality.

The allowance for preparation and experience of teach­
ers can be modified without changing the basic plan, A mini­
mum salary schedule could be provided, if desired, but is not 
included as a part of the distribution formula. Each school 
district would be encouraged to construct a sound salary sched­
ule under this plan.

Criterion Number 7 calls for easily understood and 
equitable measures of local financial ability to support pub­
lic schools. At the present time the measures of local ability.
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or those revenues that are chargeable to the foundation pro­
gram, include: (1) all revenues collected from a 15 mill
levy on the net-assessed valuation of the school district, 
allowing a 10 per cent deduction for delinquent taxes: (2) 
transfer fees and tuition: (3) the school district’s share 
of 75 per cent of a 4 mill county levy; (4) county apportion­
ment; (5) auto license taxes; (6) intangible taxes; (7) gross 
production taxes; (8) rural electrification taxes; and (9) 
income from school lands.

Under the proposed plan, chargeable income or the 
measure of local ability to support education would consist 
of one measure: the revenue derived from a 29 mill levy on
the total county net assessed valuation, distributed to the 
school districts within the county on the basis of average 
daily membership.

Under the present plan in Oklahoma, revenues from the 
auto license tax, gross production tax, rural electrification 
tax, and school land earnings are allocated to the local dis­
tricts and become part of the local revenue for the support 
of the foundation program. Under the proposed plan these rev­
enues would be dedicated for the support of the public schools 
but would be considered as state rather than local revenues.

All constitutional provisions for the limitation of 
mill levies for public education would be repealed under the 
proposed plan.

Efforts to establish measures of local ability other
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than equalized assessed valuation of property have generally 
"been unsuccessful. The proposed plan satisfies the principle 
of simplicity in the procedure for determining local ability, 
and the proposed measure of local ability may be judged as 
equitable if present efforts in Oklahoma to improve the tax 
assessment practices prove to be successful.

Criterion Number 8 provides that costs of transporta­
tion be included in the foundation program. The present trans­
portation program for Oklahoma provides transportation support 
based upon the number of legally transported pupils. Density 
factors are applied for each school district, A district 
correction factor is determined by dividing the actual costs 
of transportation in a district for the previous 6 years by 
the minimum program for transportation for the previous 6 

years. The correction factor cannot exceed 1.25.^
Reports from the Oklahoma State Department of Educa­

tion reveal that $10,043,196 was spent for transportation in 
Oklahoma in 1967-6 8 .̂  Actual amounts distributed through the 
foundation program for transportation purposes cannot be accu­
rately determined from available records, but was estimated by 
the Oklahoma State Department of Education to be approximately

^Oliver Hodge, The School Finance. Transportation, and 
Activity Fund Laws. Including the State Board of Education 
Regulations for Administration and Handbook on Budgeting and 
Business Management. (Oklahoma City: The Oklahoma State Depart­
ment of Education, I9 6 8), p. 35.

2Report to the Oklahoma Legislature by the Oklahoma 
State Department of Education, Finance Division, January, I9 6 9, 
OP. cit.. p. 10.
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five million dollars. The basic formula for calculating 
transportation aid is utilized in the proposed plan, but the 
support level was doubled to more nearly represent actual 
costs of transportation, and incorporated as a supplement 
to the basic foundation program.

Criterion Number 9 states that the foundation program 
should encourage local initiative and be considered a minimum 
beyond which the citizens of any local school district may 
go at their discretion.

The proposed plan satisfies this criterion since it 
limits the local district*s contribution to the support of 
the foundation program to 29 mills, and districts may vote 
an additional 10 mills under present constitutional limita­
tions. It is recommended that all constitutional limits on 
school levies be removed, which would afford further oppor­
tunity for districts to provide educational programs and 
services not included in a minimum foundation program. Also, 
the incentive aid program described more fully in the next 
paragraph, encourages districts to go beyond the minimum pro­
gram.

Criterion Number 10 points to the need for general 
purpose incentive aid grants in state-local support programs. 
As mentioned earlier, Wisconsin, Rhode Island, and New York 
encourage local initiative through the use of incentive aids 
in their state-local support programs.

The 1967-68 state-local support program for Oklahoma
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provided an incentive aid plan as follows:

To all school districts an amount of money equal 
to Twenty-Five Dollars ($25.00) multiplied by the 
legal average daily attendance of the previous year 
of such district, provided the school district levies 
a levy of 5 mills as provided under Section 9 (d),
Article X of the Oklahoma Constitution. Provided, 
school districts which levy less than five (5) mills 
of the authorized levy shall receive Five Dollars 
($5.00) per child for each full mill levied,1

The proposed state-local support program provides for 
increasing the five mills levy on which incentive aid may be 
paid to 10 mills and for the distribution of incentive aid 
funds on the basis of average daily membership rather than 
average daily attendance. A school district would receive 
incentive aid funds for each full mill levied as provided in 
the current program.

Criterion Number 11 states the need for state aid to 
assist school districts in providing needed school buildings. 
The proposed plan provides that an amount equal to l4 per cent 
of the foundation aid for which the district qualifies be 
allocated to school districts to be used for the construction 
of school buildings. Special state regulations and controls 
governing the expenditure of money under this allocation would 
be necessary to guarantee that school buildings would be con­
structed only where justified.

Criterion Number 12 points to the need for an adequate 
support level for the state-local finance plan. It recommended

^Oliver Hodge, School Laws of Oklahoma - 1967. (Okla­
homa City# The Oklahoma State Department of Education, I9 6 7),
p. 1 2 6.
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that the level of support be determined after program needs 
had been identified and consideration had been given to the 
State*s ability to support public education.

For purposes of testing, values were assigned to key 
variables in the foundation program formula, which provided 
support levels per classroom unit under the following cate­
gories: (1) an allowance for maintenance, operation, and
supplies; (2) a teacher’s salary base; and (3) increments 
for preparation and experience of the professional staff. 

Under the proposed plan, an allowance of $1525 per 
classroom unit was provided to cover costs of maintenance, 
operation and supplies. This figure represents an increase 
of $785 per classroom unit over the $740 provided for mainte­
nance in the present program, and an increase of $265 per 
classroom unit over the $1250 recommended for this purpose 
by the Governor’s Advisory Committee on Common School Educa­
tion in 1 9 6 5 .̂  The allowance of $1525 per classroom unit 
should provide the necessary support under the foundation 
program for these services.

The average teachers’ salary allowance for the sample 
districts under the proposed program amounted to $7204, made 
up of the salary base of $6258; and an average incremental 
supplement of $946, calculated by multiplying the average

^"Report of the Governor’s Advisory Committee on 
Common School Education,” Prepared by the Committee Appointed 
by Governor Henry Bellmon to Study Common School Education in 
Oklahoma, (Oklahoma City: October, 1964), p. 11. (Mimeographed)
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number of increments 9.46 by the assigned value of each incre­
ment, $100, This average salary allowance, $?204, under the 
foundation program component of the plan, should make it possi­
ble for all districts of the State to develop satisfactory 
salary schedules.

The proposed plan, as tested, makes possible a support 
level for the sample districts of $5l6 per pupil in average 
daily membership from local and state sources, under the foun­
dation, incentive, and building aid components of the program; 
or $485 when only the foundation and Incentive components are 
included,

If additional non-chargeable revenues from federal 
and other miscellaneous sources, estimated at $56 per pupil 
in ADM among the districts of the State in 1967-6 8, had been 
taken into consideration, current expenditures of $541 ($485 
+ $5 6) per pupil in ADM could have been supported under the 
proposed plan in I967-6 8.I This compares with current expend­
itures per pupil in ADM for 1967-68 of $446 for Oklahoma,
$475 for the Southwest Region, and $594 for the nation.^

In the final analysis, levels of support are deter­
mined by the State*s ability to support public education, and 
the effort it is willing to make to provide an adequate pro­
gram of education for its children. An examination of how

^National Education Association, Estimates of School 
Statistics. 1968-6 9. Research Report 1967-RI6 (Washington,
D, C,: National Education Association, I9 6 8), p, 32.

Zibid.. p. 34.
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Oklahoma ranks among the 50 states in levels of support, abil­
ity, and effort seems appropriate as a means of Judging the 
adequacy of the support levels tested in the proposed plan.

For the year 1967-68, Oklahoma ranked 44th in the 
nation in estimated current expenditures per pupil in average 
daily attendance, 35th in per capita personal income, 28th in 
personal income per school age child, 35th in personal income 
per public school pupil in average daily attendance, and 33rd 
in estimated state and local revenues for public schools as 
per cent of personal income.^

These rankings may be interpreted to mean that for 
the year 1967-6 8, Oklahoma*s effort in the support of the 
public schools was somewhat below her ability. The State 
ranked 7th from the bottom in estimated current expenditure 
per pupil, and support levels which would permit substantial 
increases in current expenditure levels would appear to be 
necessary and desirable. The support levels tested in the 
proposed program would make such increases possible.

Summary
In this chapter, a plan of local-state financial sup­

port for the public schools of Oklahoma which was developed 
in accordance with the criteria presented in Chapter III, was 
tested by applying it to a selected sample of school districts

^“Ability and Effort to Support Public Schools," 
Know Your Schools Fact Sheet. XI (March, I9 6 9), P. 2.
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of the State, and evaluated In terms of the criteria.

Chapter VI will include a summary of the study, con­
clusions drawn, and recommendations growing out of the study.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
The purpose of this study was to gather a body of 

organized information relevant to the problem of developing 
a financial plan of state-local support of education in 
Oklahoma, to identify criteria for a public school finance 
plan for the State which would assure adequate educational 
programs for all the children of the State, and to develop 
and test a plan based on these criteria.

A need for a complete overhaul of the state-local 
public school finance plan in Oklahoma has been evident for 
a number of years. The basic structure of the current plan 
was developed more than thirty years ago and no longer fits 
the needs of the State. The unit of need and procedures for 
calculating the amounts of state support are complex, and it 
has become increasingly difficult to accurately determine the 
effects of the plan on school districts of different sizes, 
wealth, and growth patterns.

Criteria for a new state-local finance plan for the 
public schools in Oklahoma were developed from the literature.

14?
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The plan was illustrated by applying it to a sample school 
district, and tested in a selected sample of 63 school dis­
tricts using data for the 19 67-68 school year. Criteria for 
the selection of the sample districts were size as measured 
by average daily membership, and wealth in terms of net- 
assessed valuation per student in average daily membership.
The sample represented approximately 50 per cent of the 
average daily membership and 50 per cent of the net-assessed 
valuation of all districts of the State. The plan was eval­
uated in terms of the criteria.

Criteria which were developed indicated that a state- 
local finance plan for the support of public education in 
Oklahoma should include a Strayer-Haig type of foundation 
program, which would include the following: (1) a measure
of educational need which was as simple and objective as 
practicable, and which would provide a basis for the equitable 
distribution of foundation program aid, (2) provisions for 
vocational education, special education, and kindergarten pro­
grams, (3) provisions of additional support for city school 
districts with over 5 0 ,0 0 0 average daily membership, and for 
small "necessary" school districts, (4) provisions for adminis­
trative and supervisory personnel, (5) provisions for relating 
support levels to the preparation and experience of teachers. 
(6) provisions for equitable measures of local financial abil­
ity, (7) provisions for transportation aid, (8) provisions 
that would stimulate local initiative and encourage citizens
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to consider the foundation program a minimum beyond which 
they may go at their discretion.

The criteria also identified the need for a state-local 
finance plan which would include a foundation program, incen­
tive aid program, and aid to school buildings, and which would 
provide support levels which would assure an adequate educa­
tional program for all districts, and which would take into 
consideration the resources available for the support of the 
public schools.

The proposed state-local finance plan included a 
Strayer-Haig type of foundation program, a general purpose 
incentive aids program, and an aid for school buildings pro­
gram. Weightings were provided for enrollments in kindergar­
ten, special education, and vocational classes.

The number of classroom units allowed under the foun­
dation program was determined through the use of a ratio fac­
tor which makes allowances for administrative, supervisory 
and other non-teaching personnel, and makes provisions for 
increased unit costs of school districts with less than 1500 
pupils in weighted ADM. Additional support for school dis­
tricts with 5 0 ,0 0 0 or more in ADM, and transportation at twice 
the present level of support were included within the founda­
tion program.

Under the proposed plan, foundation program would con­
sist of a county levy of 29 mills on the net assessed valua­
tion of property in the county, distributed to the school dis­
tricts of the county on the basis of average daily membership.
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Present constitutional provisions limiting the mills which 
may he levied for current school expenditures, and setting 
the number of mills which may be allocated for the support 
of the foundation program would be repealed, and levels and 
sources of local support of the foundation program would be 
determined by the State Legislature.

Allocated revenues derived from auto license taxes, 
gross production taxes, rural electrification taxes, and 
income from school lands would revert to the State and would 
be designated as dedicated revenues for use in financing the 
State’s share of the foundation program.

For purposes of testing the plan, a base support level 
of $7783 per classroom unit allowed was used. This consisted 
of a $6258 teachers* salary factor, and a #1525 maintenance 
and operations factor. The incentive aid component of the 
plan was established at #5 times the number of incentive mills 
levied, and was tested on the assumption that all districts 
would vote and levy the maximum of 10 mills. School buildings 
aid was calculated as 14 per cent of the state aid under the 
foundation program component. Income from county apportion­
ment and transfer fees would become non-chargeable income under 
the plan. Transfer fees would be calculated at the current 
expense per ADM less foundation aid per ADM of the receiving 
district.

The plan, as presented and tested, was shown to satisfy 
the criteria as developed, and would have made possible a
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current expenditure level in Oklahoma for the school year 
19 67-68 of $5^1 per pupil in average daily membership. This 
expenditure level would have placed Oklahoma in a favorable 
and competitive position with other states in the Southwest 
Region, and the nation as a whole.

Conclusions
There are fifty different plans for state-local sup­

port of public education in the United States. Each seeks to 
"fit" the special conditions existing or through to exist in 
the state. There is probably no single best plan for Oklahoma. 
The problem of this study was to develop a comprehensive state- 
local finance plan which would be in accord with generally 
approved principles, which would "fit" the needs and conditions 
of the State, which would be economically feasible, and which 
would have a reasonable chance of being enacted into law.

The plan which was developed in this study, and which 
has been presented in this report, satisfies these conditions 
fairly well. It has features which should merit the careful 
consideration of state groups and agencies seeking solutions 
for the financial problems facing public education in Oklahoma.

Characteristics of the proposed plan which recommend 
it for adoption include the following:

1. The "Ratio Factor" sets the number of teaching 
units allowed for state shared support. This, in effect, 
reduces or removes the incentive for districts to operate
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large classes or to reduce non-teaching positions to an unde­
sirable minimum.

2. Weightings for vocational programs and special 
education classes, and allowances for transportation, all 
within the foundation program encourage, and in the less 
wealthy districts, make possible the provision of these 
services at reasonable levels,

3. The procedure for making the amount of the 
foundation program responsive to the qualifications and 
experience of the professional staff encourages all districts 
to employ teachers of high quality and reduces or removes the 
incentive to employ teachers with minimum levels of prepara­
tion and experience.

4. Reasonable consideration is given the special needs 
of small school districts. Although authorities are in general 
agreement that school districts enrolling fewer than 1500 
pupils should be reorganized into large districts except in 
areas where population sparsity or other conditions make excep­
tions necessary, the fact remains that Oklahoma has not come
to grips with the basic problems involved and is likely to 
remain a small district state for some time to come. If small 
schools are to be permitted to operate as administrative units, 
they must be assured sufficient support to guarantee that the 
children who attend them will not be educationally deprived. 
Although this proposed plan gives needed consideration to the 
problems of the small school, it can be readily adapted to a 
large district, or county unit pattern of organization.
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5. The plan recognizes the special needs of schools 

in metropolitan areas through the provision of additional aid 
for school districts enrolling 5 0 ,0 0 0 or more pupils.

6. The plan is relatively simple. The amount of 
foundation and incentive aid can be objectively and readily 
calculated for any district. Each key variable in the form­
ulas has an easily identifiable function, and the effects of 
changing any of the variables can be readily determined.

7. It satisfies the principle of equitable treatment 
of tax payers, assuming that assessed valuations are equalized.

8. The plan has a reasonable degree of flexibility.
It can be adapted to a variety of changed conditions without 
radically changing its structure.

9. The plan allows school districts the necessary 
degree of local control to enable them to meet the different 
educational needs of their respective communities. The for­
mula does not dictate the number of teachers to be employed, 
the special programs or services to be provided, or the salary 
schedule to be used. It does provide encouragement and oppor­
tunity for all districts to maintain reasonable class size,
to employ necessary non-teaching personnel, to develop ade­
quate salary schedules, and to provide needed programs and 
services. There is reason to believe that this kind of state 
stimulation is wholesome and is in keeping with the State*s 
responsibility for guaranteeing equal educational opportunity 
for all of its children.
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10, It provides through the incentive component the 

incentive and opportunity for all districts to finance educa­
tional opportunity beyond the foundation program level.

11, The plan places the focus of state support on 
service to the child rather than on teachers* salaries. The 
unit of need is the classroom unit, with the number of class­
room units determined by the application of the Ratio Factor 
to the total weighted pupil units in the district. The cost 
of the basic foundation program is expressed in dollars per 
classroom unit allowed. The level of support per classroom 
unit, as tested, is sufficient to finance an adequate program 
including salaries, operational and maintenance expenses, and 
other necessary costs. This level may be readily adjusted to 
satisfy changing conditions,

12, The plan provides a procedure for including kinder­
garten in the program. Nursery school, post-high school or 
community college, and/or adult programs can be included in 
the basic program through similar procedures.

13» The plan recognizes and is responsive to the needs 
of local districts for supplementary sources of support for 
capital expenditures through provisions for school building 
and capital expenditures, and recommends that state regulations 
and controls be instituted to assure that school buildings 
would be constructed only when and where fully justified.
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Re c ommenda11ons
The following recommendations are made as a result 

of this study:
1. Remove the present limitations on the total levy 

allowed for the operation of the public schools, so that the 
school district board could levy a reasonable millage above 
the foundation income level, and the school district electors 
could authorize an unlimited number of additional mills,

2. Amend the constitution to permit the legislature 
to determine the number of mills that shall be counted as 
foundation program income, and to permit the levy to be made 
on a county wide rather than school district basis.

3. The constitutional provision that school land 
earnings be distributed to school districts on the basis of 
enumeration of pupils should be changed to allow the alloca­
tion of these revenues on an ADM basis.

4. Homestead exemption should be modified or repealed, 
The exemption of one-half of the first $2,000 of valuation on 
homesteads would be a step in the right direction.

5. If the plan as tested fails for any reason to fit 
current or projected needs of the State, the plan should be 
tested further, using alternate values for key variables.

6. The Oklahoma Legislature should establish and 
finance a commission to develop a state-local plan for financ­
ing elementary and secondary education in the State which 
would satisfy current educational needs and which would be
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economically feasible; and should implement the plan developed 
at the earliest date possible. This should be an interim 
commission, serving until such time as the State Department of 
Education can assume full responsibility for conducting studies 
and developing plans for all phases of public education.

7. The State Department of Education should be recog­
nized as the appropriate agency to conduct continuing studies, 
and to develop programs concerning all phases of public educa­
tion, including finance, and should be given adequate appro­
priations so that it can perform these functions.

Suggestions for Further Study
1. Studies should be conducted to determine the effect 

of the various federal programs on the operation of the public 
schools, and to formulate plans for integrating federal, state 
and local support of education.

2. The problem of school district organization as it 
relates to public school support should be thoroughly investi­
gated .

3. An analytical study of the costs of providing 
pupil transportation in the State should be made, and the 
findings should be used in revising the levels of support of 
transportation within the State's foundation program.

4. Detailed studies should be conducted to determine 
the best methods and procedures for equalizing property assess­
ments in Oklahoma between and within counties.
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5. Studies should be made to explore the advis­

ability of establishing regional educational centers which 
would improve and extend educational programs and services 
for the children of the State.

6. There should be continuous evaluation and study
of the state-local support programs for the financing of public 
education in Oklahoma.
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STATISTICAL AND FINANCIAL DATA FOR SAMPLE 
SCHOOL DISTRICT; I967-68I

District ADA, I967-6 8;
A. First Grade
B, Grades 1-12'
County ADA, I967-6 8:
A. First Grade
B. Grades 1-12

278

2,489

380
3,359

Number of Vocational Teachers, 1967-6 8: 1.5.
Enrollment in Special Education Classes, 1967-6 8:
A. Full Time Classes, 14
B. Speech Correction Classes, 155

5« Net Valuation of County, I967-6 8: $30,118,321.
6. Net Valuation of District, I967-6 8 : $15,671,792.
7 . District Tax Levies, 1967-6 8:

A. Emergency Levy 5 mills
B. Local Support Levy 10 mills

8. Transportation Aid, 1967-6 8; $1 7 ,7 0 0,
9 . Degrees and Years of Experience of Professional Personnel 

Employed, 1967-6 8 .
Years
Exper­
ience 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 13 Totals
Doc­
tors 0 0 Q 9 9 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mas­
ters 1 Q 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 ], 2 1 3 19 36
Bach­
elors 11.54 7,46 7 4 3 2 2.24 1 2.38 0 0 1 3 1 2 23 7 0 .6 3

Totals 12.54 7.46 7' 5 4 4 2.24 2 4.?8, 1 , 1 2 5 2 5 42 1 0 6 .6 3
iData secured from records on file in the Finance Division 

of the Oklahoma State Department of Education.
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TABLE OF DISTRICT RATIO FACTORS

District WADK Ratio Factor District WADM Ratio Factor

0 - 520 20,0 1021 - 1040 22.6
521 - 5^0 20.1 1041 - 1060 2 2 .7
541 - 560 20.2 1061 - 1080 22.8
561 - 580 2 0 .3 1081 - 1100 2 2 .9
581 - 600 20.4 1101 - 1120 2 3 .0
601 - 620 2 0 .5 1121 - 1140 2 3 .1
621 - 640 20.6 1141 - 1160 2 3 .2
64l “ 660 20.7 1161 - 1180 2 3 .3
66l - 680 20.8 1181 - 1200 2 3 .4
681 - 700 20.9 1201 - 1220 2 3 .5
701 - 720 21.0 1221 - 1240 2 3 .6
721 - 740 21,1 1241 - 1260 2 3 .7
741 “ 760 21.2 1261 - 1280 2 3 .8
761 - 780 2 1 .3 1281 " 1300 2 3 .9
781 - 800 21.4 1301 - 1320 24.0
801 - 820 21.5 1321 - 1340 24.1
821 - 840 21.6 1341 - 1360 24.2
841 - 860 21.7 1361 ~ 1380 24.3
861 - 880 21.8 1381 - 1400 24.4
881 - 900 21,9 1401 - 1420 24.5
901 - 920 22.0 1421 - 1440 24.6
921 ~ 940 22.1 1441 - 1460 24.7
941 ~ 960 22.2 l46l - 1480 24.8
961 - 980 22.3 1481 - 1500 24.9
981 - 1000 22.4 1501 and up 2 5 .0

1001 - 1020 22.5
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CALCULATION OF PREPARATION AND EXPERIENCE STEPS 

FOR SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICT, I967-68

Number of Teachers Employed, I967-68

Qualifications-Degrees Total
Employed

"N"

Years
Experience

Experience
Steps

Col. "4" X 
Col. "5"

Doctors
Degree

Masters
Degree

Bachelors
Degree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

0 1 11.539 12.539 0 0.000
0 0 7.461 7.461 1 7.461
0 0 7.000 7.000 2 14.000
0 1 4.000 5.000 3 15.000
0 1 3.000 4.000 4 1 6 .0 0 0

0 2 2.000 4.000 5 20.000
0 0 2.244 2.244 6 13.464
0 1 1.000 2.000 7 14.000
0 2 2.383 4.383 8 35.064
0 1 0.000 1.000 9 9.000
0 1 0.000 1.000 10 10.000
0 1 1.000 2.000 11 22.000
0 2 3.000 5.000 12 372.000
0 1 1.000 2.000 13 13.000
0 3 2.000 5.000 14 42.000
0 19 23.000 42.000 15 285.000

Tot­als : 0 36 , 70.627 . 106.672 887.989 !
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CALCULATION OF PREPARATION OF EXPERIENCE STEPS FOR 
SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICT, I967-6 8, Continued

Calculation of Preparation Steps
Formulas (MN X 3 ) -f (ND X 6) = PS

( 36 X 3) 4-_(______Q_______ X 6)= 108
Col. "2" Above Col. "1" Above

Experience Steps = Total of Column ”6” Above = 887.989

Calculation of Average Steps
Formula: (PS f  E8)* 4- N** = AS

(108.000 4- 887.989) 4- 106.672 = 9.34 PS ES N AS

Calculated using 12 as maximum number of years of 
experience for teachers with Bachelors Degrees, and 15 as 
maximum number of years of experience of teachers with Master’s 
and Doctor’s Degrees,

**Number of certified employees, 1967-6 8. (Column "4"above)


