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INTRODUCTION 

Originally each New England settlement was a unit, 

and the irregular area including twenty to forty square 

miles was called a town. At the center was a Meeting 

House, and later the town school, and the town hall. All 

citizens were required by law to live within one half

mile of the Meeting House, to attend town meetings, and 

to send their children to the town school. 

By the close of the seventeenth century, many of the 

forces which at first required a compact form of settle

ment had begun to lose their hold. With the decline in 

dominance of the old religious motives, new interests 

arose. One of these was to scatter out and live on the 

farming land. New settlements arose within the towns, 

miles away from the meeting and school houses. It was 

i mp ossible for children to attend the town schools, es

pecially in the winter. 

Due to the difficulty of communication, these little 

settlements tended to become isolated and independent. 

As the tendency to subdivide the town became marked, these 

sub-divisions demanded and obtained local rights. The 

town was next divided into road districts for the repair 

and maintenance of roads, and then into school districts, 

and the assessing and collecting of taxes was begun in 

these districts. All of these tendencies contributed 

toward the breakdown of town government, and also 



contributed toward the growth of district consciousness. 

In the later part of the eighteenth century, the 

election of school trustees, levying school taxes, and 

selecting a teacher began. These were legally granted 

in Connecticut in 1766, and in Massachusetts in 1789. 

The district plan spread from New England, where it was 

created, to all parts of the United states, and was the 

plan adopted by new states as they ere admitted to the 

union. 

vi 

As a simple and democratic means for providing 

schools for the children of people under somewhat pioneer 

conditions, t he district system has rendered, and in some 

of our western states 1s still rendering , a useful ser

vice. Where population is sparse, communication difficult, 

educational ideas rather primitive, supervision lacking , 

and economic conditions somewhat uniform and undeveloped, 

the system is naturally of most i mportance. Under the 

earlier economic conditions, in the days of boarding-around 

arrangements, and before the evolution of our present-day 

ideas as to the nature and progress of education, the dis

trict system undoubtedly rendered its most useful service. 

The system, though, has become hallowed by a ge and endear

ed by sentiment; in a number of states few men living have 

known any other; and to the needs of rural people, under 

our complex modern conditions of life, at once meets with 

determined opposition. 



Ottawa county is no exception, and it was divided 

into districts shortly after statehood. soon there was 

an inequality in valuations of districts brought about 

by improved farm methods in some sections, more fertile 

soi.l in other parts, and finally the discovery and de

velopment of zinc mines in one part of the county which 

produced more ore than any other state in the union 

according to the 1929 census. 

vii 

The purpose of this paper is to give a brief account 

of the financial conditions of the school districts of 

Ottawa county from statehood to the close of the fiscal 

year 1934-1935, and to show the unequal distribution of 

wealth in the county in regard to the enumerated children. 

A few proposed changes will be offered, which if 

adopted will tend to equalize educational advantages and 

which will not throw an undue burden on the poorer parts 

of the county. 



CHAP1'111R I I 

OBJECTIO .S TO Tll.tt; m::ALL UNIT PLAN 
AN IiO\/J IT CAN BE I PROVED 

The history, development, and functions of the 

district pian were given in the introduction and this 

chapter will show wherein it has outlived its urpose, 

and how it should be replaced by larger units . 

1 

The small unit plan is no longer so well adapted to 

meet the present day conditions and needs as are other 

systems of larger scope. The district authorities seldom 

see the real needs of their schools, and the possibilities 

or rural education. As a syste of school administration, 

the small unit is expensive, short-sighted, inefficient, 

i nconsistent, and unprogressive. It leads to great and 

unnecessary inequalities in schools, i n terms, in educa

tional advantages, and to an unwise multiplication of 

schools. The t axing unit is too small, and the trustees 

are unqualified. The trustees, because they hold the 

purse strings, frequently assume authority over many 

matters which they a re not competent to manage . Most of 

the progress in rural school improvement has been made 

without the active support of the school authorities and 

often against their opposition and that of the people whom 
1 they represent . 

1 
Ellwood p . Cubberly, Rural Li fe and Education; VIII, 

• 185 . 



The cost of mainta1n1n school in some or the 

estern states can be used to show the waste in the 

smaller unit. In Arizona, 52 per c ent or the schools 

have less than fifteen in average daily attendance, 

which makes the per capita cost $171 for these schools. 

In Nevada," 63 per cent of the sch ools have less than 

eight in average daily attendance, with a per capita 

cost of 678. In Idaho 68 per cent of the schools have 

an average daily attendance of fifteen and a per capita 
2 

cost of $180. 

These figures seem rather high in comparison with 

the figures from some of t he larger units. In 2 ,214 

schools over the United States with an average daily 

attendance of 301 to 400 and with thirty pupils per 

teacher, the average per capi ta cost is 40.5 

This information strengthens the supposition that 

small schools are expensive. As schools become larger, 

the pupil-teacher ratio more and more closely a pproaches 

the general standard of class-size until this latter 

factor controls the cost rather than the number of pupils 

per sohool.4 

2 
w. H. Gaumnitz , "Eli !nation of the small school," 

u. s. Office of Education, \ ashington, D. c., Bulletin, 
I934, No . 3, p. 6. 

3- -
Ibid, p . l?. 
4-
Ibid , p . 31 . 
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In some of the western states such as Lrizona, Idaho, 

Nevada and Montana, it is very likely that the small school, 

(although the area of the district may be large) must re-

main, at least until. these states are more thickly popu

lated. 

Another good example of the weakness of the rural 

school, is the fact that for the year 1934-1935 in 

t wenty-five states there ere 75,202 schools with terms 

less than seven months, and 1,945 schools were financial

ly unable to operate at all. During the same year, there 

were only 11,019 independent districts with terms less 

tha.n seven months, and none with terms le.as than two 
5 

months. 

The excessive number of school of ficers required to 

manage the rural districts is another one of its great-

est sources of weakness. In Oklahoma, there are 13,284 

school board members, who control the dependent districts 

which have less than half of the enumerated children in 

the state. The independent districts have only 1,940 

board members who control schools with more than halt of 

the enumerated children, more efficiently, economically, 
6 and with a broader scope of knowledge. 

Circular No. 138, U. s. Office of Education, 
••• 1ashington, D. c., !Larch, 1935. 

6 
Fifteenth Biennial Report of state superintendent 

of Public Instruction of Oklahoma-:- June 30, 1934; 
Oh pter 1, p. 2. 



It should be mentioned here that the small school 

offerings and extra-curricular services are as a rule 

restricted to the bare necess1 ties of the three R's. 

4 

Small schools in the rural areas have shorter terms than 

in the cities, salaries paid are only a little more 

than half as high, and housing and equipment facilities 
7 

are usually very meager . 

Some facts have been resented which show that the 

rural schools are very expensive and that among them, un

equal :t'ina.ncial o~portunit1es for education are offered. 

These inequalities can be reduced by replacing the small 

unit by a larger unit. Some examples of the larger unit 

system will be given. This larger unit system is called 

consolidation. It means the uniting of several small 

districts into one l · rge district, "ith the children of 

the entire district being transported to the central 

school. 

The United States commissioner of Education, 1894-

1895, attributed the consolidation movement to the i mpetus 

it received in the town unit of •assachusetts. It is 

apparent that in the early stages of school development, 

school transportation was not regarded as a part of the 

minimum educational program, but was for the immediate 

purpose ot reducing the scattered school organization into 

Circular No . 80, U. s. Office of Education, 
: ·ashington, D. C. --



a competent and efficient eent r alized school. This 

tendency to combine and enlarge school districts in the 

interest of edueat i onal economy and efficiency has been 

the most influential factor affecting the enactment of 

transportation lav1s. Pre.otically all t he legislative 

bodies have recognized that the training i n t he public 

school may be accomplished more adequately through the 

centralization of educational op ortunities and through 

transportation of pupils who reside in sparsely settled 
8 

areas, than by spending a large and perhaps unwarranted 

sum. of money for the maintenance of school facilities 

in such subdivisions. 

Fifteen states have enacted l aws, distributing state 
9 

aid fund s for the transportation of school chil dren. 

The first state to enact a transportation law was ~assa-

ehusetts. In April, 1869 the Legislature provided t hat: 

"Any town in this commonwealth may raise (by t axation or 

otherwise,) and appropriate money to be expended by the 

school co!Ilmittee in their discretion 1 in providing f or 

the c onveyance of pupils to and from tha public schools. " 

In 1890 New Hampshire provided that an amount not to 

National survey of Sohool Finance , u .. Office 21: 
Education, ··ashington, D. C., upplement II , p. 421.. 

9 
National vurvey of School Finance,~. a. Office Qt. 

Education, ' ·ashington, D. c., Supplement II, p . 43 • 



exceed twenty-five per eent of the school money could be 

used for the transportation of pupils. In 1893, Vermont 

passed a similar law, and in 1894, Connecticut passed a 
10 

transportation law, as did New York in 1896. Now all 

6 

states make provisions for transpor·tation . rrhis has been 

a great factor in influencing consolidation. 

In 1929-1930, there were 1,902,826 pupils transport

ed at public expense in the forty-ei ght states. TWO 

years later in 1931-1932 there were 2,342,566 pupils 

transported, indicating an inorease or 439,640 pupils or 
11 

23 per cent for the biennium. In 1929-1930, 54 , 823 ,143 

wa s spent for r unsportation in the United states . In 

1931-1932, 58 ,077,799 was spent, vhich · s an increase 

of 3,254,656 or 6 per cent. The next biennium, 1933-

1934, , 53 ,90?,774 .as spent which was a decrease, although 

more pupils were transported . During this year there were 

2,794,735 pupils transported in 7?,042 vehicles provided 

at ublic expense . 12 This ~1um.b er of pupils transported 

at public expense is over t hree times as great as l 't was 

Report of U. s . Commissioner of' -" ducation , 1894-
1895, u. s. Office or Education, Washington , D. c., Vol . 
ll, p. 1469. -

11 
Consolidation of Sobools, u. s. Office of Educat ion, 

v·ashington, D. c., Circular No . 132, ebruary, 1934, pp.5-6. 
12 - --

David T. Blose, Assistant statistician, u. s . Office 
of Eduoution, vashington, D. c., School Life , April , 1936. 
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during the year 1923-1924. The average transportation ex

penditure per pupil for states giving the number of pupils 

transported during the year 1923-1924 was $35 .38. In 

1929-1930, it was $28.81; in 1913-1932, it was ~24.79; and 

for 1 933-1934, it wa s only '1 9 . 29 . IJ.1he constant dec::ease 

i n per capita cost ot transportation is due to larger loads, 

better roads, and knowledge gained by experienee . 

In 1929-1930, there were 143,445 rural schools in the 

United states and the next biennium report showed a de

crease of 5 , 26? . The average annual decrease of rural 

:schools in tlle sixteen years prior to 1931-1932 has been 

3,223, and the percentage of decrease has remained practio-
13 

ally constant throughout this time. 

Each biennial report of the State superintendent of 

Public schools in Oklahoma since 1907 has contained a 

chapter encouraging consolidation of schools. since 1918 

the title of the chapter has been changed to Centralized 

s chools, as the result o"! a law permitting union graded and 

independent districts to furnish transportation, but it is 

not requi red 8.$ in the consolidated school. 

During the school year 1931-1932 , transportation of 

pupils was furnished by 540 districts, in Oklahoma. Three 

hundred sixty-one of these were consolidated end 109 were 

union graded districts. 

13 
Consolidation of Schools, u. s. Office of Education, 

vashington,, D. c., Circular fo . 132, Februar y, 1934. 



During the school year 1953-1934" pupils we:re enum

erated 1n 4,816. di.strieta. This was a decrease ot 53. 

districts since 1930-1931 when there were 4,869 dlstriets 

1n the state. The average annual loss in number of dis

trict.a bet·ween 1926 and 1934 has been forty-nine •14 

A comparison of the attendance in consolidated and 

uneonsolidated schools in te11 counties of Oklah.oma over 

a per.iod of five years will be giv·en.15 The average 

length of term of the rural schools was 15'1 da.ys, and fol* 

the oonsolidated sohoola it wea 167 days. 'J;he :per cent 

ot enumerated children enrolled in the rural school.$ we.$ 

'76. 7 ,. and i.n the consolidated schools, 79. 9 per e(ilnt. 

The per cent or enumerated children in a.vers.ge daily 

attendance in the rural one and two-teacher schools was 

46.4, and in the consolidated schools, S4.4 per ee.nt. The 

per oent of :pupils enrolled in aver-age daily attendance 

'in the :rural FJChools was 59 .4, and in the consolidated 

eohools, 69.7 per cent. 

The second method of comparison 1:n a representative 

number of schools is given for the five years immediately 

p:receeding consolidation with the five year$ imrr.tediately 

su~eeedi.ng it .. The average length of term before consoli

dation was 131 days, a..nd after consolidation_, it was 145 

Fifteenth Biennial Beport of ·the state su:perintendent 
of Public Instruction, III, 26•27 .. 

15 
Ibid, .P• 28. 
~ 



erated ohild:i. ... en e:n::.:>olled in $Cho.cl before consolic.1,:.1tion 

was 83.4, a11:J after consolidation, it was 84.4., in seven-

teen eonsolidations. r111e :per cent of pupils enrolled in 

e:ve:ruge daily attendance before consolidati~n wets 59.4, 

and after consolidation,. it was 65.? :per cent i:n the seven.-

teen consolidations. There was a gai.u o:t atte11;da.nce by 
16 consolidation of ~8.2 :per cent. 

These raets and figures show clearly some of' the ad ... 

vantages of consolidation in the tini ted states and in 

Oklahoma, and they also show that the 't:t·end o'f school 

organization is tov1ard the larger unit., To remain in 

,step wi.th the trends 01' education, Ottawa county should 

be consolidated and the snall rural sehools be abandoned. 

This paper will show the need of consolldatio:n,. and hot'lt it 

will improve ·t11e financial ad.vantages of equal education. 

es V1rell as equalize the tax burden. Before going in.to 

this, it will be necessary to give the history of the 

s1uall units in Ottawa county by shovlli11g how they were 

,created and how few changes have been ruade since that 

time. 

16 .. ---..,. 
Ii'i:fteenth Biennial Rer)ort of the state Dl1.perintendent 

of r,ublic Instructions, Oklahoirra 01 ty, Oklahoma. 1935, 
JP• 28. 

\ 
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FORJ':CATION SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
OTTAWA COUN'l'Y 

Ottawa county as de:Cined1 lies in the extreme north-

east corner of' the sta:te o!"' Oklanoraa, run.ning ulong the 

Kansas line on the north, wc-ostward to tho l\T<ecsho River, 

then southv:ard along the east line of range 21 east to 

the south line of 'l:'01:mshlJ) 26 north t then eastward t,o the 

Arkansas line and back north to the Kansas line, border-

ing Missouri on the soutlrwest corner. The area of' this 
2 

cotmty is 464 sque.re rni1E.H3. 

rrhe eastern half of the county is very rough, hilly, 

tU1(1 ls com.posed chiefly of timber land, which 1.ies at the 

foot of the Ozark mountains. The v,mstern hs.lf is level 

country, with very f 0:rtlle soil, good for farming and 

stock raising. 'l'1he county is traversed by the l\feosho 

]1i ver t"znter at the northwest corner and coming out 

just ee.st of the south central line. The Spring River 

empties into the Neosho Hi ver in about the cer1trr,l part of 

the county from tlle north. These rivers were used as dis-

t:rict bou."ldary lines in !uany cases because of necessity, 

ec:nd this was a handicap in equ.nlizing the size of district.s .. 
3 

l1:1iami \Nl:LS des;i.gnat,ed as the county seat. 

l 
Gonsti tu tion 

1rt1.·c·1~ ,n u· o~ ,h~ i,_ .J..1_,:; . .J .. , t' ,t • lW 1g.) ... 

2 
Unit.E,d states 

3 
Geological survey, 1895-1899. 

8 _, 

cor1stitntlon of Ol.d.e.hom.a., op. Cit .. , sec. 8, .Article 
17, IJ. fJo .. 
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The state Cons-titu.tion authorized the county super-

intendants in e of the seventy-seven counties or the 

state to organize school districts and lay out the bound-
4 aries. on May 15, 1908, the county superintendent of 

Ottawa county entere·d into his duty o-f laying ou-t dist;rict 

boundaries, and continued until April 21, 1909, at 1:rihdch 

time !38 dependent and two independent district had been 
·5 

formed. The valuation of these district.s was from 

~)20, 2.84 in district 12, the poorest, to $1,800.870 in 

district 23, ll;Iiami, the wealthiest. 6 'I1able I shows the 

assessed valuation and the areti of the school districts 

for the year 1910-1911. The figures in Table I were 

taken from the first available records in the county shm'f

ing anything about the school districts in detail. 

The total assessed valuation of the county in 1910-

1911 was $7,780,205 and the two independent district, 

Miami, district 23, and Afton, district 26, had over 35 

per cent of the total valuation which was $2,'79'7,052. The 

area of these two districts vms only 20 square miles, or 
7 

4.3 per cent of the area of the county. 

-----.. --··----· --4 
constitution of Oklahoma, 012_. Cit., Article XIII, 

sec • I, p. 6~ • 
5 

]'.1ap ?Jo. I, Appendix. Map from County surveyor's 
Office. 

6 
Table Mo. I, Excise Board Proceedings, Year 1910-1911 .. 

7 
•rable Wo. II, County Superintendent's Annual Report, 

Year 1910-1911. 



----------------- ---

12 

t,rable ! a.lso shows that there is considerable difference 

in the size of the districts. District 23 with an area 

of .six square miles was the smallest, and it was only 

39 per cent as large as District 15, which had an area 

of t.v,•enty-.o:ne square miles. 

Table II Dhows a great difference in the enttneration. 

'11he enu:mera tion ranged. from thirty-six in District 15, to 

858 in District 23. The same table al.so shows that the 

percentage in & ttendance of the enrollment was very low, 

rs.ngir,(_;; from 36 per cent, the lowest, to 90 per cent, the 

highest. 

During the year 1911, Districts 41 to 4'7, inclusive, 

and District 72 were created as dependent district.a by 

the reduction of other districts. .:1:1ap 2 in the indcix 

t;hese distriet:3. This :map also shows that there 

have been only two changes since 191.1. Union Graded 

Nu:ml:,er l ( whioh will be called tr. CJ,.. 1) vras f orffted out of 

Districts 11 and 12, but it still remains a depc.nderit 

district. This change took: 11le.ce i.n 191'7. 

District 9 dissolved, and on July 5, 1921, Consoli-

dated District l v.as formed out of Districts 6, , 9, 

t'!ncl 10. '11his is the only consolidated district in the 

county, and is o::1e of the seven independent 
8 

districts.-

(As a ruatter of convenience it will hereafter be called 

Con. No. 1.). 
--~,.._,,_,_,,_ _____ _ 



YALUJ1/I1ION SCF001 DIS:CRIC'l'S I.W 
COUI~Y AT TIETC OF rrrrnIR O.RGAUIZATIOM 

1910-1911 

~:=m-,-=.,,-- '--~- -size 
Distr!.S:t J~ttmb~!'-- _ • Sg,_uare,_!_Bl_l_e_s_· _____ .,...V_a_lu_a_t_i_o_n_. __ 

l 20.2 $35,585 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
e 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

, 22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
26 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33-
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

TOT.AL 

10 30,986 
14 71,366 
10.5 36,693 

9 43,550 
8 27,014 

11.1 218,497 
17.3 47,047 
11 297,264 
12 38,068 
15.5 39,193 
e 20,28.4 

10 158,076 
10 219,922 
21 37,550 
19 70,949 
13.5 108,680 

9 207,031 
10.2 220,866 

7 274,418 
9 108,922 
?.3 126,582 
6 1,800,870 

14~8 34,939 
8 37,046 

14 996,182 
15.6 290,953 
12.4 107,125 
8.2 29,819 

10.4 66,583 
17 343,115 
14 253,596 

9 64,636 
W.5 200,~5 
9.2 
8.4 
9.7 

10.l 
10.2 
14 

464.l 

134,200 
332,417 
114,201 
269,805 
90,4~8 

125,82.7 

$7,'780.206 



the eonstruotion of school houses" the free school of 

the small district ty:pe sterted i:n Ottat:a county.. At 

the present time,. the same si~it::; units are furwtio:nlr,.g 

as when created wi tl:'1 the twJO exceptions previou.sly 

mentioned. 

This district setup, t1lthough not ent,irely satis-

factory from. t,he first,. :i.a getting more tnid nte,re out of 

date as ti.me moves on because of' the agricn1ltu.ral ~nd in--

dustrial changes; the popu.la tion and weal th ln.erease, 

a.nd the demand for more socialized. education. The .srr1.e.ll 

unit does not n:i.eet these requirements, but brings about 

a more une.qual opportunity to finance educat,.ion, as will 

be shown later • 

'I\he disadvantages of the sruall district :plan are 

n1any: One of these inequalities is brought aocru.t by an 

inequa.li ty of financial ability per unit of need which 

can be overcome by nothing short of the equaliz.ing aus

pices of' the state. It has becor;1e imperative that these 

inequalities be supplar1ted through the eq_uity-giving; 
9 

resources of the :state. '.fhe Eicuteness of the etf'eet ot 

present. eoonomic conditions renders l)erilous further 

postponement of maki larger uni ts of fin£Jnc lel support 

9 
rJational ConferencE:: on the Finat1.eing of J"1!dueatior.i.,, 

lJ. s. Office of J:i!du.cation., 1Na.shington, n. C. , 1953, Chc.p. 
I!I, P• 21 



.ffl ; ~·r· ~ 1·:r J.. .t"-ti.J. -~ .f..J . 

N1'TlGIIDAI':GE RECORD OF TRE I?mrvrro.AL DIS1:'HIOTS 
IlT OTTAWA C.OU.!~'TY FO'R THit YEAR l9lQ-19ll 

15 

nlstrfct 
Nu.m.ber 

"' 
Enumeration 

-~verage 
Daily Attendance 

Por Cent o't · 
Attendance 

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
V 
e 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
25 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
53 
34 
35 
36 
37 
58 
39 
40 

120 
55 
82 
82 
47 . 
62 
66 
65 

228 
54 
92 
63 
70 
96 
36 
57 
06 

252 
66 

270 
90 
39 

858 
43 
83 

595 
100 

99 
76 
60 

266 
57 
45 
61 
66 
73 
82 
51 
41 
66 

35 
50 
55 
35 
25 
34 
30 
24 

116 
17 
3'1 
25 
25 
53 
ll 
21 
33 

163 
16 

109 
45 
21 

586 
27 
39 

339 
.43 
35 
13 
38 

201 
22 
19 
29 
30 
25 
49 
24 
14 
22 

67 
64 
63 
6'1 
57 
G'l 
46 
4ll 
66, 
55 
52 
52 
47 
Vl 
50 
61 
56 
70 
41 
59 
90 
48 
86 
68 
5$ 
64 
47 
4'1 
55 
50 
72 
52 
60 
61 
51 
75 
ao 
'70 
66 
36 

AVJ1'R.li..cGJ:!: 4 ,SlQ 2 ,51'1 55 

This te.ble shows the sehooi enumeration, average daily .. 
attendan.ee, and per eent of the enrollment in daily at .. 
tendanee. 'J:his is. acqording to the tirst All.D.Wll Report 
made by th·e County superintendent. 



, ,j.'! 

"'"" 
for education. rax d:ellnc:uenc:ie s' unemployment' decreased 

property valuas, bank and business failures, c1·edit short

age, personal financial losses, and the like have rendered 
10 

many localities h11potent in school support. 

l'Iembers of the state Department of Education, \a;ho 

have studied the problem in its practical aspect.s are 

fairly well agreed that a b.igh school should have at 

least six teachers it' it ia to offer to its pupils a 

course of' study with opportunities equal to that of high 

. i t 1 ·1 11 sehools in the m.iddle-s zed owns and c t (;)S • 

. Al though Oklahoma has had an average annual loss of 

49 dependent district$ si11ce 1926, there still remains 

4,428 of these districts r~i th only 49 .3 per oent of the 

scholastic$ of the state enumerated in them. 'file other 

50. 7 per eent are enumerated in the 388 independent dis

tricts. The in.dependent districts make a much better 

showing than do the dependent dis·triets in percentage en

rolled snd in average daily attendance, in the amount 

spent per teacher, .in the average teaoher• s salary, in 

the length of term. in the number of years of school work 

provided fer its pll:pils, and in the average amount spent 
12 

par pupil enumerated and enrolled. 

Ibid, Cha:pter II!, p. ·22 
11-

state Department of F.duc.ation. Bulletin No. 105, 
Okle..homa City, Oklahoma, Chapter I, p. l. 

l.2 
Fifteenth Biennial Report of the state SUper1n

teno.en:t of. Instruction, Oklahom.a Cit.J., Okluo.ma_, Chapter I, 
p. 2. 



11 

After discussing the disadvantages of the small unit 

system and giving some advantages of the larger unit, 

~e shall now see how the schools of Oklahoma are financed, 

and ho this effects the schools of Ottawa county . 



III 

J?AIL OJT r' PLJU>J ~2 0 
ALIZ}i; SCHOOLS I.N OTTJ\1VA cou:NTY PRIOR TO 1935-1936 

A brief' outline will b ,e given of the taxing syste:m 

:i.n Oklahon1a and the sources of school income. 

Th<.: s.tate Constitution provides that the county 

excise board shall make the necessary levy-, not to e:i-ceeed 

five mills on all assessed property in the county, to 

maintain a school. The people of the district may vote 

a.:n additional ten mills 011 all taxable :property 1roithin 

the d.istrict boundary if it is needed. This is supple-

mented by a state apportioruue:nt b:rld H eounty ap:port.ion-

ment, allocated accordin~ to the school enU1i.eration of 

the district.1 The Federal Goverrunent pays about four-

teen cents per day Indian tuition, which aids only those 
2 

schools with Indian children enrolled. :J:1he state beve:r-

age tax raises about ninety cents per e11tUllerated child 
3 

which is added to the school budget. 

Those districts containing uattll'al resources are 

benefi tted by e Gross :Production r:rax of one ... half of one 

I'~------------------------...-.-..-~--
Constitutio11 of Oklahoxr1a, First :Edition, 1907, 

1\rti cle X., section 9, pp. 61-62. 
2 
Federal .Aid. Approprinted Annually by Congress:~ 

3 
Eoverage Law of 1933. 



per eent on the cash value 
4 duced from, that county. 

all mineral resources pro-

several appropriations have been made to aid vie&k 

schools. In 1923 the legisle,ture appropriated $650,000 

for this :purpose , 5 and in 1925, ~~500, 000 was appropri-
6 

ated. In 1927, one and oue ... half million dollars 1!'tas 

approprie..ted but later :repealed. The Legislatur6 then 

ereated the speclal common school eq_ualization fund of 
7 

one and Gn.e-half million dollars. 

Th(£'se sources of school revenue, al though they may 

the school enumeration which increases the school de:rrmnds. 

J, .m:t:nim.u.n1 progra1:1 of ~11,150 per elementary untt and 

,450 per high school unit caru-iot be r;'laintained in many 

O·r.' ,_, h 1 8 _ 1,.ne sc .. _oo s. 

A constitutional limit of 15 mills on advalorem pro-

;party for school ::purposes raises only 36 per cent of tb.e 
g 

money 1:1ecessary to run tlrn schools i11 Otte.we county. · 

The reason for this is that the assessed valuation on real 

pp. 

,Sel1ool Laws of Oklahoma , 
5 
session Law of Oklahoma,. 

ol-·62, 1923-1924. 
6 

1925, section 455, p. 99. ----- . 

Article X, section 9, 

Ibid., 
7-

1925, Chapter 2, PP• 2-4 .. 

Ibid _, 
8 

1927, Chapter 4 , p. 21. 

Paul R. Mort, nFinancing Oklahoma Schools• 1' ~ulletin. 
No .. 110. 

9 
gta:tiatitH;,l (1i:r·cul:u1: 1Y0 • 3Z, 

Office· of ;,~;(luoation, '"/ashington-;-11. o .. 



---~------~----

estate a:nc1 public service property is only 45 pel" cent of 

its actual ea value, 

sonal property is only 2f3 per cent of its actual cash 
10 

value. 

Another distinct; disadvantage in Ok:le11oma of the basic 

taxing unit being ad valorem is that it has a "deficit" 

of people in the period of greater tax :payirl{.; ability. 

To make this clear the three age groups will used. :F'roa1 

one to tour, the age of infancy, :from five to twenty years 

representing the period of education, and ages thirty to 

sixty representing the period of production and earning 

power. find that in Oklahoma. !31.4 people are JHa.ying 

taxes to educate 33.2 ohildr.en; in the rest of the country 
11 

35.8 people are paying taxes to educate .29 .5 children. 

The schools of Ottawa county are f inancecl l'cCcording 

to the plan pre"lriously explained ~ind the :Lnec~nallties of 

this plan will be studie\\l. The infor:mation for this study 

will cover a period of ten ye,ars, from 1924-1925 to 1934-

1955, inclusive. In this period, two extreme f inane ial 

conditions occurred: The peak of prosperity for the 

schools in 1928-1929, and the school depression in 1933-

1934. 

·-----------------~-~,-· ----
Brookings Institute Beport. an Oklahoma., 1935, 

Part Y, Chapter , p. 413. 
11 

Brookings Institute Report for Oklaho:ma, .August 17 1 

1935, Part V, Chaptor , p .. 84?. 



This county presents another unusual problem 1Nhich 

:makes i't difficult for three or the independent districts 

to support schools; that is, they are located iu the 

ee nter of' a z i:no L1lrdng d ist:r:lct. :rhe m,:l:nes a.o not raise 

the property valuation in proportion to the :n.uii1ber of 

enum.era ted cb.il<lren of the miners. 

'I'he year calculated { 1924-1 \; 25} was a peaic year for 

Picher, District 15, in property valuation while the 

wealth per enum.ereted child was only $385, which was the 

lo."'6St 1."' ll the "'· OU'"',. : .. ·yr •12 .• , bl -rr h tb. .1- I-' .. V ,.,;::v 'J:a e L s . ows . a\, even 't.,.ne 

independent distr.icts are very unequal in weal th per 

enumerated child. Picher, Dis.trict 16, had an assessed 

valuation of $1,4?5,061 and a.n enumeration of 3,833, 

making an assessed valuation of o.nly :i~:385 per ltinu:merated 

child. The same year Fairland, District 31, had an assess-

ed valuation of $608,588, and an enumeration of 22~, ma.k-

ing an asses$ed valuation of $2,65'7 per enm.'1lerated child. 

Table IV shows that in 1924-l.G25 the assessed valua-

tion of the county ·was ~116,771,150 and that the en.muera-

tion 1Nas 12,606; this makes an assessod. valuation of 
15 

®l,350 for each enumerated child. Of the assessed 

valuation of the county, $10,251,599 v:as i:u the seven 

12 
rrable III, Gounty superintendent t l;l Annual Report, 

1924-1925. 
13 

Table IV, County :superintendent ts Annual Report, 
1924-1925. 



ASSESS1'./:D VALUATIO:N FOR :n:rrmsJ{RATED CHILD 
YT~P.R l 924-1925 

DISTRICTS 

;;D:::.::i.=s=.:t=r:::;1:::c::;:::::, ==========-:-- . .. ' '---~,-;-;:;.,~-7(e1:1l th 

x.Jumber Valuation IGrn.m1oration .Per Child ~,_,, .a:;:---- --------
31 (jji608,588 229 :i2,657 

26 1,089 ,633 503 2,186 

23 4,356,189 2,250 1,936 

14 l,110,46t,1 1,176 944 

18 804,544 1,381 582 

15 l,4?5,061 3,833 ~85 

con. l 6017 ,120 441 1,3?6 

TOTAL 9,813 ttl ,044 

1l'hls table shows the in0q_uality of the wealth distri-

:but-ion in. the independent districts. 



i - . . i t· 14 . 1, .. . + i tt . nd.epe:ndent cL1..s1,r c s vvi t.i.1 a school en.tLc'tlera,e1·- on of 9 ,81.J 
, . _ ~ 15 i children; or $1,044 per enuruerated chilcL Dur I1g the 

same 1rear the thirt,y ... seven dependent districts with an 

enumeration of 2,793 children had an assessed valuation 

of ,519,557, or t2,3:_:-55 per enu.merated ehild. This 

_shows more welath back: of each child enumerated in the 

rural clistricts the.n is back of those enumerete:d 1.n the 

independent districts. 

To continue with the 'J'mrlth d lstribut,ion, r11able V 

shows that the combined assessed valuation of the seven 

wealthiest dependent districts ·was $2.162.989 which gave 

an e.ssessed valuation of ~~5 ,359 for each enum.erti_ted 
16 

,ch:U.d. :Phe valuation. of t.heEe seven distr:i.ots we1s 33.2 

per cent of t.he total for the thirty-seven clependent 

district. Table VI shows the seven poorest dependent 

districts with a total assesse(l valuation of only ~),571,199 

e.ncl 744 children enumerated whloh c;i ves ~j\886 in wealth for 
l '7 

each enumerat,ed child. The ehildren in the seven poor ... 

est dJ.st.ricts bed only 16 per cent of the financial ad-

vantages for an education aB those in the seven wealthiest 

tl.istricts. 

~-
. Wyandotte is an independent and co:nsoli de.tetl d istr1ot. 

1.5 
m ·1 TI- 1· . 9n -~i~ ,1,8 b .,~ .,_, . , p • .:.,v, J.U _ Ci.. 

16 
Table V, C our...ty Superintendent,'- s Annual Report, 

19:EA=J 9 
l? 



TABLE IV 

ASS:f£8S:gn VALUATION FOR :C.ACFI lin'JtG,:iERAT'ED mHLD 
OT'T'AVJ'.A COUNTY DURING THE YEAR 1924-1925 

-~___...--
nistrict . ----. ----- Weal.th 
Number Valuation Rrn:imer.stion Per Child 
-<;oil:" 1- T"oo"1~120~ -,;p.·~·3?6 

U. G • 1 l , '16·1 203 831 
1 178,895 136 1,315 
2 G5,900 S0 732 
3 121,555 119 1,214 
4 9?,580 81 1,204 
5 '72,205 68 1,062 
7 295,430 87 z, 5 
8 l2G,819 93 1,348 

12 38,060 53 718 
13 448,053 90 4,977 
14 1,110,464 1,1?6 044 
15 1,475,061 3,833 385 
16 150.115 5S 2, 
17 266,155 60 4,434 
18 804.544 1,381 582 
1s aa,,a49 58 6,687 
20 131,698 131 1,085 
21 177,615 57 Z,115 
22 l??,393 69 2,570 
23 4,356,189 2,250 1,936 
24 65,350 36 1,815 
26 1,089,635 503 2,106 
2? 375,569 90 f,175 
26 197,333 82 2,406 
29 74,910 81 924 
30 105,740 85 1,23? 
31 608,588 22'2 2,6f5? 
32 315,345 41 7,691 
33 120,205 25 4,623 
54 315,56& 69 4,570 
35 187,Q20 66 2. 7 
36 349,020 87 4,021 
37 179,143 56 3,1£9 
38 305,016 58 4,541 
39 120,310 3? 3,251 
40 158,914 57 2,788 
41 170,745 67 2,519 
43 92t480 39 2 391 ' . 44 111,365 85 1,325 
45 209, ~t2g 54 3 ,8'78 
47 79,840 B? 2,955 
48 158,057 150 l-Q54 
72 33,830 56 940 

24 

rf(}f,:~j::----,---~:fnr,"7'71,Ioi'f----i.2,50r- ·-- . :.,l )t~3o -
·- , • • >..,~,:;.~--;,,-,,~,---"'-'"""''-"'·j~ti.-">._..,..•_.._,7-""'~..-,i-,,--;~->--•#~W4<-·~-~ .. -~S> .. ,~----s~ 



TABLE V 

SEY1i!r! OF THE VfJi:t.LTFTTI:S1.'1_" ":?U!i .~T, DIS~ICTS 
IN OTTA.1'1A COUNTY 1N 1925-1925 

filatrlet 
Uumber 

19 

13 

33 

34 

38 

17' 

TOT.At 

\Jee.Ith ·-
Vf:l~~tio!!._ _____ ..;;;;P_e_r chil£i __ 

38?,84~ 

448,055 

l.20,205 

315,566 

309,816 

266,155 

2,l62,~S9 

6,68'7 

4.973 

4,625 

4,510 

4,541 

4,434 

3'1 ,519-

A.verage V/eal th Per Chilo. 5,359 



Qli' l DJ IG1'.:; IlT 
O'l1'.i'A1JA COUNTY IN l 9~~4-1 ~)25 

District------- -·-··--,~---?)iaith -·-o=-
wumber Valua.ticn Per Ghilc1 ·---

12 ~; 718 

@f>,900 

U. G. l 168,'764 851 

74,910 

72 !33,830 S4,0 

20 131, 6?0 1,ooe; 

48 15Et057 1,054 

6'71,199 6,204 

-~--·~------------------------



Another compe.:r.>ison can be mm'te of the teacher main-

tenance cost. 

other year could be used 

as the valu.0t:L::in does :not ch2111.gc nruch from year to year. 

Three di visions will 1Je u.sed in this comparison; 

t:.:tH.q a:r·e: t,he seven :t1a-vi:ng t11e highest :per capita cost, 

the seven havi the :Lowest per ca:p:1.ta cost, and the 

seve.u. Independent discricts. In District 47 it costs 

s.11,.L~. ·-., ~; 9 p· ·ev· m· o ·"th 'il' (., • "'"" . ,I. •• ,;.J. .!.J. ' teaching expense 1'or each pu:pil end 

~;3.20 per ;;21011.th for maintenance :per pupil. Table 'lIII 

shows that the average teacher cost, per montll for 

each child i:n average ct1;,ily a ttendauce of the seven de-

penclen:t districts having the highest per capita cost was 

~)6 .80, and the maintenance per month fer each child. in 

e.irerage daily a ttende.nce for the sa:l?le seven. dependent 

districts was Distric-c 12, ons of th.e scl1ools 

i:n tlH., group b aving the lowest, per capita co st, had a 

teacher expense o:e $176 per month and l1ad a maintenance 

cost of t,hirty-ni:l:ie ee11ts per nH?nth 'for ea.ch child in 
n.i'\ 

:i • 1 ' t 1 . . t.:.;V average ~ai ya~ en~ancc. 

1i'abl8 VII, Am:r,J.al :Cleports of the County superin
tendent for 1929-1030. 

19 
Tal1le V'III, li:unual He:port of' the county fSuperin-

20 
Table IX, Annual Re:por't of' the County super in

tendent for 1929-1930. 



TABLE VII 

WE,.ALTif PER RI\1UI1ERAT:em CHILD OF' TFm Dli:PEJID]}!NT 
DISTRICTS IN OTTltYlA COUNTY FROM 

1924-1925 to 1934-1935 

Vlealth 
Year ve.luation Per Ch1ld 

1924-1925 $6 ,'119 ,555 )' 9 403 ¥J~' . ' 

1925-1926 6,?33,236 2,335 

192&-1927 8,002,?ll 2,767 

1927-1928 6,6'74,373 2,340 

1928-1929 ?,260,117 2,38~ 

1929-19;50 6,915,755 2,328 

1930-1951 ?,086,5'17 2,374 

1931-1932 ? ,.170 ,484 2,280 

1932-1933 5,532,634 1,697 

lj33-1934 4,874,364 1,595 

,1934-1935 4,825,092 1,653 

Showing the range of the assessed veJ.uation, 
and the wealth per enumerated child over a 
period of ten years in Ottawa County. 



TABLE VIII 

SHOWLiu- T.HJ1; Tl!:ACHEH-M.ADJTEH.AliCE COS'.fl FOR THE ·x1t:1L"R 
1929-1930 of the SeV'EN DJ1:PJ'l::NDEN'11 DISTRICTS HAVING 

:i.'11:E; HIC--REST Plf:rt CAPITA COST 

District 

19 

47 

32 

34 

17 

33 

43 

Budget Teacher Tilainte:nance 

$3,508 ~5.65 $,5.86 

840 12.52 3.20 

2,000 9.80 s.oo 
4,238 3.04 l.44 

2,972 3.66 2.56 

l,624 6.25 6.45 

1,876 6.66 7.04 

6.80 4.93 

This table shows the teacher-maintenance 
cost per month for each child in average 
da.ily a. ttendance . 



Table IX shows that the teacher-maintenance OG$t per 

n1onth 'f'or each child in av-erage claily attends.nee is less 

tha.n one-third of v1hat 1 t ls in 1rable VIII. Certainly 

there wea a waste of :money in District 47, or if it ans

wers th€> purpose, Diatriet 12 f'ell short in offering its 

pupils what they should have re-eeived. Neither of the 

suppositions is correct, because there were only six in 

average daily attendance in District 4'7, whieh is en

tirely too small for efficiency a.nd econo·my. There were 

tv.;enty-six in average daily attenda11ee in district 12 

which comes closer to the teacher-pupil ratio, but not 

enough money was a. vaile.ble to supply the actual needs of 

the school, and pay a living wage to the teacher .. 

Only an eight months term ot sohool is. offered in 

each of the fourteen dependent districts mentioned in. 

Tables VIII and II, and they are one-, two-, and three

teacher schools. The average annual teacher'$ salary 

1,vas $683 for those in Table IX.. Some ot the sohools in 

Table IX received aid tro:m the state, and they had to 

follow the State A.id regulations for teachers' salaries 

which is higher than the salary schedule of the sohools 

in Table VI!I. 

The average mc.mthly and yearly maintenance varies 

greatly, from sixty-seven cents monthly or $5.56 annual

ly per pupil of th.ose in Table IX, to $3.14 :monthly or 

$25 .12 annually pe1" pupil for the schools in Table VIII .. 

30 



TABLE IX 

SHOWING IJ::Hlt TEACRE:R-;;.;AINT'ENAWCE COST PER 1\mNm 
FOR TEE Y-15.AR 1929-1 S30 Cli' THE SEVEN DEPEl\TDEr;JT 

Disr1'HICT$ IN OT1I1l1.'tlA C Oillfl'Y HAVING TrlE LOWEST 
I1:8R CA:-iITA COST 

District 

5 

12 

8 

l 

2 

29 

3 

AVE"RAGE 

--
Budget Teacher .Maintenance 

$1,507 $2.14 ;,l 74 ¥. .• 

1,819 l.76 .59 

2,775 1.40 1.30 

3,226 l.60 .99 

l,297 3.43 1.4'1 

2,292 2.25 .93 

2,871 2.01 1.25 

2.oa 1.15 

This table shows the Teacher-Maintenance 
cost per month for each child in average 
daily attendance. 



In calculating the teacher-maintenance cost cf the 

independent di. stricts it v,1c1e necessary to include the 

high school te11cher cost and mf::.intene.nce with the gi"c,des, 

and even th.en it runs less tJ:11::rn ths average f'or the de-

pendent districts. 1:Pable :X: vd11 show that, tt.e h st 

teacher cost per month per student '\j'if.lS 

the lowest vms ~µ2. 93 in Wyandotte. 'I'he highest n1ain-

tenance cost per month per student was $1.85 in Miami, 

and the lm.Mest wat~ forty-two oent.s per month in VJyan-
21 

dottc. 

The average per eepi tu cost :eor t;he eilement,ary grades 

in the independent dif:l.tricts for the year 1929-1930 was 

i'.~· 2 4 ~ 22 d f "'- 1' ' i,. ·" t?: - e2 ' th ;:i. '*''' • u, an o:r v.r1e sarn,e year l'.u was 1livb.v :tn e ue-

23 pendent districts in the county. There was a great 

difference i.n the per capita oost in the independent 

districts for the year 1929-1950. Picher, with a per 

ce.pi t.a cost of' .96, we..s the lov-1est; :JNlirland with a 

per cs.pi ta. cost of :j:50 .96, was the highest. Although a 

greater difference is noticeable amo:ig the dependent dis-

tricts. District 5 spends on each child in average 

daily attenda.Uf.;.e, anti District 4? spends ~}138 which is 

highest .. 
...-~~2-1.--~--~ ......... ~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~·~-~----·-_.,.~..-... 

Tabl.e X, Annual Report of count;:7 superintendent for 
1929-1~130 • 

. 22 
Aru1m:ol Report of County superintendent, June, 1930. 

23 
.Annual Report.a to the state superintendent of Public 

Inst19uetion * 



SBCY:NIDJ"G TEE TEACHE..~-EAll\'fl!·ENANCE COST PER M01'1TH 
FER STUDlU:{T :?OR TT1E YB~AR 1929-1930 OF 'J:1E:E. 

IliDll:~:tJDJi;JJT DIS'I'RICT,S., B'.IG:H SCHOOL A .. D. A. 

District 

Wyandotte 

q,uapaw 

'Picher 

Commeree 

Miami 

l1fton. 

Fairland 

I)!CLUDN1J V!I7Fl T'"JE GRAUE.$ 

Budget 

·i'>ll 3"5 'Ji :t I -

41,485 

lll,800 

52,0'lO 

89,800 

17,.335 

15,565 

Teacher 

",. nr.r: i,;;.'. • .,,.., 

4.10 

3.82 

4 .'13 

Jdaintenance 

$ .42 

1.33 

l.23 

.SJ. 

1.83 

--~~--~--~_..---..~------~------·~------~-----------~----~ 
AVER.AGE 5.05 



T BUR .AND RE':C1JRNS 

It has been shown i:G a pre1rious chapter that the 

:a.ssassed value:tion per }:1Upil in O'ttavta County is very un-

equal; that it costs more to teach a pupil and .mainta:ln 

a school in the small district than in the larger one; 

and. that because of these, the op:portuni ties through the 

county are not the same. 

In this diseus.sion an attempt will be made to show. 

where the tax burden is unequal, and if a general county 

levy were placed on all the assessed valuation in the 

county more revenue could be raised, which is another 

reason for the larger unit for te..xa.tion. 

Tlle average levy over the dependent districts of the 

oounty for the period from. 1924-1925 to 1934-1935, 1:n

clusi ve, ranged dowmrmrd from 11 .1 mills, ·the highest, in 

1 q l · 7 · · 2 1 i ~ 929-19...,0 to 5. · :nulls, the owcst, n 19~4-1935. Dur-

ing this same period the average school levy for the in-

dependent districts was 15 mills up to 1932-1933, then it 

dropped down to 10 .44 ruills in 1934-1935 as Table XII 

shows. By comparing Tables XI and XII, it -will be found 

that the general fund levy of the independent districts 

vJas almost double that of the ciependent district, although 

l 
Oklahoma Session Laws, l'd33, R.B. No. 2, Chapter 196. 

2 - -
Table XI, Excise Board Proeeedings of the County. 



Yeor 

1928-lf:21: 

1929-lv3o 

l931-1Q32 

1932-1933 

l<i)33-1034 

1934-1935 

-------

" FOR: 
1924 t,o 1934 

J:5ills Levy 

8.6 

10.51 

9.65 

8.87 

10 .• 36 

11.1 

10.SJ 

8.7 

G.54, 

5.7 



AV'KHAGE GE~\JERill., ] 1V~\D Lf~\rr Ii'OR 11'li:Fi n;DEFE!I~DE.l\1''11 

SCROOLS or OTTAWA cmnm FRm.1 1924-1g34 

" & 

Year ~ills Levy 
== 

----·---·--~--------,,,.----~-------------

1925-1926 

1926-1927 

1927-1928 

1928-1g29 

1930-1931 

1931-1932 

1932-1933 

1934-1935 

Ave1·age 

13.25 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

12.97 

10.44 

14.24 
~~___., ___________ ... --~·-------------



the per caplta cost of the indt,pendent dist.ri.ctz w1:.1.::; only 

about one-half as much as the per capita east of the de-

pendent districts. 

for a.11 tho schools during 

this period, :ranged f rot1 13 .O::, mills in 192fl-lG30, down-

ward t;o 8 .07 mills in 1934-19!3ti. Tt\ble XIII also si.l.ows 

that the general fur.1d levy over the entire county :for all 

the ,schools eha.ngeri very little from year to year over 
3 

the :period. studied lp to the yea:r0 1933-1934. ~~ales Tax 

redu,~e the ;)udgots. 

tax burden. in the county by the General J!"und Le.Yy. ir'able 

XIV giver: t:he g0110ral fund levy of all the districts in 

the c aunty, and they re.J:1 from it .:5 mills in District 45 to 
ti. 

15 mills in fifteen of the districts. - 1rl1cre is no indi·· 

ca.tion that, the district witb the high levy had rn.ore money 

for school Jmrposes than those 'Hit,b the lower lEnry, but it 

seems to t1 ct tho other • :oistrict. 12 with the 15 mill 

limit could raise only $444, and it had. an average daily 

attendance of 38. District 4!5 could raise ~po88 with only 

~ 4.3 mill levy, and it had an average daily attendance 

5 
'11able XIII, County Excise Board Proceedings. 

4 
Table XIV, Ibid. ·-



XIII 

FOND l,1:Z-V'Y OVER 01'£TKliA COUN\rY 
to l9[54-19Z{J 

J.evv ..... '""'~ 

1924-1925 ll.28 

1025-19BG 12.75 

1926-192? 12.32 

1027-19 ll.G3 

1928-1929 12.85 

l92S-1930 13.0~ 

11 .. 8f> 

12.45 

8.0'7 

----·-·-·-·---·--· .... =·----·---~_,-="""-----~,-·----·---·"';,.·--------
11.75 

·-------.. -----



TABLE XIV 

GEh"IER.AL FUND LEVY OF EACH DISTRICT IM 
OTTAWA COUNTY FOR THE YEAR 1928-1929 

Dls£rict Number 
U. G. l 

1 
2 
3 
4 
6 
"l 
s 

12 
13 
16 
17 
19 
20 
21 
22 
24, 
27 
28 
2Q 
~o 
~~ 
P,..J~ 

33 
3~. 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
43 
44 
45 
4'? 
48 
72 

Con. l tr.d. 
Ind. 14 
Ind. 15 
Ind. 18 
rua. 23 
Ind. 26 
Incl. 31 

Mll!s Levied 
15 
15 
12 
15 

6.6 
15 
9.4 

12.5 
15 

5.7 
6.6 
7.8 

10.9 
15 
8.8 
a.e 

14.l 
'1. 2 

11.3 
7.6 

l:; 
5.9 

11.-:t 
11.7 

4.? 
9.8 

13.7 
4.4 
7.5 
6.6 

12 
8.7 

4.3 
ll 
15 
15 
15 
15 
l.5 
15 
15 
15 
15 
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of thirty-five. District 38 could ra.ise $911 with a 4.4 

mill levy, and with an average daily attendance of only 

27. 

Thus the wealthiest districts shown in Table V, 

cnn levy a 67 per cent smaller levy than the poorest ones 

in Table VI, and raise more money for school purposes. 

This certainly is an une qual tax burden on the people, 

hicb cannot be justified because the d1str1cts with the 

highest levies do not r aise sufficient money to offer 

educational e.dvar1tages in proportion to what they pay 

fc,r, i n compartson to the ·we· lthier districts. 

The i ndependent districts levy the limit every year, 

but the cone ntr ted population is in t he cities, and 

they are not alwnys .located in the center of v.ealth, it 

r ai~ s less money per capita than many of the dependent 

districts. 

The total amount raised by taxation over the entire 

county during the year 1926-1929 was $257,553 wit h a 

different levy in each district, ranging from 4.3 mills 

in Di~trict 45 to 15 mills in the seven independent dis

tricts and o1ght of the dependent distrieta. 5 The same 

r:1mount of money could have been raised 1th a g eneral 

count levy uf 12 .8C m ls, and this lloco.ted to the 

Table XIV. County ~xcise Board Proceedings, 1·28-
1929. 
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different districts accordir:tg to the needs. This would 

offer financial equality for school children, and equal

ize the tax burden over the county. 

An attempt was made by the last legislature to do 

this, but it failed. Hov,ever, a l2-1u i11es pasf;eo. which 

J:1elps all the schools by distributing J,rimfJ:·y ; this 

pays teachers 1 salaries for four :months. ~I'.hE:,, weaker 

scl:.ools E!'e ich b1"'ings all scl'.!.ools 

s helps 

hel, to enrich the school 



A NEW ll'DKf.ANCIAL PLAN AND ITS EFF1WT ON TH7~ iSCIWOLS 

On .April 23, 19!'3.5, the state of 01';1aho:ms: adopted a 

new method of paying for its free, :public schools. Prin-, 

ciples, policies and procedure.s f' ollowed since 19!?,'7 11vere 

revised and new ones were accepted. In the fi:rst ple.ce, 

110w .t"unds were prcr1rid.etl through biennial appropriations 

instead of et:1:rma:cked sources of reverme. cond., the 

principles of local initii-1tive and eeono:m.y of school or

ganization and the importance of good tea.ch.or qtHilifiea

tions were recognized by the Legislature, and, finally, 

th.e policy of :prcviding state ~upport f'or scrrnols in 

general, as well as for equalization, was adopted. The 

passtige of Rouse Bill 212 was de:t'i11itcly a reiteration 

of the fact ·tha:t education .is not only a f'tinct1on of· the 

state, but is, also, an i:mpera·ti ve goverru:1ental dut,y. 

It :might be v:ell to .s·top, at th Ls t im.e, and c 011sider 

the a.dva:ntages and disadvantages of tk1e new law. :i!Jvery 

school patron" c:ttizen and officer should know end under

sta·nd problems from e state-wide point of view, as well 

121s a local district a.:nd county point of view.. :F'ir st, 

lfouse Bill 21.2 i1rhroctuces the principle of local ini tia

ti"f.le in.to tllE'l f inan.cial administration of our .school systeni. 

Untier the o1d c:;f Btt1te school snp:r,o:rt;: a rUstir:'Lct lJl:lS 

rasour-0es b ore partlcipat-

:i.n the equali.,·.ation. fun;;:t. s requ.:Lrement placed all 



state aided distr1cts on a. meager and inadequate state 

program and left them1 no oppor·tuni ty to in1prove their 

situation. In order to conserve state funds, the state 

Board of Education dictated the salaries of the teachers 

and bus drivers, the ·ous rou:tes, the expe·nditures for 

n1aintenance. The result ,ms, in effect, state adm.inis .... 

tration as well as state control in local school district~. 

second, 1!17mse Bill 212 provides that the L1i:nim:illl1 Program 

shall be based on a 10-lllill levy and that the remaining 

portion of the millage voted by the people and allocated 

by the county excise boards all be left free for the use 

,of lQeal school authorities. · :Such f.unds c·a:n 'be used to 

:purchase an extra month of scp.ool,. to employ an ext're. 

teacher, .to buy: better transportation services· or t·o match 

Fed'eral funds on Works Progress Administration projects. 

The third inno.vation brought about by House Bill 212. 

4.s the e.pport~onment of state a:i:d to nll sehool districts, 

.notwithstanding their inability. to pay. Th!s 1 s a. defj,

ni te oomxtlitment of the state that the financing ·of public 

education is an obligation of th~ state. 

The four th principle injeoted into the state school 

fi~anoe set-up b-y House Bill 212 is the principle of eeon-

,om.y of orgru:iization. Under the o1d plan, 'the stat;e at.:. 

tempted to guarantee the Minimum Program to every school 

district .in ~he state. It should be noted that under the 

:new .plan t-he state is attempting to gua:r;-antee e.n equal 
•. -! 
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Minimum Program to all the children 111 the st.ate, not to 

all the school districts. 

If the children in a scl>.ool district., for example, 

·which l1as only ten or tuvelve pupils, can be transferred, 

transported, and taught in another school dist.riot and 

be given just as good or better educationa.l opportunity 

for less cost than they can be taught at home, and if 

such a procedure does not subject them to unusual danger 

to their safety or health, the state will not aid the 

school in such small district. Of course, the people of 

the district can go ahead and :maintain their school on 

their own resources. just as they have in the past. 

· It is well known. and generally admitted, that the 

present school district organization in this state is 

expensive. It has been estimated that it would cost at 

lea.st one and one-halt million dollars less to provide 

the sa:m.e Minim.um Program to children of the state, i:f it 

were organized into a relatively few large districts. To 

put it more concretely, our present .school organization 

cost 200,.000 children two weeks of school each year and 

eosts 5,400 teachers two 'li'ii'Beks of' salary ea.ch year. In 

instances where the state pays the bill, surely local 

authorities should not objeot to the state's request to 

reorganize the district on an economical basis. 

Finally, House Bill 212 recognizes the importance o:r 

higher teacher qualifica.tions. It provides for the 



45 

a:pportionment of more state support to sehool district.a 

which employ teachers with higher qual.ifica.tion.$ than to 

those with lew qualifications. 

It is too early a.s yet to determine whether the new 

principle and policies introduced by House Bill 212 are 

entirel;r desirable. Fa.ots will be presented later show

ing that the trend after one year's operation, seems to 

be in the right direction. There is a eommon goal for 

all Oklahomans in education., th.at is, a nine monthst 

term with a. qualified teacher teaching a broad and en

riched curriculum in an adequate school plant. The ti

nanein@; of this goal is a comm.on problem.. 

There is a distinct feeling among superintendents 

in all sections ·Of the state that House Bill 212 is a 

step f onva.rd in f inaneing our schools. This feeli.ng is 

justifiable because of the financial aid tor the schools, 

which has made it...rarrants oasha:ble and has brought about 

an increase in salaries. ?1aturally this would raise the 

morale in the teaching pers,onnel, and the teachers would 

go about their worlc with more zeal and enthusiasm. and 

strive to do better work. This would be earried to the 

homes by the children and thus with the assurance of a 

longer term of s:ehool, the patrons would take more inter

est in the school and offer more support to its principles 

which in turn would be a stimulus :for the teacher. Thus 

a orele is created trom. the teacher to pupil, to the · 



and. i:n:i.provement of education. 

House Bill 212 calls f1::>r an annual ap:propriation of 

~.)8,200,000. This ls divided into tvrn pe.rts: Prim£i.ry Aid, 

~$5,400,000 and Secondary Aid, ;')2,800,000. J\._ generous sum 

1.i\tas allocated to Ottawa county from both sour(.;es. 1:ehe in .... 

dependent districts received. $61,304, r::u:id the deperi.d.ent 

districts received ~~12,447 es Primary Aid, vrrhich c:ou.ld 

be used only for teachers• salaries. Six of the in<'lepend ... 

· ent districts received $41 1 870 aJJ..cl three of tbe clepeua.ent 

districts received ~~3,268 as secondary ,Aid. Thii: could b$ 

used for traneportatio:n, maintene.nce of building or 

teacherst salaries. Table ).":fl shows hov•: :much Primary and 

secondary Aid ·v,ms received by the dependent districts and 

~ra.ble XVI shows hovv :much vvas reeei ved by the indeJ;H?ndent 

districts. 

Ottawa county received ~~118,889 as Primary and seco.nd

tllry Aid.. This huge sum of money certainly created, an op ... 

timistic outlook for the future of the schools. Teacherst 

salaries were raised, inst;ructiona.l snpplie.s and library 

book.s were purchased, buildings were re:peired, !ind t.rans:

portation facilities were improved. 

Some of the dependent districts used the Pi"imary .A.id 

to reduce the levy instead of' extending sehool for another 

raonth. It seems to be customary in Ottawa county for the 

ctependent districts to maintain an eight nonths term of 



J'J,rnillJ'J:1 OF PRTI11ARY ltID AND SECO'l'.IDARY AID 
RJsCEIVED BY THE DEPEIIDENT DISTRICTS OF OTTJHVA COUMTY 

1935-1936 

District 

~-
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
7 
a 

12 
13 
16 
l'l -
19 
20 
2:L 
22 
24 
27 
28 
29 
30 
32 
35 
34 
35 
36 
57 
38 
39 
40 
41 
43 
44 
45 
47 
48 
72 

":l;l "'44-
\-;r ' I':, 

584 
18? 
534 
209 
167 
513 
473 
191 
548 
2eo 
1~3 
26? 
534 
240 
2!58 
260 
402 
487 
193 
220 
225 
265 
283 
264 

228 
231 
236 
258 
268 
2'78 
244 

280 
598 
281 

secondary Jdd 

:;}l,818 

1,011 

429 

... 

-----·~~--------------------
Total ~$12,447 



THE: !J50UNT OF PR!E AID RECEIVED 
BY 'l'ffl}1 INDEPEHDENT D ISS:i'RICTS OF OTTAYTA COUNTY 

1935-1936 

District Pri:m.a ry Aid. secondary .Aid ___ ......,__, ________________________ _ 
con. 1 

1~ 

15 

18 

23 

26 

31 

o,442 9,0lZ 

17,108 8,523 

8,894 

19,457 

3,_ 537 2,863 

1,955 

~,.,., .... __,~,~---~------------------------
Total ;~t41,870 



sehool, and even the Primary Aid did not change this 

custom. Three of the independent districts, {Afton, 

]'air land, and Quapav:r) could finance only eight and one-

had been reoe:tved. However, this was four weeks more 
1 

than they could finance for the year 1934-1935. 

Although this gives some :financial relief to all 

th.e districts, it does not, equalize educational adva.nt-

ages in a. :financial way, nor does it equalize the tax 

bu.rd.en. The only sane and ssfe wey this can be done is 

to enlttrge the taxing unit, and levy the srune millage 

over the entire unit. 

1tnnttal Reports to state superintendent> Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma. 



CHAP'irri:R VI 

RECOM1\JIENDATIORS At,ID PROPOSED CHANGES 

I have shmm: That the weal th of the county is 

very unevenly distributed among the districts 1<10 they 

50 

are s?,.t present, a11d thc,t the 'ta:x. burden is vel"Y unequal 

on account of this une-\ren distribution of weal th; that 

th.ere is a great variation in the student-teacher a:na. 

student-maintenance cost; that the per capita. cost is 

greater in small school.s. rfothing has been scdd about 

those i.!:rtangible resul·ts that oo:rrie 1~rom the association 

or larger groups, from the better grouping of 011:isses, 

from the use of specialized teachers, and by better and. 

closer supervision, since these qualities are not capable 

or ue:.uonstra.tion exoept in the lives of the pupils ·tb.rougb.

out a long period of time, 

Results for1I1 the figures given will show· that the 

larger uui t can ope1 .. ate :nH,re economically with o. longer 

term ot school, and that it tends to equalize >\:Hlueat.ional 

opportunities. 

It remains now to offer 1.:., suggested grouping of the 

districts in the county into larger units. It ls under

stood that any grouping made would be subjeet to criti

cis:'!l, and that many objections ·.vould be i~aisect to any 

change. People in the rw.jori ty hesitate to accept the 

new·, 1:1:re f'earful of the strange, and nourish sentiment for 

the past, but the enlargement of the school unit is 



~rl1us t~re w'ill iacce:pt the fore going conclusion that 

the larger unit is inev:ltable. our next problem is to 

decide just how large it is economically f'easible to 

m.nke a school unit. This cannot be go1rnrn0<1 by a defi-

roads, school population,. 'trade territory, and sor1ool 

pla:o.'1ts available~ 

The county unit ple.n was first adopted in Maryland 

in 1865. The le:w recommended that the :rainimun1 size dis-

tl""ict should be 36 souare miles. The size of the d:lstrict 

cen be changrJd from time to time by the county l)oa1'"d if 

they think it is necessary. The ave.rage consolidated area 

in Anne Arundel Couuty, liaryland, is 100 sQua:re miles at 

the present time according to George Fox, the county super-
1 

intendent. 

Tile jre:m1essee schools are administered under the 

county unit plan,. but the districts are used as a taxing 

1 2 . ,..., l unit. M ss sue • Pov:1ers, representing tue She by County, 

Tennessee, Board of Education, has this to say about the 

iize of' districts in he1· county: 

1.ve have the active cooperation of school 
patrons in estt::.blishinf,; attendance areas. 1rhis 

--w 1:-·----------~---·---------------
Ciroula.r 

,,; - s· hi:r1-;;--t· o·,;;- 'h :~,j ~"' -"' , ~s - _ .t{ • .,. w • 
2 

NU1nbor ll?, u. s. Office of Itducatio:n, 
rr- · "!'.~ • .;"'"~ 1orz.,£l 
V • ' ,IS.·,!.<-. ... C.U :,- v '- :;; • 

Ibid,, p. 13. 



t:rti eonsider 'tery !ttportt:Jin.t to b!::rve and to keep~ 
no uttor,1.pt rtt t~.bt~fs>lute unii"orrd.ty as to 

si:a~, or t:Sll!'!!,J;H:i!, but ~djus.t bounda1"ies to ijUit 
road 0011(tttions arto. schoQl ]'OJJt1lc1t1on .. 

t.he:t it lt not; }'J.t"a.etical eu; na,ae. <J•f the na:tur~l t"o:reea 

were et)ns1dered. 3 

i"rri.ter ·vu1us un:iJ.ble to fin~. any deflnlte 1nto~t~t1oa 

1H) risalat in 11:H1tabllf1llling boundt:irle$ tor 'Ule lfl,:rger units 

this ln 



The trade territory has been changed in only a few places> 

and that was necessary b eeause three of the tovrus are 

located in the mining district about seven miles apart. 

Beginning i11 the northeast corner of the county, 

Qua.paw district will be formed out o:i.' Dis'triet.s 1, 2, ::,;, 

15, 14, and 20. It vdll ha.Ye an area of '712 square 

miles, an assessed v1;:uuation of ~~l,194, 662 and a school 

population of 1,468. The assessed valuation for each 

enumerated. child will be $812. 

Picher will be the next district tor·.med. by con.'soli

dating Districts 15, 16" 41., 4?, and 48. It vrill have 

an area of 45.5 square miles, a.n assessed valuation of 

$1,556,822, and a school enumeration of 2,872. Th:i.s 

gives a property valuation of' $542 for each onum.era.ted 

child. 

oorarueree distriot vJi11 be formed by consolidating 

Districts 17, 18, 19, 21, and 22 vd th an area oi~ .<:ts:J 

square miles. The assessed ,raluation will be .1)1,287 ,143 

and the school enumeration, 1,419'. This gives an assess

ed valuation of· ~~907 back of each enumerated ehilcl. 

Miami district "Will be formed. by consolidating dis

·tricts 23. 40, 43,44 and tl1e north half of District 36, 

with an area of' 30 square miles, an assessed valuation of 

:)4,042,410, and a. school enumeration of ;~,425. This gives 

an assessed valuation of ~il, 543 for each ermmerated. child. 



The \iryam1ott.e cU.str:lct be for.med by adding Dig ... 

e.ssessed valuation of" :t,853 back of' each E1:t1Tu11erated child. 

stricts 

28, 2G, 30., 31, ~:15, 36, r;1nd 3?. The assessed. valuation 

will be i~l,366,58&, the enui1.1eration, r177 and the area 

$1,758 for each enumera:ted child .• 

Aftm:1 is f'orm:Jd by the consolidation of Diiet.riets 

26, 27, 32, , 34, 39, 4!5, and the sou th half of: Dis-

trict 38. 1Phe assessed ·valuation ,,,Jill be 

the 1::niUineration 837, and the area 13•1 sf:~uare wiles. There, 

will be an assessed valuation of ~)2,168 for eac.h: enumerat-

ed child. 

tion tJf each of the districts according ·to tho reccr!lllll.end-

ed changes. There will be so:me co111x;1;ent on the ::Size of 

these dist;ricts. wyandcrtte width an area. of 114.4 .square 

:miles is almost f'our times as large as ·Miami which is 

only 30 square miles. This could be fiolved to a certain 

extent by continuing n. o. l in the south part of the 

Wyandotte district as a grade school only, and tra:i:1sport 

'the high school students to Wyandotte. Dlstrlct 12 could 

be added to u. G-. 1. Should this be done, three bl.1ses 
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de children to U. ,G. 1, ten 

buses could handle the trans,ortation for ,:ryandotte. The 

·.:ryani:iotte district at the _prezent time operates eight 

buses. In the proposed change lt v1ould rwt be :necessary 

to ohange the bus routes any as t:t1c;r are ::,.lreed.y ronted 

th.rough the d:i.stricts rtdde{t. 

Afton district is a little too large 1 hut due to 

the sl z,.3 of !U ami on t,he n o.rth it 1.1:as n e ces s~1ry to ex ... 

tend it 17,Ji thin three miles of Iu:lawJ.. B:cr;rrever, /,.fton 

oould maintain a gre.de school e.t m:i.rc5.sse, eb. 

relieve the si.tuotion sor1G" Should this be d.,)ne, two 

buses could hand.le the tre.nsportation for the N,'2trcissa. 

grade school j',.fton. ll(rnold nee,1 four hu9es. 

1rhe Jrairlantl and d.istriets work out very 

·well as they run buses thr:ough the territory ded at 

the present time. The bus routes could i:n mo~:,t cases 

remain as they are. 

1l1his proposed plan could nastly be l1ut, int.o affect 

h1 Ottawa county as all the :tniiepenclent di strI cts operate 

buses now e.nd the routes have al:reRd.y been. estGLbl:tshed 

through. the depG.ndent districts to transport h:i.gh school 

student.;, which they have been do:i.ng for several yea.rs. 

rl'he high school stuclents 1 transfer fee pays :l:'o.r the 

transportation. 11,~his transfer .tee vwuld he elirntn.ated 

by the new plan, and. t.he t,raus])Ortation would not cost 

any more than the transfers do at the present time. Of 



i:!1ABLE XVII 

SHOWING 11'!IE i .. HEA, }.ND AS8ESmi:'.O VALUf,'I'I01.'! 
OF TF~ DiffCRIGTS IN O'I.11"J'Af:A C OU':TTY- t\FTE!R 

THE PROPOSED PL1rn IS ADOPTED 

Area 
Square :Miles Assessed Valuation 

--·--....-~~--~·-----------------------
Picher 

vvyaud ot te 

Fairland 

Afton 

Total 

71.2 

45.5 

49 

30 

114.4 

6? 

87 

463.1 

1.,297 ,145 

4,,042,410 

1,118,4:78 

1,366,586 

l,815,.299 

12,361,400 



course transportati-on oosta would increase aa mot'e eh114.-. 

ren were transported,. but with the d1e-oontinuence of 

the depandent school districts, this would pay for trans-

portation and better oehooling in the larger system. 

Table XVIII sh()'tNS the enumeration, .snd the assessed 

valuation. back of oaeh enu?TI.erntad child in each ot the 

distrtets. There is still a great 1noquality of we~lth 

per enumerated child,. \t.rlth 1\.fton having four times more 

than Ficher. Ha:rnver, botll school~ ar~ better oft than 

they were before consolidation. 'f~'ble II!, 'rihicb. was 

for the ;{?-ar 1924•1925,shows Picher with only tS65 per 

enm:nerated child and that was a peak year for P'ioher 

as the :mines were ranning in full fo:rco. 11.fter consoli

dation Picher has $54! ba.ek of each ~numo:ro.ted c~ild. 

Aft.on also shows a slight :1.norcase in wealth bnek of' 

ea.oh e.nU11-1erated child after eonsolidation. 

r:r the argument arises that tra:n.sportatio.n will in

crease the eost ot the schools to a very crei:;.t extent, 

it will be answered with the following informa.'tion: In 

Oklahoroo. during the year 1931-1932 the average oost per 

:pupil per day for publicly ovmed buses was $0. 0717 ~ 1 

The average daily e.ttendanee in the dependent districts 

of Ottawa county for the year 1955-1936 was 1.214 pu.pUs. 

Marshall n.regor·y, f1Statistioa Pertaining to Pupil 
Transportation in Oklahoma, 1931-1932," Oklahoma State 
Department or Etl'ueation, Bulletin fil?.• !~!, 1933, p. OM. 



TABLE I'VlII 

TifE :l:i:hlfJMERAT!ON AND \VI\ALTI! J?:B;H. CRILD A1?TEP. 
r1m PROPOSI:i:D PL.AL\ IS ADOPrnm. 14"'I(HfitES USED 

.P.111] FOR iff!E YEJi.:U. l'l)35-l936. Ir'ROM 1:3:B 
COUlJJ'l'Y StJPERilfi:11!:NDENTt s HID?Ol1.T 

District:. 

Afton 

l,468 

1,419 

2,425 

1,310 

777 

11.1oe 

.,. 
~ 812 

542 

90'1 

l,543 

855 

l,758 

2,1ea 

,,. ' , r 

--~---------~--~-------------. .....,._..--..---------------------------



The average longt:h ot term fO~ the independent districts 

'Was 175 days.. It would cost {jl5., 2;;32 to trern.sport the 

L, 214 chi1c1ren at &~O. 0717 per el1ild per day. During the 

to show the t:r,1::,.:nsportntion cost :ts to 

t'110 state, '.fr:n.• t.he yea:r l.935•1936. Thls will :make the 

sorae M~ the cou:nt;ry is thinly 90:pulatea.. Picher and 

one.. It may trn :neeess~r:ry :ror sooe of these buses to 

:rnake one lon.g trip and one short trip. 

121.:rp III., in the l(i:rpenoJ:x:, shows the :re-grouping of the 
'· 

propose<", plan.. !t was e;,ttem:pted to make the groupings 

in such al m,aJmer that the districts would not be too 

small, anct yet no pupil would be a:t a greate1• distfanee 



than ten miles :from the school building. This was not 

ah,vays possible, beea.use the school centers were not 

changed from their original location. These locations 

a.re not evenly distributod orrer the county: ]'01• i:nstarwe., 

.Afton is located in the southwest ooruer', just 0s.1e ti!.ile 

from th~ Delaware county 1i11e and one :mile :t'rom the Craig 

oounty line. q,ua:pail'f, '.Pich.er, and oornme:r-ce ti.t:e loee:ted 

in tbe rwrt.h central part of the count,.r. 

The :roads of Ottawa coLmty are :h11proved 11.nd IBi\l.ntained. 

above the average. G-ravel has been so lU)erc:.lly tu:;e~d. 

on then, by gove1·:n:ment l)l"Ojeo LB; that almost, ev'eI·y m.ile 

could be uaed as b bus route if neoess&ry. 

Therefo1-;e,. :t:Pom fa cousicJ.eration 01· all t'acts pre

sented 111 ·the f o:regoing r1ae;es ,. it ·;Jvould SEH:ir.i that: 

First, t.ht: d.iffl..:tibuticn:.> t;f th,e weHlth F.·llllong th.e 

districts as they 11.mli tLee, ts ve1~y unequal .. 

second, th.e teaoher-ro.ainte:na:iice cost.; per pupil is 

:much greater :tn the SlJ.fall distl':i.ct. 

Third, the tfa:.x bu.1.~de:n is very tmeve:n ovor the county •. 

]fourth, the children over tho coun.ty liO .not ht1.:ve 

fer all 'these inequaJ.i tiHs. 

~r;.d should he adopt.ed. 
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