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nll'ACI 

Bach year the State of Oklahoma diabur••• a large amount of revenue 

to local govenamenta in the fom of atate aid. lven though atate aid ia 

of aucb iaportance, an economic atudy of thia program ha• not been made. 

Thia theaia ta an attempt , upon the part of the author , to provide the 

needed economic evaluation of ata.te aid. 

A complete atudy of the atate aid program would require the combined 

effort• of acholara from the field• of economic•, political acience , and 

education. Therefore, it would be preaumptuoua on my part to claim that 

tbit etudy repraaenta all that need• to be done in thi• important area 

of atate and local finance . I hope the preaent atudy will stimulate 

others to aupplement thi• work. 

I owe a debt of gratitude to Dr. John D. Garwood, Profeaaor of 

lconomica at rort Haya lanaaa State College, who directed me toward 

graduate work in econoaaica. Without Dr . Garwood'• encouragement , 1 

would not have gone beyond my undergraduate training. 

I am indebted to Dr . Anael N. Sharp, who directed thia theaia. 

Without hie aaalatance, the preaent atudy would not have been poaatble. 

I aa alao indebted to the other member• of my committee: Dr1 • 

.Joaeph Xloa, Julian lradaher, and Ora A. Bilton, 

A apectal acknowledgment ia due my wife, Loretta, and my three 

daughter•, IC.aren, lridgit. and Barbara. I thank th• for their willing• 

nu• to •acriftce 10 lllUCh and for being patient with me throughout the 

yean of graduate work. 
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CHAPTER. 1 

tN'l'llODUCTI 

The illportance of au eCOD.Ollic anal111t.• of atate ai to local 

goverDINtnta ta Oki.homa aria•• because of the lars• amount of moaey 

involved. The atate di•burae4 $457,316.000 111 fucal 1960. In the 

.... year atate aid aounted to $1lS,8601 000.1 Ill other worda,. of the 

total expenditure by the atate, 1a fl1cal 1960• approximately 25 per• 

cent waa allocated to •t•t• aid for local goverraaenta . 

State ai4 baa increa,ed fYOm $22, 242,000 tn 1941 to $115,861,000 

in 1960. Th.t. repreaenta a 421 percent increa•• in aid in 1••• than 

twenty year, . HONvu, if allov,11aee 11 ..Se for price level chanae• 

atate aid in conataat dollar.a (1947-49 • 100) wa1 $35,305,000 in 1941 

and 91,229,000 in 1960. Thia npreaenta au lncrnae in aid, at.ated 

in dollar• of cout•t ,urcbaaing power, of 158 percent . 

Even tbolagh atate aid in Oklahoma ia of auch ..apit114•• there bu 

been QO ecOD0111ic -lyat• .ade of the proar•· Thia 1tlacly 1a an a~teapt 

to undertake the needed ~lyate. 

1u •. Department of Coiiwrce, Bureau ef Ceuua, COIIIMIDCliua 
.!! St4te Goverwnt Pinancea !! .ll!!• (WQhinaton: u.s. Goverwnt 
Printina Office), p. 23. . 
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The Hypothea is 

State control over loca.l finances i appreciable . The tax ond 

debt limitations placed upon local governments limit their ability 

to finonce an aceeptable level of aervices . 2 In order to solve thl 

probl • one or 12¥:)l'e of thi-ee coursa of action can be taken. The 

deci ion may b made that if local governments cannot provide certain 

aervlces they hould be financed and administered by the tate . 

Secondly• it may be decided that (n) units of local govel'tlment should 

be consolidated so that fe~.icr units can provide the desired quanttty 

of public eervtces . La.stly, tho st to may extend financial atd to 

local governments . Since tate aid is of ucb magnitude in Oklahoma 

it is a sumed , for the purpose of th ptesent study, that aid is 

de irable alternative to the as umption of local services by the state 

a.nd/or consolidation of local unit of government . Even though re-

2 

o.rganlzation of governmental units may be desi~able for economic reasons , 

it is doubtful such reorganieatton is forthcoming in the near future . 

Therefore , in. the meantime, economists must work within the present 

governmental framework. 

Tbe hypothesis of this tudy ts that several criteria should be 

satisfied if an efficient state aid program ts to be established. These 

criteria arc: (1) state: .a.id should ba granted to local eo:vernmenta on 

the basis of need; (2) state nid should promote equaU.zatton of tax 

effort and services within the st te; (3) state aid should not favor 

2see Appendix A t1hich dtscusae tax and dobt 1:1.mitationo placed 
upon local units of gove~nt by the state . 



one segment of the population vis•a•vis another segment if both a~e 

in equal clreuostanceo; (4) state aid should promote neither fiscal 

it:reSJ?Onaibility noi- ineff1ctent levels of governmant ~ 

State aid should be granted to local gOVet'J:\tmnts on the bast of need; 

The dictionary defines the verb aid as 0 t;o help i, to further . 03 

If the state extend a.id to local governments :Lt should be because the 

latter is in need 0£ assistance . 

In Oklahoma , as 1n other states , th i-e is a. feeling that e. giwn 

quantity and quality of pal'ticular public sewice,0 are necessary for 

the entire state . At the same time , not all of Oklahoma ts endo'Clled 

with the same quantity and quality of resources , human a.nd nc,n ... human. 

Therefore , if an accepted minimum level of these e.rvice.s ts t(), be 

3 

maintained thrOQghout the state , .local government less able to provide 

the accepted minimum will have to, receive more aid than local unit 

with greater ability. 

State aid ahould promote equalization of tax effo~t and servicet.l within 
the. state: 

The second criterion is merely an extension of Che first., The 

criterion of need implie:J both equalimation .of tax and eervi ce effort 

should be promoted . Without state aid an economically poor local 

government would have to exert more tax effort to )?1:'0Vide a gtven level 

of services than its more wealthy nel.ghbors . 

3webster's New Collegtate Dt<.;tioru.u;:;r . second edition, (Springfield, 
Mass . , 1951) , p . 16. · 
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Let ... on indlvf..SU.1 ltv1i'l& in lahaata ta tubject 

to deeU.'Q88 th t1iQ fl,9cal aystemru tate *14 1oc•1.4 .Since there 

ae ·tvo ·fiscal ·a:yatema, f'b ·1 inequalitlea wt.11 be fl:'•aent-. 

1ubordlnate Ulllta t111l•• ftaul QJN&c:ltlaa are e.-1.5 Placel c:Qae• 
1 • , l I 

1.tt•• are not likely to be •f1Ulva1ent allOll8 local unit• of sove nt 

beCMISa .of th. J:.Qellt:ton of eicoumtc· ,:eaaurcea . Therefore, there!• 

apt to : • diffwnnc.e la the, nur6er and •taudud £' public aervf.cea 

prmded ·tad the t41XU levied. on the ..,.r, of ecODOllic reaouc•• wtthin 

the qrtowt aubordf.Mt• unitf of· sovarnment . , · Sinctr , there are 1 ffGl'encel 

tn the fl•cal abill yof 1oc&l' units, · lnteraove · . tal tranafel"I y 

be juatlfi64 tn ord•t> to plac tii.m, f.n·' f. po8itf.tm' of aCi1Jal fb 

capacity. · : · 

If then are two J.eveta of!' 'i~nmae~, ueh htrrina power to ta, 

rinciple of eq\lity be ~oma, difficult' to ,app1y.G '1'h a111ertion 

4rhe incluton of the feclet'al aen'fflllent ia not JU1cea1ary be~uae 
we ua aot coacerned with e.quallNtio of tax and eervice .effort• ..mg 
the ata~.. . W• a. 1001dna ~ otl•hOma aa • c1Nect eco--, vb:tch ha• 
no dulitqta with the fede..-al govo 't . · · 

SJ-• M. Buch-.u, . 0 Pa rall• awl Pi.seal l'IUity•" Americp 
£cfflO!ld.c .llfrt!!, XL (t,se), p . S83 . Even though Jucbeua appU.•• bia 
aaaly•u te1 th.a fe4aral •Y• ea the met1*1 he .aaea ·t• •pplicabl• to 
Oklahonla &.aa.ae there are ·twc,. •epar•t• f1aca1 .,.., ... within t~ •t•te. 
It 11 true that the tatate ha, t power ~c, UhiM tbe perfonlallce of 
.Nf'4c•• wblcb •• .., locally controlled but thia ta not likely to 
1*nen. I~ ta· •l•o true that the atate •Y uatgn the•-- tang 
authority t:o loqt IOYer1lllllllt• that it ,oa•••••• but f.n the paat, with 
few a1Dor elWe,tS..U., ocal g.,.muent• 11.av• ban restricted ·t the uae 
of ·the property ta. 

6Ricbud A,. grave. The Theott .!! Publie Finance (Nn York, 
l S9), p. 6 . 
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can be made that the equity principle io DQt violated GS long as the 

control unit treats 1ndividual in eqUf;ll circumstances equally and each 

of the local tmits does tb.e same . lf' this viewpoint ts adhered to then 

interdtatrict tranofers are unnecessatjt to assure tax equity. Buchanan 

questions thts principle of equity. 

1'he oi-J:llodox ans ,er fij the question concerning equal tre.at:ment of 
equal.!.} has been alm.ost wholly in reference to the. tax side alone , the 
implication being that if ta)( burdens of imil rly ituated individuals 
\Jere identical , the equity criterion i«>uld bes ~isfied ••• The object of 
comparison should be aggregate f~4eal pressure upon the individual or 
fll.mily, not tax treatment alone . 

The individual pays taxes and in return l'eceives public service" . 

Therefore , both sides of th~ fiscal account muat be conoidered before 

the problem of equity can be properly d1scutH,ed. I£ tbe individual's 

tax ts greater tlla.n tho vt1lu.e of b~nefits ~ecetved from govemmen1: 

services ; there :l.,, {'l posittvs rest.du o~ the individual pays net 

t • 8 On the other hand if the :tndivtdua1 'a tax '-8 less than the value 

of benefits frQm government senice there io a negative 1:'ed.duum or the 

individual receives a net benefit .9 The fiscal structure ts equitable 

only if the fi cal residua of people in U.~ circumstances are 

7Buchanan, Americanleonomic Review, XL, P• 588. 

8Jame M. Buchanan, ''The Pure Theory of Gove('nt:aent Finance, n 

Joumgl gt Polit!c&l EC9AAffiY; LVII (1949) • P• 501. 

9Ibi.d . 
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e(IU1valent.l0 Intergovernmental traufer of ta receipt• ie an att mpt 

on the part f the •t•te government to promote fiseal equity. One 

nthod of determining whethi r fiecal e f..ty ta being achieved la to 

examtn the degree of equaliz•ti n f tlX effort and aervices within 

the atat , 

State aid ahould not favor on aegaent of the economy vi a•a•via another 
aegment if both are in equal cirswutance•-, 

The moat vid ly accept d: vrinciple of quity is that ·paopl who 

are in equal ci'tC.UIUtanCol ~hould be t~eated equally.11 If th 

principle of e....-1 treatment of equal• ia not folloved in th Oklahoma 

ttate aid program optimum allocation of reao1n·ce1 will b distorted. . . 

For example, if a.mall ineffict nt school dietricta are favored over 

larger r efficient achool diatricts the fo~er will b •intained 

at the expente of a .or effbient allocation of resourcee. 

State aid ,houl neither pr te fiscal irreBports!bility nor inefficient 
levela of government, 

State aid should not pr te fiacal irresponsibility on th part 

f local gov rnment• if th aid progr ta to h lp attain som d ree 

of equ.altzation. r r example, qvalizatio is not accomplished when 

local gover"Dllent• utilise a1d aiv n t in order to reduce their 

contribution. 

10suchanan. ieerice Economic eview. XL, p. 58. 

1~grave, p. 160. 



If tupayer• in 110re wealthy countie1 are nqu.ired to con.twibute 

toward finaciQg hffices 1a le•• wealthy counti••, they •r• entitled 

to tOIIII a,1urance that theii- f1mde are ued to lncreue tu level of 

public aeTVice• ratha~ than decn .. e tti. recipient &OYel'llllflDt'a eon• 
' 

trd.'.bution. lf atate aid ,., .. tea fi•ul ine•poullblU.ty upon the part 
·, I ' ' ' ' 

f •°"* rectpieut °"81!'1111enta then the frinciple o~ .•1UitY 'that _equala 

f.n ltke cire .... tanced 1hould be tr:uted equally ta violated . 
,, 

It 1• ,oa•lble that 1tate al4 will provide the ec••••l'J margin 
! : . !, 

toke-, inefficient level• of gOYerllMnt functiordna . The c.ontinuat1on 

ot tm1f fld.ant goYenMnt.• 11 contrary eo an_ ef ficleut alloc•ti.oa of 

re10Wl'ce• . Therefon, tt-, i,. ucea•ar, fer tbe 1tate to etipulate . ' . ' 

certala condition, ~s•rdlna efficiency before local Uldta can qualify 

fOT aid . 

Metbocl 

The atud7 which follQ\f•- .esaadn.ee •tata aid in Oklahoma within 

7 

the framework of the criteria . t out above . The Mtbod of investigation 

i erapti,,ica1 . Data a't"t es.lJllined ec, a, to determine, wlth eOIIG degree 

of c•rtalnty. whether or not at•t• aid meaeUl' • up to the eh en criteria. 

Per eap-ita •tat aid J:"eceived by t variOU$ equntte• is correlated wit 

sever,al meuurGll81lte in order to examine to vbat xtant the c:rtteria 

have been aatitfiecl . By uiag per capita •~t• ald figure• the cllffer• 

eucu in popu1-t1on between countie• are accouut:ecl for . 

With reapect to the criterion that atate aid thould be dtatributecl 

to local aove'rllllellta on tbe buf.• of need, it :l• nece•••:ry to formulate 



a measurement of nee for eaeh county. Per capita atate aid is then 

correlated with the 1118a8urement of need. If pr capita atate aid 

f.ncreaaea as the meuurement of need increuee, and the correlation is 

igniflcant, it ts .. aumed that et4te aid ia allocated in' accordance 

with the need criterion. If per capita state aid decrease• ae. the 

meaeut:ement of need increuu, and the correl tion ia slgntficant, it 

f.1 uaunaed tbat stat• aid le not allocated in accordance with the need 

criterion. 

One of the .ea.ne of determining whether state aid bring• about 

equalization ia to acertain whether a larger share of aid is going 

8 

i.o poor counties vt1-a-,,11 wealthy counties • If per capt.ta state aid 

inere48e• .. fiecal ability decreasea, the aid program promotes equal• 

izaticm. Rowver. if per capita state aid increases ae fiscal ability 

increases, the aid proaram does not promote equalieation. Another method 

of examining the eque,lization criterion i to determine th extent to 

which atate aid promotes equalization oi tax effort. Without aid poor 

counties will have to make a greater effort to provide a given level of 

aervicea than their more wealthy neighbors. However. not all count1ea 

will make the emae tax effort, even with atate aid c.onsidered, because 

some will want to provide a quantity and/or quality of public service• 

above the minimum program ,upported by the atat• and will have to put 

forth a greater tax effort to do so. State aid i given to local 

governments in Oklahoma for two types of aerviceai education and high• 

waya. Therefon1, it ie necessary tQ determine whether etate aid promotu 

equalization in highw.y and education service,. 
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In order t teat the hypothea.ta that •U.te aid' ahOLtl ot promote 

ft,cal irreaponaibility, per ca,ita ·,c:at:e aid 1• correJAtec:l with average 

pr-erty · tax rat I and uaeill1Jt81lt. :rat.toe for eaeb coun~y. · If the local 

wit is going. co be irr••,-nsihle at the -eaalt of •tate aici, U(will 

uce tba'pli"opiit."tJ ta·t"ate, · tlie '••••••-nt 'rati• or. co.binatf.ott f 

both. 

-~ t 'of the data ...irted '1n 'the, following ,.., •• are for the year 

1951 . The reau of t-he Ceneua publi1becl vol\1111.l\OU data coacemtng the 

financtng' 'of° .~. ·.-1· 'iocai. ·aovennc• t, for thit 'year. tnea the •t•t• 
aid ,roar• 'bu . .not ~ to:-., .pu.t eJCtent •lace 19S7 it is . utumed 

that: ' tha tilli. tlpa. of 'four ,..~:ta •t·paat tuOugb to·b.validate 'the 

~•l teu of · tba f&lllowtna · atNct; ~ ,J 

hr u,lta ff.pna f• 19.57 ue .t .. by tvtdlna 1957 data by 

19 0 popil&tlOft flav• . flie ·r ... oa fen: uaiq thia •thod · le that t~ · 

11 populat'- .. tt.taa for 1957 • vhich tncl\lCI• ·the popul«tion of · 

cowid .... ~ frtMl ao&ir'ce, of 4N1tioiia1t1• reU.abil:Lty. For ....,1., 
tbl B\1l'N11 of B1111iaalda ReNU~ll at ti. Uni·,~n,,tt1 · 41f Okilhom eatillated 

populatl.oa of Wr County.- 1-lag u.928 t.or 1957.12 'sale• !!!9M!!I!$ 

...-1- .. ti.tad fOP'llatlOA of t:be ._. county, f.o~ 1957, u l>eilt& 

12,200. U Such tacnpe;iaou• ate .wU.nt for .,.. couaty vlth111 the 

•t•t•·· 

12Buruaa of haiaau b•Nrcb, 9klali!e!!9 !!!l••t B!fl\1tla, 
(No.tiillltl, lt.57) , Vol , XUV, • 8, p. • 

Us11ea ltMIW!!S, May 10, 1958 •. p . 606 . 
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State aid is used in thi• atud:, to refel" t.o both 81"anta•ln•ai4 and 

abued tae•. ln Otd•bc:na ahu'ed tu:'U an. aid in eve-, • .._. of the 

wori . The ac.te doea not •rely act • • ~11ection qent for loc.1 

gcwel'IDlllt• · The loc-1 unite of govenaent nceiw pontona of ,U• 

ticular t.-. blaed '*POil - cnt~rloo of .need• det:end.u.ec1 by the 

state. 

Limitation, 

aem~ee. lt ,-Y ,be concludecl, :in the, follow1ng ,age•, tt..t ,ome eq11a1-

uat100 of edutatlon aemcee baa be8'l ~ abou~ ~cawa~ of 1,tate 

aid . A atat~ ~h M thla .refer~ t .,.._ttat~w not qMlttative 

f~tora. 'lt ia not t t ..-u.tati• t.ctw• are non•.i.laponant • however• 

they are uot within the scope of the pettel\t ,tucty. 

There are timU whell. htata#ieal data cancemi etate ald wuld 

improve the eapoeic:lon. However a detailed blatod.c.al data. concerning 

both •tate and -11 levela. of local o,,enaant. •• ftOt redlly available. 

An optiJNI level. of state aid u oot deftfted b the followtng 

pages. lt is aeaUllllid the pollticcl pneea, a,r•••• tbe delii:'et of the 

naidenta of the atate· ad. they have detend.Md that the: giwn level of 

I.bite aid apendf.tliree 11 the 1D08t dea1r41ble. 

In Chapter 11 agp'egate state aid la eamitled a$ a p1.'elude to 

analyzatton of pe.rticulat state aid programs. The reaaoa for eqad.ntng 



the t;;tate. aut . pl:'Qpam. ao ~ J11wle is to det.e~rmin~ ~,hetbe~ o:r 1:1~t 

~~s~fl up.to the ~tted.a.ouf!:U.tAed a~'~• !f tt ~.~. aot,• ~

i:e~tton tf ~ie1;•14';tZ a~d p1:03~.~ ts . in. ot4~r to t:£Scif;ltt~ 14hetlM.\E 

·.~\'l ,a:rt (>f tl\13 ~i¢l . pl;'.OS~at:t ~~sutefJ up t;o tl1~ ~~~t~4 <!1tit:et!a t1lot'11 
~ . . . . 

~hapte,: tXt ,~ de~tQd to Glwted t~J/: a,.~. erm1ts•i11•airl. 

t~cmt!qt;u\tt dev~~ tu Chapter 11, to t;afi).t ti'W tiypot~su ()f thi.s 
I . ' . 

1,1.tdy, a~ w~l t~ e:I~ne $hared t~s ~ a:r•t$ .. in•a!d,. 



:t:t la ·~ .~,~ <.>f this «:11t1pt.et to test tbe b~~~ts that thO: 

state a!4 in:osr~, • '1 1\ilole • ~a sa.tltlfy $~1.\tl q1(te,t':la.. . • 
. i .' .. , 

fJlV(lStigatLon 41 the· Ok.lah~ sitate aid ,,:oer$11,. ja .. tila etitttety j wtlh 

·tesp&ct to tht' aecepted e.:t~erta wt'11 provtdo the .neJi~d t>a~uni! iio,:· 

a ~natk,~ of ~tteular sta~ e.14 pt~$'i$ ta eubseqt.t•t. ehap~tD t 

A~te·e;tate nf.d ·tu ~n$1 in th~ ,~s®t ~~tr~ Jiehltton 

· t~ th$ folto~ ,c1d,terLa; (1) st~te aid. s11ou1d ~~ .gJ.t~~ to lo~l'.il 

go~ute·~ tbe b&$I.~ ()t' naed; (2) atate aid shtluld ,toniote e1~l· 

· i~e:,ti.M of t~"'t efioi-t ~4 a.eMee& within th~ $b;'tt~g · (3) atate atd 

.f;!l~:t.J.d not t;~r m.ie s:e~t of t.b~ ~pultttion 'Y'f.$io,.a•~ .an,othe~ ·tf 

both are in equn1 ctteuutst~ea; (4) stat~ e.:td s~ld 1¢~te ootthel' 

· th!.ie:id, in$.3po11Sib$llty n<:>r tne.f!itdont level$ .. of n~~t,. 
. lt ·ts aas~clt tn t11e ptuent study, tbt.t l-l~te at.4 ts trt~; 

1ttca1 govt~nta because th¢y ~ 1,n, need of f.f.1\am:.bl a.soi~~. ~ 

~t of etate dd\ i::e.quil'ed by local g~~ttt,$ v~t•$ be~iuae the7 
:" I . I ' 

a• not ~t~d wLtll eq'Ual al>li.1.;tty to .itnance pub1tc'ue"1t'tes~ '1~.afttre, 
' . . ' . ' ' 

tho··~tem b~c~ one of t!Q,~tfie a loea1·39W~tit*2l ~ fott 
. ,_' ': .; .. 

etate aid, 1:lJQi meaa~~t:z c>f need. i•latton, ~tty •d f($Qa)l 
j • ' ' • ' 



cQtm.ties idtl1 thq1 lo.net fb~al C1b!!lty. 

aid ts to oa.ttsf:, th~ soc~1d criterion $Orne equali.~ation 

ef fQ~t extd p.!lfo lit' service ~q:1snditmes to t(> b~ ~q;;e~tod. In the 

f>t'¢1iletit chapter ~ch eounty' s ta:'! off~rt iz».d~ ti:11 t!Ot!A]?ated. ttJ the f1 tete 

G:·v-.ar~a. The d.isper@iot:t ~f th(;) t~.x effort indltes fr~ the aVci::'ag;~ 

!udic~taa the ~i.:.tent to 'v,ib:lch equali.;;ratton of ta..~ ~fia:rt eccor.£J.plbbed. 

Sa.11ce atate i;lid ts given to lo~l govo~aenta tn 0?.di:ibom.o ior: ttl/t;! 

di.tu.re ind:$.c'i!s fo:it eacb cotmty tlre. compn~e,1 ~.11t1l the ~v~rag~ e~i:p11m,liti1,e 

on theoe servi~em for ths ota.te. The a1sp,$t"S:i.Qn of the v~~:l.ous eiluetJ.tim":l. 

a:11d hti:;htv"acy ~i~tt.dilture indices f~ th¢ ci;v~Ji$\}2;¢ tndica.tes the ~ttent to 

which thete tt~ a.id~d oerv1c¢a ~re .e,q'l.'lali~od tht1Jugbout th/$ .ztat:~. 

'the population ~t the ote1.te ts: d.ivtded. :tnt:o twt> scneral class.ifi.• 

eattons; ui-ba11 .ond ru~a.:t. in ot'd@r to test th~ e?"itei-1Qil: th$1t atet:!;): aid 

should not: f~vor one s~5n1eut of th¢. popu:1.:2tion vis-.l.-vta aiiQtbc:t, 

both ~l'e in e"tt.ntl ctte~tooces. 'l.!ha t>wt'£iCSt~ i!>ll! ouch ~n ii1:11eoti$a.ti0!!! 

t<, ~Jtaitii'tlna th.ta po~sibU.U;y that, because of ·!ri rurally dol'lD);i.:n~tod 

l$gie lature ~ the. s t.[t¢ ,r:1.id proi;rtOJit f,rvo~a rural coimtiao ~vq,r;;: ufl>.an onGo • 

lf thts the e~JJe, then $ta.to o:id :ts cli:!it'.:ri:buted on the beats 

1101:ltice.l ~ ... itt101? dian ecoi1w,1tc (l:d.tal:1$1 .. 

:Fiscr;1.l :!~~c.sponwJibtl:tty ~i tho li:!mel level ~, be p1a:ttiaJ.ly a ~:?Jult 

of thilJi state a.id ptiogram. If st;p,t~ sid p:t<oiUQt:es fiecal. ittt·~spotltJibiUty 

the oeeoi'ld ea;ite:tie>n above wi11 be thv1o;r,ted.. If ~ ~$i2lnt'7 it<ldvieca lo.eel 

t~ils as the result of t"ceeiving ~id f?'ollii thit.l ktta.ta •. the othe~ locel 

un:t.t;a ~1.u. h~:v~ tQ iiticre,we, the.tr t.';:1Z~ i$il!ort. in oie'det to su.1,poa-t s~ch 
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action. Thi will lead to less equalization of tax effort . State aid 

1s often used as a means of increasing the quantity of a locally con• 

trolled service . lf the local unit of government reduces its 

expenditure on the service as they rec f.ve aid• then the service Will 

not be provided for to the extent intended by the state. The result 

is likely to be less rather than more equalization of public expend~ 

itures . 

If a more optimum allocation of resources can be attained by 

consolidating smaller more inefficient units of government th state 

aid program should promote such consolidation, other things equal . If 

inefficient government are ncouraged because of the state aid program, 

an optimum allocation of r sources will not be realized . The possibil• 

ity that s.tate aid promotes inefficient lev ls of government will be 

examined blow. 

Stat Aid and The Criterion of Need 

It is the purpose of this seetion to test the criterion that st te 

aid should be granted to local governments on the basts of need . The 

criterion of need is the basic reason that aid is granted by a central 

to a local unit of government . If each local unit of government were 

endowed wt.th th - same quantity and quality of resources, human and non• 

human, it would be unnecessary to make intergovernmental transfers from the 

central to the local un:l.t of government . However• local governments 

are not so endowed; hence, intergovernmental transfers are necessary if 

specif.led public services are to be provided at an acceptable level. 



The UJ.1.de~lyili.l!;t problem in testi¥1g this c:1ritewio11 t,;p that 

detta.l'.ro'd.:n:tni d1ae i;::onstit.titea i1e.ed on the p~t't. of loe~l gov~ttlt!l.ertts. 

'ih:l~ stu.4y u1e0 ti10 ~su~~ts of n~ed 41 p¢,tlulstion Ult)tisit:V and ftsc!l.1 

~bt1.1ty. 

Aa .fl f;brst appt<Ox:lmatioi-a it is ucisur.ned tbat tbe 1$~3~~ tlio. 

pOJ;iut~tion of .ti. ftUil't!cul,u: area tho ere~tei it,11 need for. piib1!c sal!'v:7.eas. 

/A.'lfl, ~eopie move. ftoi::~ th.~ alreo.dy op~tsely vopulsted ttlt:41 a~cas to the 

,morij d~ely ~pul!?Lted urban a:reas thete; ts a zree:ter need fot' t>ub l:Le 

s~r,d.ees .. The t>~:i:'$0\!1 l!v1:ni 'l)n a fot'm prc;;ides a Utk."10$1.." oe~vieeo 

to:11 bimoelf i-A1ic!1 at"'e s;>:tovided colloct!:\rely tn utb.at1. eo~.:m.1t.1¢s. Frn: 

~,tanipl~, the fa::J.tmi;!r doas not hCive fir~ pirote~tion, giarbage eli.'\'!ll~i;::.t:Loii., 

water aetvit<\h 1?cliee ['n>tGiction. etc. to the ~.t.~nt p:t"ctvide~ in cities. 

Ae popul~tic.,n b~ei:>:rnt'lHS mG>t'e e:oneent1eated ii1 citi~ publt(Z fJia~ltos t'1il1 

have to be ii\'lXpanded. 

Gt'~a.eer aid 1;}¢.~ cepitu sbould so to th¢ more iaens~ly poz;iu:1e.ted 

.&l.;"eo.111 :ti peipt.tlat.i~l: is the r~&r:n.1l'e~1tt eyf i1e$d. Figufe. l prose1;11ts the. 

telatton11hf;p b$.ti:1e~i1 fOj/Julat.ion det1$:U:.y aµd per eap.ita st~to ~.id. Tho 

relatil')i,sbtp bettllOei\ povul.$t1on denstt:, and i::er· c::111,:tta Ptltte ,aid fort 

Oldena,na .Qnd !u1s~ co.t1,11.tie$ .is not tnctU().ed. These t,10 eou.'!lt.ies h1P.ve 

1or;ule.tiQi1 densitt;aci. tmich a:te eo c:ll..tch gt'oatar than the t'~u,a;;1,lnde1t 

the state tluat oy tnc].utU .. nt1 tbem i¥t the caleiilatton th~ telat.ione:.h!p 

bett~e:n otate aid ~nd population density wou.ld bg unduly tH,storted. 
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The correlation coefficient is -.7517 . l The r gr s ion equation 1 

Y • 74 . 5 + (•) . 85X. The great~r population density a county has th 
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less per capita state aid it receives . State aid does not satisfy the 

need criterion if population density is used as a basis of need . 

Fiscal biU.ty as a asurement of need: 

The adjusted value of real property is used as the measure of 

fiscal abtlity since a major part of the counties tax collections are 

derived from the property talt . P rsonal property 1 excluded from the 

measurement of f tscal ability becau e ao much of it escape taxation. 

If the same proportion of personal property escaped taxation in each 

county personal property could be included in the mel\iure of fiscal 

ability. However , some countie tri.11 ass ss more of its personal 

property than others . 

It t-iould be misleading to use a sessed value of t:eal property 

as the bast& for determining fiscal ability because of th differing 

assessment practices on the p rt of counties . A real estate ratio study. 

CO!l\Pleted in 1959 by the Oklahoma. Ta>l Comnisston . 1$ used to compute the 

adjusted valu of locally as es ed real property. The assessment ratios 

are presented in Table t . 2 

11£ Oklahoma and Tulsa Counties are included in the calculation the 
correlation coefficient f.s ~ .46 77 . 

2.rbe assessment ratio study was completed in 1959 whereas the data 
pertaining to assessed value of real property is for 1957 . Th ss u.mption 
is that ass ssment ratios did not vary extenstvely between 1957 and 1959 . 
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TABU: 1 

~ TAX C<HfiSSI RU.L STATE BATIO STUJ)Y-• 
catPLITBD DICEMBlll 10, 19S9• 

. Total ProJ!!rtt6 ' 1 
County Market Total Aaee1aed ; tot•l : btioi 

: va1ue Val~ • Tr.uactiona : 2 • ll • ti 

Adair $ '- 31S,82S 6 ,S3S 110 21,70 
Alfalfa 801,375 159,728 12.5 19.93 . 
Atoka 433,230 80,880 146 18.67 
Beaver 302,975 64,070 so 21,lS 

eckhul 1,150,155 242,716 221 21.10 
Blaine 516,S2S 114,891 101 22.24 
B,:yan 1,112,358 200,513 267 18.03 
Caddo 1,476,222 305,219 281 20.68 
Canadian 2,185,190 431,833 276 19. 76 
carter 2,1,2.,so 396,194 3S7 18.40 
Cherokee 921,037 202,420 277 21.98 
Choctaw 8,683 172,795 227 19.89 
Ctaaan-on 280,575 '4,448 46 19.41 
Cleveland 5,647,350 1,112,370 61.S 19.70 
Coal 186,835 S2,067 61 27,87 
Comanche s.0$4,950 1,492,424 83S 18.53 
Cotton 557,659 87,588 97 15.71 
Craig 1,172,800 230,624 208 19 .66 
Creek 1., lS,820 402,275 .328 21.00 
cusier 1 ·466 398 ' . - . 

314,344 259 21.44 
Delaware 659,663 124,045 137 18.80 
Dewey 251, JS 53,959 67 21.49 
Ellis 308.13.5 57,857 73 18.7 
Garfield 6t,711,02S 1,357,298 751 20.22 
Garvin 1.396.690 300,421 276 21.51 
Grady 2,057.,684 422.49.0 343 20.53 
Grant 970,275 U30,479 119 18.60 
Greer SS1.37S 117.250 11s a1.21 
Harmon 564~143 85,173 72 lS .08 
Ba~r 231,843 39,525 58 17.05 
Hukell 337.275 87,029 106 25 . 80 
Hug~ 893,682 214»4S0 24S 24.00 
Jackson 1,466,499 258,527 216 17463 
Jeff era 409.267 80,453 89 19.65 
Johna ton $59,367 109,076 142 19.50 
I<ay 6,082,100 1,016.095 723 16.71 
IC1ngfie r 589,400 144,905 83 24 .59 
Kiowa 512,595 117,393 107 22.90 
La\tifNr 3.SS,823 .. 80,860 104 22.72 
L Flo,: 719,219 12 ,945 209 17.93 
Lincoln 876.9S0 171,091 225 19 .Sl 
L gan 1,091,.600 

• 
247,641 . 182 22.69 



TABLE 1- -contigued 

i Total i,tt.2ertz6 
County Market Total A••eeaed : total 

,! ,V•lue Ytlue . 
j 

1!:.-actions 

Love $ 195,020 $ 47,877 6S 
McClain S09.3l7 88, 973 90 

Curtai11 3.54,116 72,300 116 
Hclnt09h 382, 943 96,280 131 
Major 700,260 1.5 ,593 124 
Maitt~ll 361,248 S4,272 69 
May ea 1,179.670 177,720 231 
Mun:ay 651,200 133.032 134 
Musk s.,a1,19a 1.,S1S;548 711 
Noble 1,282,300 311,983 179 
Nowata 30,8.50 174,035 1S7 
Okfwtkee SS4,916 121,4.SS 158 
Oklaboma 76,282.563 16,410,632 '692 
Okllulgee 2,069,376 491,911 3S9 
O.age 3,025,223 715.477 443 
Ottawa 1,448,958 340.364 219 
fawnee 706,846 123,227 163 
Payne 4,297,925 l , OS6 ,.370 621 
Pitt.sburs 1,543,094 314.80S 33S 
Pontotoc 2.$78,176 535,313 420 
Pottawatomie 3,,93, 18 654,966 621 
PUahlllataha m.2as 44,l.SO 61 

ei- Milla 296,540 Sl,710 63 
Roge~s 1,124,820 404,215 312 
Seminole 1,371,588 301.685 329 
Sequoyah 412,540 68.291 116 
tepbena 2,312.975 513,726 360 

Tex&a 882.800 160,.43S 114 
Ti.llllan 524,2&6 112,748 95 
Tu lea ss.100,484 14,188,100 3768 
WagOIU!r 1.aao,.s11 202,os, 194 
waehinaton 7,958,725 1,9.57,502 784 
Wuhita 1,139.211 174,945 149 
Woode 1,060.715 1s2.102 164 
!oodward . 1,06~-~20 2331773 163 

ource= Copy of the •tudy •ent tot.he author by tbe Okla 
Tax Coi11111eaton. 

brbs.a iucludea urban and rur•l property. 
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1 Ratio: 
2 t 1: 

24.55 
17 .47 
20.42 
25 .14 
22.65 
1s.02 
15 .07 
20.43 
25.31 
V+ .33 
20.9S 
20.76 
21.51 
23 .77 
23.65 
23 .49 
17.43 
24.S8 
20.40 
20.76 
18.22 
19,68 
17 .44 
23.44 
22.00 
16.55 
22.21 
18.17 
21 .51 
25 .47 
15.78 
24.60 
15.36 
17. 17 
21.86 
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Table 11 resents the comp1.1tation of the a4j\f.Sted value of real 

prope~y, by eounty. for Oklaboma. The net locally aeaeaaed valtie .of 

i-eal property3 i divided by the use,sment ratio t derlve the adjuated 

value of locally aaeaaecl real property. To thia total J.a added the 

•se sed value 0£ p lie ae~¢e p~o,erty .4 The total f aaseased value 

of ublic aerv:lc property and adjusted alue of locaU.y esaes8ed real 

property is ltiplied by 3S percent· kcauae tho law states that property 

C t as _ es•ed at re t . 35 percent of ite fair caab value . The 

tot 11 divided by the popul• .ton ot each county. the result t>eiqg per 

capita adjust 11,M! ·of r al pro,erty. Tbl ftpre represent•· the 

fiscal ability as adjusted for population cU.fferencea ln each county. 

The per pita edjustecl •1 of NJ.1 property ia compared with 

per capita state at4, by county. If per capita 

as fiscal ability lncreaaee th ,tate aid p,rtM. 1mm doea not satisfy the 

criterion of need. On the other band, if per cap1t.a tJ.te aid ine:reae• 

fifJcal ability decrease. the state •td program doee aatt•fy the 

criter:lo of need. 

3Net locally ••eased value of r 1 property 18 qual to total 
locally assessed Vi lue f property minut aaae.ssed qlue -.,f pen nal 
pfe>PertY m.n.u at exea1ptiona . 

4-rhie figure i8 not adjusted bequae public service pro,erty is 
centrally aaaesaed by the Oklahoma fax Cammi•aton. 



TABLE II 

ADJUSnJ> VALUI OF lUW, n.ona.n. BY COUNTY; 19.57 

A4tr 
Alfalfa 
Atoka 

aw~ 
eckbam 

Bl&ine 
Bryan 
Caddo 
CalMldian 
Cuter 
Chel"Okee 
Choctaw 
Cimarron 
Cleveland 
Coal 
COPIIIIIDCho 
Cotton 
Craig 
Cr elo 
Custer 
Delawar 
Dewey 
llts 

C@f1 ld 
Garvin 
Grady 
Grant 
Greer 
Harmon 
Harper 
Haskell 
~ 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Johnston 

y 

$ 1t89l 
14.007 

2,12!i 
s.134 
8,814 
9,671 
6;332 

11.81.2 
14,643 
13,001 
3,SS6 
3,125 
7;042 

14,10 
2,432 

18,954 
32767 
6,208 
9,079 

10,251 
4,23'1 
4,619 
5;41 

36.712 
10.796 
13.464 
13, 9 
4,7S0 
3,3 
4,224 
2.66 
4,:721 
9, l 
4,64 
2,486 

26.591 

. • 
: N : 

21 .70 $ 
19.93 
1,.8,67 
21. 15 
21.10 
22.24 
l .03 
2:0.&8 
19 . 76 
l .40 
21.9 
19.89 
J,9.41 
19.10 
27,87 
18.53 
15. 71 
19 ,66 
21 .00 
21.44 
18.80 
21 .49 
1a~1a 
20.21 
21 .$1 
20.SJ 
18.60 
21.27 
15.08 
17.0S 
25 .80 
24.00 
17.63 
l9.6S 
1 .so 
16.71 

8,714 
72.,S75 
11,368 
37_. 31 
41,774 
43,564 
3S,17 
57,207 
73.957 
70,660 
161165 
lS,626 
36.300 
71,614 
8,715 

102,4S4 
23,999 
3l;S10 
43,232 
47,904 
22.S36 
21, 3 
28, 20 

.181,743 
50,214 
65,777 
72.416 
22,404, 
22,223 
24,702 
10.316 
19.,67 
.56,027 
23,578 
12,747 

1.59 .• 228 

$2,023 $ 
3,391 
2,783 
9,463 
4,810 
2,644 
5,030 

10,244 
16,226 
8,975 

457 
2,458 
3,823 
6,405 

9.So 
S,906 
1,l36 
4,935 

16,685 
4,262 
1,130 
1,041 
2,449 

10,959 
10,639 
9,493 
3.784 
1,073 

937 
2,688 
1,177 
5,900 
3,806 
3,092 
1,928 

13,.377 

10,737 
75,966 
14~151 
47,294 
46,644 
46,20 
40,208 
67,451 
90l183 
79, 35 
16,622 
18,084 
40,123 
78.019 
9,671 

108,360 
2.5.33S 
36,445 
S9.917 
.52,166 
23,666 
22,524 
31,26 

192.702 
60.,853 
75,270 
76,200 
23,477 
23,160 
27,390 
11,493 
25,570 
5 .833 
26, 70 
14,615 

172,605 

• 
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t J,1,e 
26~588 
4,953 

16,553 
16,325 
16,172 
14,073 
23,608 
31,564 
27,872 
s.s1 
6~330 

14.,043 
27,307 
3,385 

37, 26 
8,867 

12:,7$6 
20;971 
18,258 
812 3 
7,883 

10,944 
67,446 
21,299 
26.345 
26,670 
8,217 
a.106 
9,587 
4,023 
8,950 

20,,941 
9,334 
S,136 

60,4U 



Kingfi.eher 
nowa 
Latl. l' 
Leflore 
Lincoln 
Logan 
L~ 
McClain 

Curtain 
McIntosh 
Major 

r hall 

ee 
Payne 
Pittsburg 

totoc 
ottawatoado 

Pu - tab.a 
er Milla 

Roget's 
s nole 
Se~ 
Stephens 
Texas 

$ 14,269 
9,856 
l, 94 
3,939 
4,969 
9.431 
2.331 
4~S31 
,4,270 
3.60s 
7,094 
2,009 
42734 
3,471 

23,633 
9,336 
4,962 
3,206 

2.29,S98 
10,663 
17,634 
10,SlS 
),630 

is.424 
8,311 
9,422 

10,86.2 
3,625 
3,7S4 
7;338 
50824 
2,376 

13,866 
13,866 

24-.59 $ 
22 .. 90 
22~12 
17.93 
19 .. Sl 
22.6 
24.SS 
17 ,4"/ 
20.42 
25 .14 
22-.65 
15.02 
1, .• 07 
20.43 
2S.31 
24.33 
20.95 
20.76 
21 .Sl 
23 .77 
23 .6S 
23.49 
17 .43 
24.S8 
20.40. 
20.76 
l . 22 
19.68 
17.44 
23.44 
22.00 
16,.SS 
22.21 
18.17 

SS,005 
43,039 

,343 
22,005 
2.5,,483 
41,S47 
9,477 

zs.893 
30,737 
14,3.54 
31,252 
13,394 
31,354 
17,015 
93,411 
38,419 
23,62 
15,414 

1.066,503 
44,802 
74 /+04 
46,020 
20.664 
62,701 
40 741 
45,296 
S91679 
18,401. 
21,576 
31,357 
26,471. 
14,314 
62.4S9 
76,188 

$ 2,272 
3,932 
1,811 
6,700 

12,051 
1,101 
2,164 
4,86S 
1,904 
2,293 
2.u9 
l,'6 
4,168 
6,416 

17,540 
5,357 
3,069 
7,,1 2 

56,056 
7,485 

17,096 
5,·930 
4,490 
8,642 
7,451 
6,244 

10.,443 
1,930 
1,065 
6,007 
7,317 
3,759 
7,612 

l,61826 

$ 60,277 
46,971 
10,154 
28,705 
37,.534 
49,2'4 
11,641 
30,75 
32.,641 
16,647 
33;411 
14.956 
3S,,S22 
23,431 

110,951 
43_.776 
2,697 
22.s1& 

1,122,5.59 
52,287 
91,500 
Sl.,9S0 
25,354 
71,343 
48,192 
Sl,S40 
70,122 
20,331 
22,641 
37;364 
33,788 
18;073 
70,071 
93,014 

. . 

22 

$ 21,097 
16,440 
3,554 

10.04.7 
13,137 
17,23 
4:;074 

10.765 
11,424 
s. 27 

11,694 
S,235 

12,433 
,201 

38,833 
15.322 
9,344 
1,902 

392,896 
18,300 
32,02.$ 
18,182 

,874 
24,970 
16,867 
18,039 
24,543 
7.,116 
7,924 

13,077 
11, 25 
6,325 

24,S2$ 
,3.215.SS 



I 
Till 
tu.1 a 
Wag r 
W Mngton 
Wa$bit 
Woode 
Woodw!rd 

: 

$ 10,.95S 21 .51 $ 
244,892 25 .47 

4,850 15.7 
22,978 2.4.60 

,165 15.36 
9.232 17.17 

.J~3! 2;\.86 

so.952 
960,362 
30:,6~3 
3.406 

.59JS1S 
53,.674 
_40.7 

• .. 
_, 

f 2,309 
54,494 
.3, 3 
7,331 
2,561 
6,026 
't.811 

t 
t 

$ .53.261 
1,014,856 

34.576 
100,737 
62.076 
59,700 
4S,529; 

23 

8,641 
3SS,200 
12.102 
3S,2S8 
21,727 
20,895 
1,5,ffO 

OUl'ce; Olc1ahCQII Ta Coaaiauon, TN:,:teenth li,egia! MR9!t .2!. 
J.lla Oklf1!!!'!! la ~-=••ton, 1956 • 58. · et locally aaeesed value of 
i-eal n,perty t• equel to total locally aaaeased lue of property minus 
asae secl va1v.e of personal roperty nus homeateattd esa&19Cions. 

bsaurce: cudy c let d by the Oklahoma T Coaaiss!on on 
eember 10 • 1959 ~ 

csource; Oklahoma T Caaad.saton, Thirteenth Biennul Repog ~ 
The l&!!9!M Tax Cggtaaigg, 19'6•58. 

cl-the value in col S i8 •ltiplted by .,)5 be~us property is to 
be asaeaeed at 35 r cen of true value. 
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Table 111 illuttrate the l'el&ticm between per capita atate atd 

and fi•cal ability as 1DeMured by per, capU:a adjwated ,value of real 

p1.oparty. There ta a aitiw correlation between fiacal ability and 

per capit _ at4te aid . The con-elatiGO. coefftetent la + .3934. Counties 

with reat r ftaeal ability receive relatively re atet aid pei

caplta. Thel'efo:re, the state aid program does not satiefy the critei-ion 

of need . On the basis of the ftregoiag evidence the concluaion ia that 

the state al.d proeram. in Oklahoaia, does t¥>t aatiafy the criterion of 

need when the letter 1, measured by population de'btlity and fiscal 

b:llity. 

Stat Aid 4Dd quaU.ution 

of the juatificatlons for state aid is that ii: bring• about a 

degree of equalization between wealthy and leas wealthy local areas. 

The need for equal1zat14h\ reeulta from the fact that some areas a~e en• 

c1ow with a larger quantity and g,: ter c;aualtty of reaource•, both 

human uct :non•human"t ln an effort tc, counteract thU distribution of 

reso.acea a atate may try to •flll&U.z: (1) specific or general tu 

ffort, (2) quantity and quality of given public serv1cee, or (3) both 

tax effort and eervice. offerings • .5 the purpose of this secti l\ is to 

a c _rtain whether the aggregat •t•te id pl'Ogr tn Oklahoma bring 

about equaU.Hticm of cu effort and s.ervice offerings . 6 

s,aul H. Wueller, " ome Aa,acts of T Probl of EquaU.aati.on," 
National Tax Aaaoc:latiou, Procep:lr," 2'.'l'ho 'fpiTtY•Thlrd National 
COQfennc,e. (Columbi4, s . c., 1940 , •· 224. 

'rbe atat •Y t17 to equalize ta effoxt, q,uantit7 an4 quality of 
certain public aetvicea or both. It ia oot within the acOpe of thi• 
•tud.7 to aacert&ln whether or not the quality of pnbllc aervtces baa 
been equalized. 
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State •id and tax effort: 

lf equalization ia acc(JUl)li•hed by the state ,aid progrq some 

equalization of ta ·affott ta to be expected. Th comput,ttion of the 

tax effort index• for each of the counties in Oklahoma, is presented 
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in Table IV. The per capita adjusted v lue of real property is the 

buts for the computation of an index ,of fiecal ability.7 The average 

per capita adjusted v.alue of real pi-operty is the beee. Tbe 1nd1cea 

for each county are deterained y dividing the per capita adj\18ted 

value of real property by the 1tace overage, 

The tndea of fiscal ability ie one component of the tu effort 

index. The otbet: coq,onent ia the t-a index. the flr•t ate iln d ter• 

mining the tax index foi- each county tat add the tax collections and 

net utility revenue.8 Net utility revenue t included•• a component 

of the ta. index because many 111Un1clpalit1ee in Oklahoma use utility 

charges in lieu of (and in IOPle caae• in addition to) property taxea. 

'the average per capita tax collections plus utility revenue for the 

state are ued as the base. Per capita ta collectiotuJ plua net utilit7 

711:; ta often said that per capita income ahauld be used aa the 
baaia for detendning the fiacal ability of a pa,rt1cular level of 
government since all tau are eventually paid out of incama. However• 
all t-...a are not paid out of the incomes of rea:ldente of a particular 
county. A person eanung income in Oklahoma County could ,rery ea1ily 
live. own property and pay taus in Cleveland County . In t:hia case, if 
per capita income ia uaed aa the buie for 1111UurtQg filcal ability it 
would be over•atated in Oklahoma County Ad uarler•etated in Cleveland 
County. 

8Net utility •evenue e4'1J&1• groaa utlllty revenue mim.aa utility 
expenditure. 
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TABLE IV 

THE TAX moat INDEX, BY COUNTY, 19S7 

i Per CApitat : T• 1 er Capita: 
: Adjuated : l.ndex ofiColle~ticma: Tax : :TQ: 

County : Val f . Flsc.tl t Plua N t : Coll etion .: T :Bf fort . Real :Ability : Utility : PlWJ Net :lndex:Indea • 
. ;ho ertya : : Revenueb; Utility 1 S•2 . :('.rholaaan4s): llevemae .. 

State 840.41 1.000 $109,529 $ 47 .04 1.000 1.000 d 
Adair 286.S9 .341 418 31.85 ,.677 1 .• 9&,(1) 
Alfalf• 31148. 37 3.746 779 92 . 24. 1.960 .523(74) 
Atoka 478.43 • S69 332 32.01 . .6811.196(25) 
Beaver 2,376 .57 2.827 745 106 .• 96 . 2. 273 .804(55) 
Beckluam 918.07 1.092 1,151 . 64 .12, 1 . 37.$ 1.2.$9(18) 
Blaine 1,339 . 11 1.583 756, 62 .S9. 1.330 . 840(50) 
Bi:yan Si0. 27 .6 0 636 26 . 22, .SS7 ~807(S4) 
cactdo 824 .84 .981 l,'190 41 .S1 . 88-3 .900(48) 
C.Udlan 1,276.50 1.s1 l,25.5 so .. 1s. 1.078 ~710(64) 
Carter 713 .86 . 849 948 24 . 28 • .516 .607(68) 
Cherokee 327 .S4 .389 372 20 .. 94 · ... 445 1.143(32) 
Choctaw 404.78, .• 481 453 28.96 .615 1.278(14) 
Cimatton 3,123 .46. 3.71 443 98~53 a.094 .563(71) 
Cleveland 573 .67 .682 1,691 3.S.S2 .755 1.107(35) 
Coal 610.3 .726 %49 44.89 . .9S4 1. 314(12) 
C nche 417 ,67 .,497 2,487 27 .38 .582 1.171(28) 
Cotton 1.104.13 1.313 422 52.54 1 .. 118 .8S1(4f) 
Craig 782 .41 .930 . 434 •26 .&2C -.565 - .607(77) 
Cre k .517.86 .616 1,631 40 .• 2,. ,. 8S0 1.389(9) 
Custer 867 .77 1,032 sas 27 . 80 ., S90 .571(70) 
Delaware 627 . 61 .746 3.56 26 .97 co573 .768(58) 
Dewey 1.302.83 l .S$0 358 59 •. 16 .1 . 257 . 810(S3) 
ElU.a 2,005 .49 2.386 37.S 68. 71 1.460 .611(67) 
Garfield 1,273. 1.S, 1.514 3,731 70.42. 1.497 .988(41) 
Garvin 752 .89 . 89$ 1,495 52,.84 1.123 1 .. 254(20) 
Grady 890.31 1,059 733 24.77 .S26 .496(76) 
G1!'81lt 3,27 .40 3.898 74.S 91 .52 1.945 .498(75) 
Greer 925 .64 1.101 446 50. 24 1 .06 .. 970(42) 
Harmon 1,385.11 1,648 245 41.86 .. 889 .539(72) 
Harper 1,609.SS 1 ,915 387 64 .97 1.381 .721(62) 
Hu 11 441 .02 .S24 162 17 .76 . 31"1 .719(63) 
HUJhel ,90. 6 . 703 742 48.99 1~041 1.480(6) 
Jact.on 704. 24 .837 1,100 36 .99 .786 . 939(46) 
Jefferson 1,139 .44 l.35.5 491 59 .93, 1.274 .940(45) 
Johuton 603 .05 .71 203 26 . 18 . 5.56 .774(57) 
Kay 1,183.57 1 .408 3,290 91 . 27 1.940 1.377(10) 
Kingfi,her 1,983 .70 2 . 360 784 80. 77, 1.711 . 727(60) 
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TABLE IV•-Conti!!!:!ed 

: Pei- Capitas • Tax t Per Capita: • • " : Adjuated :Inda of:Collec.tlons1 'l'ax • : Tax . 
COunty : Value of : Fiscel : Plus Net: Collections: tax; £fort 

·: Real :Ability : Utility : Plue Net :Index:Index 
·: Property& : : · nueb : Utility : : s .. 2 
: ; CTbouaands > : Jmmie 

Uowa $1,108. 91 1.319 698 $ S2 .. 07 1.106 , 38(51) 
Latimer 4S9.27 .. 546 211 29 . 07 .617 1.130(34) 
LeFlore 34.5 . 17 .410 828 31 .78 .67!J 1 .646(3) 
Lin.cola 699 .3 .832 812 48.66 1,034 1.242(21) 
Logan 923 .74 1. 099 934 SS .56 1.1811 .074(36) 
L 695. 03 . 826. 260 46 .91 .9 7 1.207(23) 
MeCl.41n 844.99 1 .00.5 739 S9 .65 1 . 268 1 . 261(17) 
McCurtain 441.93 .S2S 744 30. 09 .639 1 . 211'(22) 
Mcintoab 470.99 .S60 311 27 .48 .584 1.042(37) 
Major 1,497.67 1.782 399 Sl .74 l .099 .616(66) 
Marehall 720 . 73 .857 2.$4 38.SS . 819 .95.S(44) 
Maye• 619 .37 ,737 696 44.08 .9311 ,271(1.5) 
Murray 112 .os .918 4S7 49 .23 1~046 1.139(33) 
Muekogee 627 .69 .. 746 2,351 40 .65 .864 1. 158(30) 
Noble 1,476 .65 1,757 761 84.81 1 .802 1.025(40) 
owata 861.37 1 ,024 477 S0. 23 1,067 l . 041(38) 

Okf\18kee 675.01 .803 486 45 .27 .962 1.198(24) 
Oklahoma 893.94 1.063 24.438 45 .07 .958 .901(47) 
Oknulgee 495 .33 .s 9 1,372 43 .47 . 924 1 .568(4) 
Osag 987.17 1.174 1,475 '6 .9' 1.2111.031(39) 
Ottawa 642.46 , 764 1,047 S2 ,04 1.106 1.447(7) 
Pawnee 81S .29 .970 .soo S2 .46 1.11.s 1.149(.31) 
Payne 564.S3 . 671 1,619 45 .69 .9711 .447(8) 
Pitta burg 490.8 • .584 970 32. 1.5 .683 1.169(29) 
Pontotoc 642,.20 .764 1.,141 46 .10 . • 980 1 . 282(13) 
Pottawatomie 591 .59 .703 1,468 41 .82 . 889 1.264(16) 
Pushmataha 782 .98 .931 457 51 .38 1.092 1,172(27) 
Ri ger Mills 1,556.82 1.852 263 52.25 1.110 .599(69) 

ger, 34.39 .7$4 691 44.48 .946 1 . 254(19) 
Semtnole 421.34 .soi 1,200 43 . 18 .917 1 .830(2.), 
Sequoyah 3.51 .39 .418 38$ 23 .3 .497 1.188(26) 
Step ns 645 .90 .768 2,151 56 .62 1.203 1.566(.5) 
T •• 2,298.74 2.735 1,283 90.S9 1.925 .703(65) 
Tillman 1,212. 10 l.S13 786 S3 .63 1.140 .753(59) 
Tu1-a 1,026.47 1,121 19,289 SS .14 1.184 ,.969(43) 
Wagoner 772 .14 .918 489 31 . 20 .663 .722(61) 
wuhington a,a.s .990 2,,618 61.82 1.314 1.327(11) 
Washit 1,198.97 1,426 63 JS.20 .748 .524(73) 
Woodal 1,751 . 16 2.083 76 81.79 1.738 . 834(52) 
WoodNrd 11 i48.02 1.~66 709 S0.99 1.083 .722!'6) 
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TABLE IV- -Continued 

aSou~ce: The adjusted value of real property , Table II , divided by 
the 1960 population. 

bsou~ce : u. s. Department .of Cocmeree, Bureau of the Census, 
Census 5?l. {{ovenupent: 1951 (Washington: u. s. Government Printing 
Offi ce}. Vol . VI, Government in Oklahoma, pp. 17 .. i2 . '1'h~ net contri
bution of utilities was added to the total local tax C<>llections to 
get the figures in thi column. 

~e net contribution of utilities are negative , i . e . the expenses 
of utilities are larger than the income, and this negative figure is 
larger than the total local tt:UC collections . 

dThe nud>~rs in parenthesis gtves the rank of each county tvith 
respect to the "tax effort index . 11 

revenues for each county are divided by the state average . The re$ult 

is the tax index . \ 

In order to determine an index of tax effo,rt for a county the tax 

index is divided by the indtut of fiscal ability. The tax effort index 

is recorded in the last column of Table IV. the number tn parenthesis 

denotes the rank of a county dth respect to th tax effort index. 

Figure 2 1llu trates the relation of ea<:h county's tax effort index 

with respect to the state average .9 The shaded are to the right of the 

base line of 1.0 shows how much greater a county's tax effort index is 

than the average . The non-shaded area to the i~ft of the base line of 

1.0 illustrates how much the county' s tax effort is below the average . 

The dispersion around the ba e line exemplifies the degree ot eq\.la.J.iza ... 

tion of tax effort . The greater the equalization the less disperston 

and conversely the less equalir;ation the greater: the dispe_rston . 

9'there are only seventy-six counties recorded in Fi ure 2 becauoe 
Craig County has a negative tax effort index ~f.ch would be difficult 
to show on thi$ diagram. 
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Love 
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Pawnee 
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Murray 
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Noble 
Garfield 
Greer 
Tulsa 
Marshall 
Jefferson 
Jackson 
Oklahoma 
Caddo 
Cotton 
Blaine 
Kiowa 
Woods 
Dewey 
Bryan 
Beaver 
Woodward 
Johnston 
Delaware 
Tillman 
Kingfisher 
Wagoner 
Harper 
Haskell 
Canadian 
Texas 
Major 
Ellis 
Carter 
Roger Mills 
Custer 
Cimarron 
Harmon 
Washita 
Alfalfa 
Grant 
Grady 

Fig. 2~--Tax Effort Index, By County, 1957 
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The dispersion of the tax effort index from the base line may be 

quantified . The coefficient of variation10 measures the dtspereton 
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11 quite nicely and makes compari ons of dlfferent dispersions possible . 

The coefficient of variation for the tax effort index is equal to 36 

per cent . 

If the coefficient of vatiation for tax effort is greater than the 

coefficient of variation for fiscal ability it may be concluded that 

equalization has not taken place . On the other hand , if the coefficient 

of variation for tax effort is less than the coefficient of variation 

for fiscal ability it may be concluded some equalization has occurred. 

The 4rithmeti.c mean tor the index of ft.seal ability is equal to one . 

The standard deviation ts .42 . Therefore. the coefficient of variation 

is 42'%. 12 

It is evident, from the above discu sion, that there is a greater 

degree of inequality 1n fiscal ability than in tax .effort . Therefore, 

10since the standard deviation is stated in different measurel'.llents, 
e .g. dollars, indices , etc ., it is not possible to make comparisons of 
dispersion on the basis of this measure . The coefficient of variation 
b stated in the form of percentage and not in terms of original data . 
It ts especially usefu1 in making comparisons between distribution 
which have different means and different standard deviations . 

11the formula for the coefficient of variation ts as follows: 
V ·~ • 100. 

'2 
It is necessary to compute the standard deviations and the arithmetic 
mean before the coefficient of variation can be determined . The mean 
index of tax effort equals on.e and the standard deviation is equal to 
. 36 . 

12 . 
Since the means of the indices of tax effort and fiscal ability 

are the same it would be correct to compare their standard deviations . 
However, since the means of other variations presented below are not 
th same it was decided to adhere to a standard form of comparing 
dispersion . 
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the eonclueion 1• that state aid has promoted 80llle equalization of ta 

effort . Without state atd. the leas wealthy count1ea would have to 

make a. greater effort to provide the resent level of bite services; 

therefore, the de.Yiation of ta effort, from the state average, would be 

greatel' than ie deroonatirated tn Figure 2. 

State .aid and the equalizati of education and higbliay expenditures: 

The benefits ft'Qm . ~ue&~ton and h:l.gbflaya accrue to the at , u 

aw le. as well u to th indiYidual county. Likewise, if tbe•e aerv• 

icea .-re not provided in sufficient CIU*Qtitie• by loc•l governments, 

the entire state 111 su fr. Since all counties are not equally cap

able of provid:l.._ acceptabl amounts of ed\lcatian aQd highway service&, 

an alternative is fol' the atate to aaaiat in their financing , 

I~ 11 the PWPO•• of tbla section t euad.ne the extent to which 

equaU.zatton of education and highway services has been brought about 

by state aid• A com,artaon betwee,1 the equalizatioa of adv.cation 

expenditur:e• ud highway expeaditures is also made. 

The C4X11Putatton of per eapita education -4 higbway expenditure 

indices ta preaentad ill Table v. In this way each county's education 

and highway expeod1~e may co,,apared to the .-verage for the tat. 

Each county 18 ranked 1D relat1~ to the size of its respective index. 

The information con.t.af.ned in Table V ta preaente graphically in 

Figure• 3 and 4. Vtaual eum1natton of Figures 3 and 4 points oqt that 

there .tends to be more equalization of education expenditures than high

way expendituea . The 41.ffere.ncea in variation between per capita 

educetion upenclltui-es and per capita highway expenditure becomes l'e 

a,,-srent when the diasiad.larity in their coefficients ,of ~riatton are 
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'l'AILB V 

Pill CAPITA IDUCATIO ARD HIGllWAY IXPDDITUU llDICIS • 
BY C<Xnft'Y, AID COUl1TY IWIK, 19.57& 

ii tal 
Adair 
Alfalfa 
Atoka 
leaver 
kc kb.am 
Blaine 
Bryan 
cad do 
Ce.nad:lan 
Carter 
Cherokee 
Choctaw 
Cimarron 
Cleveland 
Coal 
Comunche 
Cotton 
Craig 
CrHk 
eu,ter 
Delaware 
Dewey 
1111• 
Garfield 
Garvin 
Grady 
Grat 
Greer 
Harmon 
Harper 
Bukell 
Bugbee 
Jacka on 
,lefferaon 

: 
i 

. . : 
: 
J 
: 

u : : ·- . : • .. a 1 : ~'a: .. .. At ...... 

: !la: n1: 
;, ' t 

2,328,284 $150,660 f 64. 70 $39,612 $17.01 1.000 •• 1.000 •• 
13,112 991 ·1s .s1 234 11 .84 1.168 19 1.048 ss 
s.44s 980 116.04 321 38.83 1.793 3 2.2a2 10 

10.352 669 64.62 310 29.94 .998 46 1.760 25 
6.965 .5.52 79 . 25 ,12 73 . 19 1.224 14 4 .302 2 

17,782 1,296 72.88 431 24.23 1.126 22 1.424 37 
12,077 1,157 95.80 316 i&. 16 1.480 6 l . S37 30 
24,252 1,376 56 . 73 4S4 18.72 .876 67 1. 100 55 
2 ,621 1,941 67 .81 S92 20.68 1.048 35 1. 215 46 
24,727 1,506 60.90 486 19 .65 .941581.155 52 
39,044 i,441 62, .51 1297 33. 21 .• 966 .53 l.952 17 
17 1 762 1,200 67 .SS 33S 18.86 1.044 36 1.108 54 
15,637 957 61.20 290 18.54 .945 55 1.089 56 
4.496 1,, 167 .92 369 82.07 2.595 1 4 .824 1 

47,600 1,791 37 .62 610 12.81 .581 77 . 753 70 
5,546 361 65 .09 178 32.09 1.006 43 1.886 1 

90,80) 5,262 57 .94 765 8.42 .895 63 .495 76 
8,031 662 82.43 277 34.49 1.274 13 2.027 15 

16,303 817 so. 11 337 20.,1 .774 73 1.21s 47 
40,495 2,336 57 .68 610 lS .06 .891 64 .885 64 
21,040 1,409 66.96 522 24.80 1.034 38 1.457 34 
13, 19 899 68 . 11 274 20. 76 1.052 33 1.220 45 
6,051 S32 87 .91 315 52.05 1.358 8 3.059 7 
5,457 409 74.94 391 71 .65 1.158 20 4 .212 3 

52,975 2,734 Sl .60 749 14.13 .797 72 .830 67 
28,290 1,844 65 .18 865 30.57 1.007 42 1.797 21 
29,590 1,750 59 .14 668 22.57 .914 60 1.326 40 
8,140 694 85 .25 428 S2.57 1.317 10 3.090 6 
8, 877 633 71 .30 268 30. 19 1.102 26 1.774 22 
5,852 447 76.38 201 34.34 1.180 17 2.018 16 
5,956 364 61 . 11 264 44.32 .944 S7 2.605 8 
9,121 767 84.09 226 24 .77 1.299 12 1.456 3S 

15,144 1,082 71 .44 344 22.71 1.104 25 1.335 39 
29,736 1,197 40. 2.5 420 14. 12 .622 76 . 830 68 
8,192 832 101.56 247 30,151.569 s 1.772 24 
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,.517 
51.042 
10,635 
14,825 
7,736 

29,106 
18,783 
18,662 
5,862 

12,740 
25,851 
12,371 
7,80 
7,263 

20,073 
10,622 
61,866 
10,376 
10,848 
11,706 

439,S06 
36,945 
32,441 
28.301 
10,884 
44.,231 
34,360 
2 ,089 
41,486 
9,08 
S,090 

20,614 
28,066 
18,001 
37,990 
14,192 
14.6S4 
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TABLE V•-Gcmtlmaed 

: 
I 

. . . . 

S52 $ 64.81 $ 
3.483 

807 
986 
453 

1,888' 
1,401 
1,040 

454 
903 

1,854 
619 
536 
413 · 

1,370 
661 · 

4,064 
913 
739 
992 

27,368 
1,952 
2,052 
1,963 

702 
1,976 
1,965 
1, 718 
2,155 

793 
328 

1,410 
1,842 
1,404 2.,,2 
1,625 
1,091 

24,942 

68.23 
75.88 
66. SO 
sa.54 
64.86 
74. S8 
55. 72 
77 .44 
70. 87 
71 .71 
54~88 
68. 64 
56. 86 
68.25 
62. 22 
65.69 
87 . 99 
68. 12 
84.74 
62. 26 
52. 83 
63. 2S 
69 .36 
64.49 
44.67 
57 . l 
61.16 
51 .94 
87.25 
64 .44 
6 .40 
6.5,63 
77.99 
61 .38 

114.74 
130,33 
72,07 

264 
1091 
37S 
SS9 
163 
586 
729 ,,o 
177 
283 
472 
282 
llO 
212 
256 
159 
654 
360 
308 
297 

2651 
401 
840 
410 
286 
606 
588 
499 
723 
240 
328 
311 
571 
292 
770 
808 
379 

4249 

: 

: 
: 

. . 

3S 

30.99 1.001451.821 20 
21.37 1.054 311.256 42 
35. 26 1.172 18 2.072 13 
37 .70 1.027 39 2.216 12 
21.06 .904 62 1.238 43 
20. 13 1.002 44 1.183 51 
38.811.152 21 2.281 11 
20.89 .861681 .228 44 
30.19 1.196 16 1.774 23 
22. 21 1 ,095 27 1.305 41 
18. 25 1.108 24 1.012 57 
22.79 .848 69 1.339 38 
39 .70 1.060 29 2.333 9 
29.18 .878 66 l . 715 26 
12.75 1.054 32 .749 71 
14.96 .961 52 .879 65 
10.s11.01s 40 . 621 74 
34 •. 69 1.3S9 7 2.039 14 
28.39 1.0,2 34 1.669 27 
25.37 1.309 111.491 33 
6 .• 03 .962 51 .3S4 77 

10.a, .816 10 .637 73 
25 .89 .977 50 1.,22 ,1 
14.48 1.072 28 . 851 66 
26. 27 .996 47 1. S44 29 
13.70 .690 7S . SOS 69 
17.11 .883 6S 1.005 61 
17,76 .94S 56 1.044 S9 
17.42 .802 71 1.024 60 
26.40 1.348 9 l . S52 28 
64.44 .995 48 3.788 4 
15.08 1,057 30 .886 63 
20.38 1.014 411.198 48 
16.22 1,205 lS ,953 62 
20.26 .948 S4 1. 191 49 
57.05 1.773 43,353 S 
2.S. 86 2.014 2 1.520 32 
1;.211.ui z~ .z2112 
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303 $19.33 .91S 59 1.136 S3 
437 10.31 .988 49 .606 75 
36S 20. 14 .914 611.184 50 
375 31.42 1.042 37 1.847 19 
339 24.38 .774 74 1.433 36 

&Tbe data in this t4ble inclu eat tal expenditure of all local 
govemmenta, counties, citiu, towns, and achool districts on education 
cd highwaya . 

ourc•• U. • an.nit of corine·rce • Bureau of the Census, Cenaµ• 
at PoJmlatlop: 12§.2. (Wahington: U. • Govennent Printing Of £ice) • 

csource: u •• Department of Coamlel'ee, Bun.au of the Ceneua, ·a1u 
....! GoyeSPSRt: 12.ll (Wuhinston: u. • Gcwernment Printing Office;. 
Vol . Vl, Covenaent in Oklahoma• p . 11-22. 

examined. The etandard deviation for per capita education expenditure 

is $19 .00 . the average per capita education expenditure ta $64. 20 . The 

atandard deviation for per capita highway expenditure ie 13 .90. The 

average per capita highway expenditure ia $17.01 . The coefficient of 

variation for per capita education expenditure le 29 •. J percent, whereas 

the coefficient of variation for per capita highway expenditure ia 1.7 

percent . '1'be inference ia that there ia conaiderably more ••ualtzation 

between couutiea for education expenditure than for highway expenditure. 

Such a pattern, however. normally would be expected from the atate aid 
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program a set up in Oklahoma. 'l'h statutes provide for a minimum 

program in education and Aid is based upon the difference bet een th 

minitnU:ll'l progr31l.1 and mini.mum program income. On the other hand• highway 

aid to local governments depends upon aha.red ,:evenues and the diatribu-

ti()n of these revenues doec not bring about as tnUCh equaltzatlon aG 

school aid . 

State Atd Should Not Favor One Segment of The Popu1at1on, 
V1s •a•V1s .Another If Both Are In Equal Cirewnstances 

It is possible, beea.uee of a rurally dominated legislature., that 

the state aid program favors rural counties over urban counties, If 

this is the case in Oklahoma. then political factors outweigh economic 

factors 1n distributing state aid . It :ts the pu1;pose of this seetton 

to determine whether one g,:oup of the population. rural or urban, 

favored by the state aid program more than the. o'thel' . 

Oldahana has been experiencing a decline in i-ural population and 

an increase in uttban population13 sinee 1890. tn that year 3 . 7 percent 

of the total population lived 1n urban. cODlllUUities the ~ematntng 

96 . 3 percent lived in rural areas . In 1960 61 pe.rc nt of the pQpulation 

lived in urban COl'llllunittea \i\11 · the remaintng 39 percent resided in 

rural ateas . "l'hts information is presented ln tabular form in Tab le VI 

and graphically in Figure 5 . The declin 1n rural pe>pulation and 

increase tn urban population have been rnPst rapid sf.nee 1940. Neverthe• 

less . Cl¢lahoma t~ still basically a rural state. In twenty-eight ·Of th 

seventy- seven counties urban population is SO percent or more of the 

lJirhe Bureau of th Census defines urban area· as those having 
2,500 or tOOre 'C'esidents. 



Ulll.E VI 

POPUUTIOO OY TR& STATE , UBBAN AND RtmAL: 1890 to 19608 

WU . . U1UWi . mBmllX - mmAl, 1'1BBI'f9Rl . . DiBCZl'ff PF tutAL 
: : Iner.ease Over : : Increase Over : : Increase Over : A . 
: : Previous Census : : Precedin,,g Census: : Previous Census : 

Yea:r ;Population: : :Population: · :. :Popul .. tion : : :Urban : Rural 
. ; : &;obex: -:Perren&; : Nlnwrc .·;PerPJnt ; ; IPrnh• ; ·rerc;ent;; e 

1960 2, 328.284 94,933 4.3 1,419,793 312.,541 28 . 2 908,491 -217,608 ~19 .3 61 . 0 39~0 
l 

1950 2,.233 ,351 -103 ,083 :-4 .4 1~107 ,252 227 , 589 25. 9 1,126, 099 -330,67.2. ~2.2-. 1 49 . 6 50. 4 

1940 2,336,434 -59 ,606 "."2 . 5 879,6£3 57,982 7. 1 1,456.,771 :!117 , 588 ~1 .s 37 .6 62.~4 

1930 2,39.6 , 000 367 , 757 18. 1 a:n,681 283,664 52. 7 1,574,359 84,093 5.6 3l• . 3 65 . 7 

1920 2, 028 ,283 371,128 22 .4 538,017 219~042 68 .7 1,490,266 152,086 11.4 26 . 5 73~5 

1910 1,657,155 866,,.764 109 . 7 318,975 260,558 446 .0 1,338,180 ,606 , 2~ 82.8 19. 2 80.8 

1900 790,391 531,734 205 .6 58,.Li17 48,933 .516 .o 731,974 482.,201 193 .8 7.4 92 .6 

1890 25a.t.6S7 9;484 249,173 3. 7 96 . 3 ·--------"~ ·----~ 

8source: U. s . Department of Commerce. Bureau of The Census, Census .2f Pgpulation; 122.Q. 
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tot41 population. In fOUt:' counties urbaxl populatio 1• 75 .percent OX' 

mc,re of the tota.1 population~ X:n eighteen of the counties zero pe~cen.b, 

age of the popul4tion is claaa:tfied u ur • A1thoush tbe ureau of 

cenaua cwstftee an area M urban if tt 'baa 2.soo or moJre inhabitant•, 

IDllDY of the small r towns ccmaider tbeals lve• rural area.a and their 

people are aymplit.tbetic to rural p:roblema vi•· ••vie municl,al pi-c,blelQS . 

Table. Vlt illuatret· s the percentage CMn,ge in urban and rural 

pOpUlatLoa between 1950 and 1960. Only six counti a r.ecorded an increase 

in rural populatt • Since ur. .-eaa •r$ &bowing an increase in~ 

U.nrltatiOllS placed upon aum.ctpalitiea. by the atat.e, it is difficult 

f•r them to r&ife the eded tax revenue to provide t iervices.14 #. 

postlble aolution t thia problem te for the ,tate to illCreue aid to 

nam1cipalitiee 4ln4 decrease aid to rur•l ueas .a.a pOpUlation shifts 

from the former to the 1.Atter . However• wbea t · perc:.entage of ethe. 

population of a county which .le urban 1 · cone.lated to per capita tate 

a1d• f.t ls found that counttea with the least: percente.g of :l.:ta total 

population eing url>cn rec. ivea the greatest~ of atate 41.d per 

capita. Table VIII depicts the ~elationahip between ptJr capita atate 

atd and the perc tqe of a COUDt7 ' • total popu.latton which ts urban •. 

The coi-relatioo ~ffici nt i• equal to • .742 . The correlatf.on coef• 

fietent la etpiflcant enough t caclude that etate aid tn. Oklahoma 

14see Appeaduc B which du.cusses the tax Uaa1tatlona placed 'lpon 
. ntcipaU.ti by the stat • 
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TABLE VlI 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN AND R\JlW. 
POPUlATICll 1950 TO 1960, DY C~ 

PBBCEN'l'AGE CHANGE 
IN UQAN POPJJLATimf 

••• .... 
••• 

.. 1 . 9 
0 . 1 

-0 . 7 
1 .• 9 

30,0 
12. a 
22,. 9 
S. l .... 

36 .6 
••• 

78 . Z 
3.0 
9.2 

... 1.6 
27 .. 4 

••• 
••• 
••• 
7.9 

37.4 
-6 . 2 
••• 

.. 1,. 5 
-2 .1 

••• 
••• 

-7 .6 
118.0 .... 

••• 
13.3 
•2. 9 
•4 .6 
••• 

... 2.1 
... 7. 3 
-6 . 0 

••• 

l'EICENTAGE CHANGE 
IN iYJW,. PAmJl.AX:toii 

•·12. 1 
4 . 7 

... 3s.e 
-6 . 0 
35. 2 

•2.5 . 2 
-25.3 
·22. 3 
•28.8 

.. 0. 2 
·16 . 3 
.. 35 . 2 

-2. .0 
-25.9 
•31. 2 
41.4 

.. 30.0 
-19 .4 
- 11. 1 
•30. 8 
•10.4 
-31. Z 
•2S.S 
-16 . 0 
-25. 1 
•22 .6 
-22.2 
-34. 1 
•43. 0 
•0.4 

-31 . 5 
...34, a 
•17. 7 
•26 . 3 
·19 . 7 
·14. l 
•22 . l• 
-28 .4 
... zo.1 
-20.s 
•16 . 1 
.. z4 ,o 
•24. 1 
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TABLE VII•-Cont!9.ued 

PERCENrAGK CHANGE . PERCiNTAGB CllANGB 
COUNTY IN URBAN POPlJMTIOW' lN atnW. POPULATION 

McClain S .. 2 •19 . 1 
McCurtain 6 .3 •22.4 
McIntosh •49.S 22. 9 
Major ... -24.0 
Marshall 10.5 •22 .4 
Mayes 44 ,S - 10.9 
Murray 7.9 -1.a 
Muskogee 2. 1 -1s.s 
Woble 1. 4 •26.4 
Nowata s.o •2.3 .8 
Okfuskee .. 17 . 9 34.3 
Oklahoma Sl . 3 -68 .3 
Okmulgee •14. 5 20.9 
Osage 25 .8 •14.3 
Ottawa - 2. 1 •21 .8 
Pawnee •12.. 0 -22. 2 
Payne 2.3 •20.4 
l?ittSbuti'3 -2.6 ... 26 . 8 
Pontotoc -10,3 •7 .6 
Pottawatomto 17 .S •29. l• 
Pushmataha ••• -4.3 
Roger Mills ••• -31. 2 
Rogers 20 . tl •0. 4 
Seminole •18. 3 .. 45.0 
Sequoyah 16 . 2 •13 .3 
Stephen" ~8 .4 ... 9 . 1 
Texas 22 .3 -11.a 
Tillman 7. 5 •27 .7 
Tulsa 48 .5 ... 13.a 
Wagoner 1. 7 •9 . 2 
Washington 46 .6 -6.0 
Washita 22 .9 •l.4 
Woods -3.8 •29.3 

<>Odws.rd 31 .0 ,· -2z.s 
8 Source : u. s. Department of Co!Imerce, Bureau of tho Census, 

Census gi. Popula,tion: 1960. 

bsome counties had no ut'ban population in 1950 Md 1960, therefore 
there was no change . 
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COBIII.ATIOll or '1111 l'DCllltAGI C1I T0'1'AL POPUIATIOJI or 
COUftIIS Wlllat IS UUAll 'lO PD CAPITA STAU AID 

Per Capita : Total : Perceptage of Total Population of Cogptip . Wllicb Are Urban 
State Aid : Counties : 0 .00 10.00 20 .00 30. 00 40. 00 S0.00 60.00 70.00 80. 00 90.00 

: 9.99: 19.99: 29.99: 39.99: 49.99: 59.99: 69.99: 79.99: 89.99: 99.99 

110-119. 99 

100-109.99 

90- 99. 99 

80- 89 .99 

70- 79 . 99 

60· 69 . 99 

so- 59 .99 

40- 49.99 

30- 39.99 

20- 29 . 99 

10· 19.99 

o- 9.99 

Total 

1 

1 

3 

2 

10 

18 

17 

12 

6 

6 

l 

0 

77 

1 

1 

3 

l 

s 

7 3 

1 

2 1 

2 3 

s 4 

1 

1 

l 

1 

3 

2 

1 

1 

3 2 

7 4 

1 1 2 

l 1 

1 
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State Aid and the Criterion of 
Fiscal Irre$ponsib1U.ty 

48 

Fiscal irresponsibility, on the part of local gove~ts , may be 

the result of state aid . nie residents of County A a:re now providing x 

quantity of publics rvic z . State ,aid is given County A b~cause it is 

believed that• in the best interest of the state , a larger quantity of z 

should be provided by A. Hol1ever , as state a1d ln~easee the restdente 

of A may take this opportunity to reduce the share oft fin(Ulced local

ly. The result of such action may be. that the s.oroG amount of z 1 

provided as before the receipt of t -te aid; the dtf. ere_nc is that a 

1eos amount of i ta financed from local funds . Consequently, mor 

equalization of public serviee expenditure and tax effort will not be 

promoted by state aid . Therefore , the purpose of this section la to 

deteli[!U.ne 'Whether atate aid , in Oklahoma, leads to fiscal trresponsi• 

biltty on the part of loeal governments . 

The property tax is the ll)OSt important source of local government 

tu revenue . 'rherefore . if local governments are going to be U.oc lly 

irresponsible • because of state aid • they ,:111 reduce property tax rates 

and/or decrel:'lse the assessment of property as aid increases . 

The average pJ:'Operty tax rates for all levela of government in a 

county ar presented in Table IX . As one test of the hypothesis that 

atc:1 causes fiscal in-esponoibiltty the author related the avert1ge 

property tax rat . with per capita state id for each of the counties in 

Oklahoma. 'l.'hG. result is presented in Ftgut,e. 6. 'l'h scatter diagram 

shows a disttn.et negative corr la.t1on bet"1een a.°"erage property taa ra~s 

and pe,r capita e te aid . The regl" ssion quatton is, 'f 5 . 83 + ( •) . 023X . 
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WI.I XX 

, , . A'IB,BAOI. ftU>:Pnij ~ ~. at q)t1Nff• :1,,1• 

I ....... Value of 
* 

: 
; Propel'ty Subject l ,r.-n,·raa ; Avel:'age 

County t to Leca1 General = lffenue ¢ troperty 
: fteperty.Tub * (Tbouaml•) I , .. .. ,. 

, L. J . ' : 
H l ,ama,111,11> ¢ I ' I • ,. 1. 

Acla.lr ' 4,907 $ 386 7.1 
Alfalfa 21,710 ··&95 ,.a 
Atoka 5,834 301 s.2 
leaver 20.288 736 ,., 
leekluln 11\61,., 1,032 s.a 
Blaim lS • .532 673 4.3 .,.. 13.313 635 4.7 
ea«Mo 26,83J 1,085 4,0 
Cauclf.an 33.837 1.,08f s.2 
Caner 2,.,1~ 1,.571 S .. 9 
Cllel"okee s.1sa 309 s., 
Ch.octaw 6,874 386 , .• 
e~ 12,953 426 ,.2 
Clevelad 22,638 l.;)96 6.1 
Coal 4.708 141 s .. 1 
·Comulcl\e 19,988 1,773 s., 
Cothil 6,807 35:J ,.1 •. ,. 13,81% 566 4 .. 0 
ereek 30,910 1,582 s.1 
Cuter 18,047 ,u ,.o 
Jel.-wa'te 6,G)l .. 3Jl s.a 
Dever 7,692 Wt 4.4 
llU• ,,111 348 ,., 
Garfiel.t 64.398 S,282 s.o 
Ganin 28,352 1,136 4.3 
Gradr 17,812 1,296 4.6 
kant 22,134 703. ,.1 
Gren 8,149 342 4,.1 
.. l'IIOD 5,434 221 4.0 
bq,er 8,373 353 4.2 
Buk•ll ,.,,. 160 2 .. , ...... 12,462 621 4 .• 9 
Jaek•on 1$,.567 730 4 .. 6 
Jeffereoa 9,111 434 4.,4 
J'o'tmetoa J,755 201 3.4 
Kay 63,4'1 3,1as 4.9 
linglUhel' 20,700 77S , .. 1 
Kiowa 17.330 673 , .. s 
Latiaaer 4,Sl3 208 •. , 
Leflore 12,750 808 6 .• , 
Lincoln 21,610 772 3 .. 6 
~ 20,68.8 894 4 .. 3 . ... la~ll w. ., •· "9 !18 
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the data ef) •t appia.r .f:I)) deviate ~men'$ivaly from the lt••t wesres,ton, 

If 1111 <!Wtitte; at-~ included tn the computation the eor:trelation betW@en 

aw~~e .. Jroperty t~ :r•tes ~d per captt~ st•t.a aid it •.3067.S. Th:i.;$, 

Fwide1 s~ taVid~ne.a that a p.~, caplta ~tat;~ •id in a county tn~ita-.,ni, 

the pro,11:et:, talR lN'ite declines. tf . the $1,:t eOQnttes of .tmai,:ll !ieCl~i~ll 

Mc.Curtain, Leflore. ,U$bMta ... i a,nd Canadian ~re omi~tt,4 f~m. tlie c~ 

,ti$ttcm. the ~onelAt:l()n eo¢ifficient ineraar5~S t~ ... 486S2 •. Thisi t11outd 

indicate that s:reater $tate. aid. to count:les _, <a11.c.our•se. tt1em to l~att 

prcpertty t• t>.at'1.ls ~. 

~t a.et alfo poct;sible to-r ¢:ounties to effect lower p!!rope2tt:, t:a'\!te3 by 

10,1(U:'1..;ng the assessmentih t~var, t11~te t1 1ittl~. evUenee that state 

aid in Oklah~ cauaes 1oea1 unite to lt'aduce as,es~~t$ .. Whe'tl :real 

~ch co~ty the eoirel•tion eoeffieiiaut ts ..... 006. tb.t\\ e(ll"rel.1111::ton 

coef f tcient it eo •mall t:hat i.t cGi'i;not be nea~d. a, ev:tj~nc!EI tn S:1J.tfli>Qrt 

of the at;u.m.ent tl14t ~ lug~ ~t. of .$tat~ a1t.1 • per ca.pi.ta. catts\;1ls 

astl!C$~nt ;attos. to decreaith The pt:'1ct:1ce :tn otd.$11.0llla 11 soll.f 

E4SS1/ilSS!llellt Of 'J.)l'~t"tf ,after .the tvt1ttial 4ll$$$~U.lti\etlt t . 'lhe3!'4ifOt:0t O:tli:G 

,~,~rty ta al!J.se,aed. 1nitiaU.f, th~re :ls little ~t1asgc in use$~~Ut$ 

1:~wn:d.leJa <>f th~ wlue ltl1f froperty. 

It ehou1j ba polate.d out that $t4te 4id ta <mly c,ne tf ~h1)11eral 

fi~ctol:'s ~tell .may ~nter w.w.to, . el~ datertnination of' property ta»t rate$ 

of (lid t~y ~1:e to Neeive from t:J.1;~ ~tate. Qi~n t~ q,Janti{;;y of pub1ie 

terv!ee$ dest~~ tbey ~11.1 •re than. U.kely dedutt ft>~· total ~eni1ture 



S3 

the ~t of 1tat• at.d received .. The rematncle1: "111 \uwe to be financed 

&CD .10•1 tu•, t .. e •• ,he prop•rt:, tu .. other tblna••.,al, the large,: 

th• ._.t of ataie aid. the leaa that wt11 llave t.o come fr• local ta 
\ < ' 

· · :¢0ll1ettou. 'lherefore, · :l.t is coneluded, there t• a strong pot•lbtU:ty 

that 1t•t• .aid promote• 1ome dear11e of fi8ca11-rrupon11bi1tty oa the 

part of loul gcwe:r:auaent•; ~ lb.ta 4011clualon 'l'eeetve• aome •USJPGl't from 

the eonelattoa· oi atate :•1.J per dptt·a · a4 *•r•s• property tu rates 

· · · •• •••••t·•• aJmve,. 

S·t•te 4'4 Shoulcl llot bomote lnctfficlent 
· Lwe1* of Covenant 

lt le clif.fleult: to atate. 1H18f.l\11vocaU.y * whet.her or 11ot atate aid . . ' . . ' . 

ntaro the eU.adnaiton of ••11.er. leas efflcl•t levela ·•f government .. 

It t• .not PM•ible to .-.tne • 1tate wld.cb gl'anta aid a4 tken iemove 

tld.a at.d :in otdei- ttt deter:mtne whether euch action brina• about couol• 

i4-tton of. unite of gover:omeat. lbe1'ef01e, the authol:' Ma had ••· rely 
! ' . 

more on a 11urt 'l'eNontng tit.an eaptd.ca1 1.-atipttoa ta thu 1ectla .. 

Oklah_. ha, Md •••'-Y·•evea counti• alace ataeboad.. Ia 

Oklahoma. u ta moat •t•t•, the county boun4ad.e1 wer-e •tabU.abed 1>1 

detematna bow far one could trav,1, by hone,- ""88,, from the couaty 

aeat ta _. day. With modem day tn:auportattcm th• relatively ••11 

aiM of the count:, u not aeee1,ary. 11.t,wwei-. it ta ._,er to estabU.ah 

a 1ov•~t than to eU.rainat• one. It :la · r .... ,1e te belt.eve that. 
' ' ' . 

wttl'&out •t•te at.fl,._. of the 1,a'raely populated countle# would fiu.4 tt 

. ••17 4tffi.4)111t to ·,rovt.de pubU.c ••tvt.cea acceptable t<» ·i;he local po,u• 

l•tb,a. tbereiae., .. lt t• poeall>le that, witbot.lt ,tate aid, there wovld 
'' ' 

have been a voluntary CO\'llolidation of the lue effic:t.ent levels of 

gwemaenta. Hovever, vb.ea the leg:l1latu1re ia dominated by lea• 



e.fftc.t• BOVt~~\S~ it 1s re.~tively '1®1. fOt' them to perp$tuat~ 

t•1ir ~-~~ by a~•i:at1tti$ ths-e1ws s,tate .u4. 

Okl•t10m nta~ the t~$hlf 1e~1 of IOW~ until .tf33 tf~

~ e~titetoMt ~~t tt'ansfe.tted. •11 ~b!p ~rs, to ~t1. 

g~~t(1;;. U_ It l~ ~~t to note that -t;he ~l11d.1mt~ of· 

11o----... h:t:n ~,... .. __ .,...,._ -.,.,.-., ...... -A - t"_.,..,.,,, """'"" ,<'!!...,...,,..,,,, &..-. it._.,. .11!1'1,,..~,11,,,,.,,., ~w."°· . ·:r 'U~¥'1jl)'-tlii.~~ ~-.g;:,a.i~ .u.v~~ .. · _:.~, !1-3.N !w,~~~.# ~~-Vfil.1 _.~,9 ~~v-~~ilt: 

,~~ ioe41 WIS· of pve~t "11th lit,1:l.1i!taE ~$ .of a;td. 

ffl.tlah~ bas ~~d t~ ... er. (lf ~cho$1 cu.,cdcts fl'Oll1 !,100 ~ 

1t52 to 1»643 in ttS7. '.fmre 1$ little ~t that: the ~tt• o:f 

tebool ·Gl$t:t!ets t-1$114 baw. 'biller.. p-eate,: W !t ~ot ~ for t¥t$te $14. 

lt ~ld tw,. ~Git>!~ !<>r s~ f>f the fQbQo1 d:itttt:l.~ts .:ta. spaz-1el:, 

,.iuted •~ of tbs ttate to k~ •rat~& am:1 $1:111- p1>ori.& a 

t:e-~bte ~tty of ~4ueat1<m w:tth®, st~Ei- ~-

Okl•~ ·bad. 10$ $fec.t•1 diiit.:tticts in 1957. 'lbt :,pecui distrieb 

4i'U:$ • foll.OW$: ~effancy d:l$td.et$ (4)J trrtsauoa dktd.ct.4' (3); 

,ewe~ if.lll'~t &t1triets: (2); ,011 ~elt'VS:U:M4 dt1tm.ca'i (31); lmtet' 

41st:d.mtti~ 4!ttrieta (t) .. 16 $pe'.C:1c.1 4:11tri'4ts do ftltt ~ecetvca tt:*e, 

a.· :f.d ·"''---4 -... . tt ct&WlOt be sa"d that a~d !ll~·s .......... - ........ ..,a.-. _.._..t; :$ ""'~-.w.;;;,;.,~•i · . ·· ·· . · ·., ,_ · · '!,'!>Ii- ,vill,'YDJ<Jfllr,,"i!' ~ . """"''°'"""·-·;t;,w.,.~ wl: 

tbit; l~wl ,o.f ~~nt, 

~ '"*¢l¢$11t$ lfi· that Oklahqma ~1d do wt~t • ..,., untts of 

loaal ~~~t. ~~ .. eonseltdettf)n o.f local 1:0ve~.ta 1$: likely 

ea N tl w~ s.1,:iuc ,roce.ti):fil ~ to the f,aet ettat ~d fl'om tt. Gtete p~d• 

tlta fa~ nee.sear, for~ to eonttmm Qpatatit.n3[t . 



tbe pu~$e o.f t:ll:ata1 cMpte:,: i.e to ~411:Lne tlia ~3'.'etJttta sent~ 1:Jid 

,~~tii'iJiJU f,n i!tl~~~ wS.tb t~e~et till e:h~ fo11wing ,ue:wtit.111@: 

1. Is ati\lt.e aid ;tt:antoil! tCJ ltcal t~tmnents o~ t.b$ 1'ast~ tf a.le$$? 

i. ~e(i lllti'.ite aid b1titt.g a~ equalizat.i~1 ~f SQWie.1, ~/{;)r taa 

effort .~ countt,es of the stf4te·r 

J. ~ei;I $tat:~·Qt, f~vor ane a.agment 1£ the·e~, ru1:al are:aG~ 

v:1$•& .. ~~ii ~¢1tl1e:c $~gtOOnt, vfi~t ~reas? 

4. De>~$ state at., v,owt" fisca.l .in'espon$:t.,:UJ.ty oa ti~ p1Att tf 

1oeal lifV¢~~? 

$ ., l)oef llltate a:ld ~e: the ~~~£atit o:t i:~tatd tlae e,i:i.m!ilfttii;nt 

ftlfi tneffi1;!ent: l~li C!f swen~l(;!;~tt!l 

i'ilfl e1tld~nc$ pr~sei1:ted t11 t:l1e fo:refilO!l.;.1g pag&s ;3u3s;es,; tlite foll0t1•· 

i~ ~oowearG to tllese q®i,11.t;:i~a: 

i" S'tat,:li) ~d doe$ ®t eat:t~i?y the Wle~j c.r:U;~ri0&·h. 

i. Most of th(l wtdenee·pl:esent:ed Q~ !nl/$icate1 tut liitate a1'4 

tr1 Okial~ UQeJ;J tl..Ot bd:n; 1bout fi,MJUiill.ita:tlttn 0~ Si;~lG~$ ,(!1).IJ/t;,'t: 

t• ~ff<:>rt:t .aiUO~~. eountiell l;)f ttie $J~4ltlii!l. 

i. Stat~ ~u :imWt!fs counties iiith bi~b i'Ura.l to tt~ban P'Qp~l.atti~. 

t,. The;ie tG: s~ $\'iblenc.e tbflt et~.to aid •1 ~fle fie~! :l"tek!J•n• 

~d.b:i.1:U;y ~ the ~t ()f loc$l s~~nt$. 

S. it~:,~ :iG 11!) t1t11»1G emp:b:li.~1 evWew.:e ti.iUp:,o:rti~ tl1e tue.sMJ 

thtt $tat~ a:tii ~use$ the ~~.en.aia~, ow reta.rdltil t:Iw ~limd.~· 

ti•,1; ofll· llneffic:te11t l~v~ds olE gw~~nt~ · aow(Ar(ittr" J! rM·::t21:.:t. 

r~ontq JM~li'l one to bralieve that otato a.id b~lp.tl utaintain 

lese eift1Ji.01ttt &ove~e11t$c. 



AN UAMl:NATION or SHAUD TAXIS AU fflWJfS•IN•AtD 
. mm ·usnct TO ·nm Aet!WDD· QUTE!tIA . 

lnt.toduc:tion 

ter I .. State. aid t~ local governmenta, in Okl$.homa, is a combination of 

fha:r:ed toes and grants ... in•ai.d. !he:ref&re, it is possible that failure 

of one part of the state atd ,rogram t~ m~sure up to the accepted cri• 

ted.a may be the :retl$On that the entire progl'4m has failed. 

It is the purpose of this chapter to exam.inc each part of the state 

ald program witb rupect to two of th-e aecepted criteria. In Cll.apter 11 

tbe criterion of equaU.:i=aticm of serl'it~s atld/or t.mc. effort was discussed. 

The equalization crttertoa must btl exain1ned within the fs-amework of the 

total 41d prograffl becaQ&e both. eb&red t:$*1$ aud srants ... in•aid al."e devoted 

to aiding the locally provided services .c.,f educ4tion ,and highways. A 

4i;cuaaion of the e:d.tet<ton of :U~cal i:rreapoullbility and the promotion 

of inefficient levels of. Sf)Verninent is omitted in this chapter. lt is 

impossible to conclude that only one part of the st•te aid program 

(.sh«re.d taxes or graate•tn•a1«0 pr.omotes :fiscal b:respontib:tlity o:r 

extension of inef ficiant levels of govermne11t. 

ln the filfllt s1ction of this chapte:f. sllared taxes are e¥&i1tned with 

respect to tb.e followi:ng criteria: (1) tharea tues should be granted to 



lotal iOVemneuts on tbe ha$iS·Of need; (2) shared t.$lt~& eh~ld aot fa.vQ:: 

<me :tegr4ent. of th~ popul~tion vts•a•vis another :t2. both al.'e in equal ~;tr ... 

c.tttn$tances.. Vttliatng th~ same ¢:rit.ert..,., tb0 ,t1econd part of tbi.a. chaptet 

·tu the first para; of this section,, ~bared ttm~s aa:e eJwmb112d i~lth!a 

the fg,ameM)tk of thdll Cl'iteriou that statie aid thould be 3ranted to local 

density, and fts.~al ability, aa tlevelopeil in CbarJ;)tor tt arte u1H:d. 'I'he 

~ssumpt1on ie that a greater ~mount of tba.:ed t~$ per capit.a should be 

. !be t()tal i.1b41·~d ta1t progt'am in Otd.•bolll8 1a a ,~tio:n of twelve 

parts. 1 ·The, mi\~ cd,tet:ton ls ex&ntned it.rat of all 1i1itli1 t'ee.peet to 

tc;t:al 11:ui.rEl.i te:es and th~n in relation t(; ~eh f;)f Chi;: twelve shared 

delUl:lty and. fisc~l ~btlicy. The highe,t' the populatdon deusity of a 

eQtfflty the. gi-dteir l1 ts need for sbe1:ed r~enu4;l'ta, Qtber thinis ei1ual. 2 

1see A.ppendix t for a d@t4Ued di$CU$:Sion of th:~ shared talk pt>ogr~ 
all. it now exi~u:e in Ok 11.1homa. 

2fb.er~ are ettcuptio~ to this genet:al st.ete:m,ent: wliich W>.tll be 
diecuaaed later in thta chapter. 



Llkw1.,e, ti. lea, 4 cOUQty'tJJ fteeal abil~y. as «lei~ b1 ,-r 

apt.ta dJu•t-, "Ml• ot ·tt•1 p~rey, ~- s.-eatoir lts n~d fO'l' tha1te4 

taiaa.3 

In ~I" to test,_ uttei-tort tbat ffl08 $ha'ed t~s, per capi.bi 

:fhcmliil be 4'1Nat:ed to .. nttes nth the le•t ~t •f f1tea1 abtl.i.lJt 

the author COl'n14ted p.tlt' uplca 11-"4 revenues ~1th per oaptta ad• 
' ' I•' ' ' . ' ' 

•:ne:taf.on ~twen !hell ability and ~r ca.pit• shared taus u +.-111'1. 

ftf.1, e~latlon ~!'f:f.clenc t.:nd~c;ates that the pe.t.teJ' a ·CO\l:ltf'• 

fuul altil1tJ '1\e ..-e .1htured t.-s, pe,: •plea, tt: teeetves. ,~,. "I 
J ' • • • 

tll•ti'ue, the relationahip bt"atwecm fls~l .W.1.t«r ad pu capta 

•~• ~-. !ha ltne.ar: repesaton ecpttt• it t o J,6.3 +,;OJ.ti .. 

¥1au1 a,am1Mti0ft of ff.~ 1 tndtotes that diQm.-tlon hom the :res~-
•. ' • • • l ' • . 

sf.• It.ma 1, not g~a.t.. Thi• evidence GU,,Oft$ the pro,c,aition tb4t, the 

~ittt'iwtton ,r,f $bai:ad: ,~, tu Old.aht.lma te not b4Se4 u,on. need. 

la ordel' to t6tlt: the pi"opo$ltton tbat a l4i"&$i" ~ of .,~134 

taMt, ,-~ oa,tt:a, thotl14 be allocated to c:ount:tes with hip.er. popuUU;lon 

.Seneltiet •• cqie:a shared t:tmes •e coneJ.1tt:e4 With pc,pqlet&oa demti.t7 

fn •ell ~*4 · fito 1:1oefff.c:le1¢ of 4ottel.atiM hebieett per ~ptt:a 

,~4 •~1 .aacl population denstty I.$ •.• 6284. Tb.4. u ... ~ ~;resston 
. . ' . 

e.-tton for i'lf.p'r:• a is Y • 51"6 • 721~ .Sbarecl ,:~vmwea. per ~it•• 
' . ' 

. lsee ei.ptev ll fol" a detailed dit1cussf.on ~ce.,ntna the . .· . . 
Ju1td.ficaticm of using populatioa denetty $14 ~w capita .a:Juat.S value 
of ru1 ,-p•rty a mauu:tetlients of need. 

4qdn '.Nlsa and Oklabomll ~ties ere OWJ1:U:te'1 fnm1 tl\e ~~· .· .. · .. 
tation because ,.1aeton den.$ll.~y ie .so high fo~ theae eotmtia1, t,f.i~t1w 
t.o <>the~ ~let, tha~ .taclv.d.ing tb.om wouJ.4 unduJ.7 d:lst•rt the r~aut.te. 
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"Witb bigiwt' pt)pUlat!on. den1ity. ThiG preEients adc.1:1,tional. evtdsn¢e tll$t 

s~,rl!¢J! ~ea ae not di"tributed t~ lt(;C.al units cf gove.maent on tlw 

~-r.s.1:s of need •. 

'l'he ae..~t. step itl the .$.U!.lJGis i$ to ~M eacb of th:Eti tW$l.VCJ. 

8bu'ed. t~<ll$• it~.ntited in 'fable X, ata1 of fi~e,91 JiiZler. 1't51 i. with :ra$pee.t 

to the criterion of n~~i:1.. A cC>off!cient of cor~elutio:o, betw1;teit flseetl 

ability and each of ti~ t~lw per capita shared t~a ia ,~e$ent(3, :t:n. 

table x., ther& ~we only two coefflcients wh1eb do not show .a siBniff. ... 

er.t,:at ~t of f(>~ttt~ c:orrelation, 'flltai!e ii, ·no eigm.:lftcaat eorreta.ti~n 

&,eew~a fi$eal ability •ud t~ follQWin,g: ,er c~!t#. sro;£J, produ~tzon 

ta.Ji app<>:t:it>Jned to count:ie$ f.(;)r t~ ("" .. 0001); ,er cap1t4. 311Qs.s p~cdu¢• 

et(m ta.a apportioned to cm.iuties f!'Jlr schools •"0901~, light. of tt~ 

tw~lw ~ff:tc:tents ,-we ~6 or higher. lf p.1l:t e~pit.a adjtlStod value of 

re~l pl'Opeity 1$ u~~d ~e a me~urement of fi$t~l a'btl:tty 1.t maw bil:l eon"' 

fJl:wied ti.t~ on. • per capita l>tl$.!S, the four cent pet gallon. gfl$a1:!ne 

ueise t:.!im1 tlae ®'ti ~tlt per gallon ex.etfle ta:,,J tlw <>ne, .. ~lf ce~t; per 

gn:U.on gasol:tna ~ie.e t~h the four cei.'\t JCili' ;all.on tpeeia1. ~ls t~, 

the •~ Cfilnt per 1411,on s.Jaetal fuels tm;, tbe one-half cent per s,a!lQt?i 

$peci•l fuel$ tat tb~ c~rc:f.al ~h!cll;). t$:.t the bus m11,eag41J ta~t. tlt¢i 

,lll,UtQ. and f3nn t~Cllf; U.eet1te$, and the rura:l. e11.lct~ic ec, .. op t~ 1ner~a$e 

•t a eounty ls ftsee,l, ~l:d.U.t1 iucrea8es ~ . 

·fb.e retat:t.anob.1p betw~~n f!'1l<.ml ability and pe~ c;J:lt~ g::ote 

1>x-oduct:ton t~ dliltsenes spae:b.11 «1tt,enttM 'b~e~ooe there 1.$ veri1 Uttl~ 

C.($1'1:."elatioa . ia.i thta cate. Stnee t~ ~•t of tb<0 grO$S product ton tQ: 

1:~ceived b:, a. cotmty depends uiwn the groa, val~e of the minei-a.l p:r:oduee4 

within ita 'bou:nt..kl.:ries, thel:&:e is no reason. t-Q ext,~'W-t tlliat such <1pp~rt1on• 

mnt would be. based upon need as meatured ))y the •djueit.ed value of Nal 
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Shared Tax for 
rtscal Year 1951 

: Coefficient of correl•tion Between 
: Per Capita Shared Ta and Per c.,tta 

4~ gaeoU.ae ta 

lt s•oU.ne tu 

l/2$ gaoltne tax 

4t special fuel• t4* 

10 apecial fuels ta 

1/2t special fuels tax 

Come,:cial vehicle tax 

Grese ft'oduetion tflX 
(fo1r roa4e) 

Gros• production tax 
(for school•) 

Rural electric eo ... op tu 

t Adh!!ted !1lu1 of IJ!al IUPBSiX . 

+.7369 

+.6,514 

+.7432 

+.4867 

+,6365 

+.7602 

+.7441 

.... 0901 

+ .. 6306 

•.0901 

+.4333 

property. It would be •dventitious if large mineral deposit• were 

located ia countle• with a aubatantial degree of fiscal ab.ility. 

If shared tuet are apportioned to counties on the .,._ii of need, 

• me•uted I.Jy population density, there would be a positive correlation 

between e.-ch of the pet ca.fit a •hared tuee and fopulatum. deutty. Upon 

examination of table Xt it ta evident that ta nt0at ca,ea the coefficient, 
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Shared Tu for 
Jlecal Year 1957 

Coefficient of Correlation tween 
Per Capita Shared Tax and 

Population P!Pfity 

4c suoline tu 

le guoU.ne tu 

l/2c gasoline ta 

4C apecial fuel• tu 

lt 1pecial fuel• tax 

l/2c special fuel• tax 

ec:...rcial vehicle tax 

Bua mileage tax 

Grote production tu 
(for roacla) 

Auto and fana truck U.eeuu 

Grote production t.ax 
(for 1chooh) 

lural electric co•op tax 

•.6588 

•,7174 

-.6526 

-.7136 

•.1321 

-.0199 

•.530 

·•,6Sl8 

•.1074 

-.0925 

•.1074 

-.6933 

coefficienta are• mtmsa .so>: larger. The implication 1a that aa 

population denaity lncreuea, thereby cau,tna • tncreue in the ne d 

for atate aid, per capita •h•red taxe• decr ... e. 

The antithe•t• of the above meaeurement of need is low population 

demity. Wben local govenuaente, such u a county, have few people per 

aquare mile there ta a lack of ability t finance certain public 1ervices. 

If the atate want• t1-ue 1e1Vicu provided it must either finance th• 

itself or atd local governllleQts in provtdi th • If it la decided that 



local govemmertts are to prov!de particular 1$etv:lces, wlth help ft:om the 

state, regardle11s ~f efficiency. then it wst 'be r•cotniaed that low 

popule;tion density i8 a 1~'lsureiuent,: of ~i.!ed. If need is determined by 

low population tensity then aid in Oklahoma is being dist-.ributed on the 

, , I ' 

U.c 1erviee1 ar• needed.. With limitation• placed upon local unite of 

governmenti wU::b retpect to taxing. counties with more population per 

,.-re mi.le need more at.ate aid than counties with relatively low popu• 

lation density. On the other hand sparsely pt:>pulated counties need aid 

to fiiuanee services sueh as highway, and schools. Since Oklahoma i1 

gen•rously endowed with sparsely populated counttes it appears that per 

capita shared tues wUl increase•• populat:lon dtneity deierei;\lses. tn 

Sured tpes·should not favor one segment of the population~ vis ... a-v1s 
anothest if both ai-e in equal circumstanets: 

.it, population l:tvtui $.n rural a,:-eu over a cGunty ·witl1 a large part: of 

itt pgpulation U.ving bi urban areas~ other thinge equal. ln order to 

county•$ total population 'Which is urban ~ntl per ca.pita shai-ed taltff• 

The ct1effici.ent of eorrelation is ~r.1318. Tho coefficient ie not sig• 
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The uxt atep 11 to d•teraine whether a particular abared tax favOTt 

one aegment oft population via•a•vis another. ln table Xll the co• 

efficient• of correlation ar recorded between each per· ca ita •bared 

tax and the rcent of the populati of a county which is urb n. 

·!be coefficie1t• of correlati preeentecl in table XII are all tnatgnif• 

icant. · Not one. of the twe.lv •hared ta fav r on county qver nother 

ether it ·be ur~n or. J:Ural. 

TAB.LI XII 

COIJTIClU'l'S or COUILATlOII ll'tWID ID CAPITA SHAUD 
TAXIS PlllCDrAQI or %111 IOPULAtlON 

or A COU1"1'Y WRICH IS UUAlf 

S1--rad Tu for 
Pi•cal Year 1957 

4e aaoltne tax 

l ~ aoli tax 

l/2c guoltne tax 

4¢ 1 ect 1 fuel• ta. 

1~ • ct.al fuela tu 

l/2c apecial fuele tax 

Coaaerciel vehtcl tax 

mileage tax 

Groaa production tax 
(for roada) 

Gro,a production tax 
(for 8chool•) 

Auto and farm 1:ru k U.ceuu 

Rural electric co• tu 

: Coefficient of Correlation Between Per 
: Capita Shared, .... and Percentage of 

The Jopulation fa County 
: ffhich II JJrbfP 

+,1463 

+.1517 

+.1397 

+.0805 

+ .157 

+ . 1343 

+.1424 

+ .1508 

- .0216 

-.0216 

-.0103 

+.116 
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The conclusion is that neither the total shared tax program nor 

eaeh individual sha~ed tax favors one segment of the population over the 

other . Therefore , since it was established in Chapter ll that the total 

state aid ' program favors rural over urban counties thls must be o. 

function of the grants• in•aid program. 

In the first part of this .section granto•in•a!d are examined within 

the framework of the criterion that state n:Ld hould be granted to 'local 

governtll3nts on the bast., of need. Fiscal ability, as developed in Chap• 

ter It , is used a. one measurement of need . The other me suremeni: of 

need Ls population density. Howv~r , rd.nee grants•in•aid re only 

apportioned to local govel'nment.s to assist in ftnenctng publie school 

ducation• different population denGity figures are used her SD compared 

to those used else :here in this study. The need fot: stat . aid • on the 

part of local governments, i p i-t1cularly rel ted to one segment of th 
( 

population, s.choo1•age children. .The foll0tv.lng method is used to esti• 

.mate the potential numb r ot school-age children tn each county: (1) the 

number of children under eighteen years o.f age , in each county, uas obtained 

from the 1960 Census .2f. Popul tion; (2) the number of childr~ under 

five years 0£ ge are deducted from the total obtained unde~ step (1) 

above. Finally the number of school•aae children in es.ch county ts 

divided by its ar a to obtain the nu:uber of sdiool•age children p~r 

square mile . 

'the next criterion to be examined is that grants•in•aid should not 

favor one segment of the population Vis•a•via another, lf both are 1n 



equal cbrcumst4nces.. two general c::laesiftcationa of the populai:ton, 

urban and Nrall! are ufEKI to teat tb11 criterion. 

lt te •••umed that pe1: captt• granta•tn .. atd 1bou14 decru.e •• 

.H.acal al>ility increuea if the cd:teriqn of need ts to be eatis.fied .. 

In ordet to te,t the need cr:ltea:"ion,. u meuurecl by a c;oQnt.y'• fiscal 

ability. the a\iltbor correlat.ed per eapit&. gl'aitta•in•af.4 with per capita 

«dj.usted v•lue of real propetttyS foi the 7eu l9S7. The relattouhtp 

b•tween ftecal ability and per c.apf.ta gi-anttt•in•aid ts prueoted in 

Table X"tI:t. \'he ¢orralattoa eoefftc:tent 'between fUeal a'bUity aocl pel' 

capita granta•in•a:ld ii •.s:ns. Thie coeffic::lent of correlation provtdea 

evidence that u fie.cal ability increuea ,er capita g:rants•in•aid de• 

ClHUe or, eonve,;,ely, • fiJcal abUity decreuea per •pita gr<ll\te•tn• 

etd tn:ereue~ Thi.a evldenc• auppot:ta the propOl:ltiori that the dlttrt.• 

button of granta•f..rt•«U,d ta based upon need .. 

The second mea$urement of need uaed 1n tbie a,ecticm 1:, the 

,epul111tioa den1tty of aehool age cb.Udten~ 'fable XIV pre,enta the 

relatf.ouhip between per Mptta. grante•tn••tcl Del pop~lat:ton den11it7 •f 

cb.Ud~tan. be~een 'Sell five and eighteen. ·the coef ftotent o.f eorr:elatt• 

ta •. 6733. Tld.e c.enrelatlon coef ficd.ent pravidea sfn:oag evidence that 

pe:r capita arante-tn••id. decrease• the population density cf eehool•age 

ch:llch:-ea incr-.aea. Such inforraation appears to 1upport tile pro,-ttion 

that gra:ota•inl"'aid a,:e n<>t apportioned to lc,,e4l gove:mmente on the buta 

Ssee Chaptet: lI for• detailed discu,tlon conce1!'ning the 
Justification of uEiing per capita adjusted value of real property .u 
the detentnant of a. county• e fiecal ability. · 
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'lABl.B XIY 

Commt.ATIOW OF PB CAPl'tA CRAl'fS•Ul-AID MID !OPUL.lTlON 
DEWSiff OF CRI.LDRJffl ~N AGES FIVE AND EIGH'.tEIN 

Per Capita : Total : . . . , Ptpulation !@nsity of Sc;bool•ye .£hildrep 
Gran1u1-ln•bd.d.:Cmtntiesa: 0.0 : 2.0 : 4 .. 0 : tic.O : 8.0 : Ul.O : 12.0 : 14.0 : 16.0 : 18.0 :: 20 .. 0 : .u.o : 24.0 

: .: i.9 : 3.9 : .5 .• 9 : 7.9 : ,., : 11.2 : 13.9 :, 15.9 : 17 .. , :: 19.9 : 2.1., : 23 .. 9 : 2~.9 

45-49.99 

40-44.99 

35•39.99 

30•34.99 

25-29.99 
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of neell!. However, ad.d:l.ti.onal :fact:Ol'S must· be considered itl the case of 

gra1:1ts ... in ... aiit for edu:cattQn. · A& school distrie,ts bec<:>mt. l&i'g11u; tb.e 

~er.age cost ofpl'(Widing educational services ate.apt to decreQe; 

th~refore, the need for f.tate aid dec:11:ne;. ·As aehool distl'iets increase 

in s.tgcr the etudent•tea.cher ratio is higb~:r and, at least for • certain 

range, this means 1aore tfficient uee of teachers and deereaetng costs 

per atudent. rurtherinore, the physical plant bas to be a cfl!rtain minimwn 

1tze. Ver example, a standard eize g~ium has a highavet-.age ~ost 

when only a few students use the facility. tn counties whet~ the popu"' 

l,atiou deQity ~f school•age cb.1.lclren i~ low, average transportation 

eost:s a;re higlt due to the long tU.&tances which wit be traveled. Like• 

wteet the road.$ in tvral areas are aot likely tt1 be as :free froni 

l'®ghnes, as c.ity r•ds .and thereby repair eoste on sch•l b\tses a:re 

inc::rused~ Thit situation, in turn •. increases the average cost of txan, .. 

portation. '&erefore, on the basis of the abr,ve analy$iS it i• aasumed 

that counties with a lQW population dens:U::y of school-age cld.ldren, whtcb 

results in high average ~du.cad.onal cost, are more in need c;f state aid 

than counties havt~g a high pop1.1lat:ton density of school .. age ehildrerh 

However, liUl increase in the average eost eurqe will tatie place when 

dentity of $ehaol...age childr•n becomes congested .. Inereas:i:ing avtrage 

cost& ue likely to happen only in two <:our,tiet, Oklahoma and Tul,a. 

Sine~ th•se eountte& have been omitted from the computat:lona i~ fable XlV, 

the problem o:f congestion disappears. Tli.erafor~11 it is concluded that 

gra.nts•in .. aid for edueat:ton .-re b•sed upon ne~d when the latter t; 

uattuxed :by population density of school•age children. 
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Crant1•.f:n•aid should not favor one aepaent of the pepulation vls•a .. vis 
••other if both are tn equal circUIJ$tancn; 

CtuCs•tn;i;.atd should not favor a county having a large percent of 

ita population U.vtng in rural •r- ov,.- a county with a 1'1rge part of 

tts popul•tton living in urban area,. other thing• e..-1. In order to 

teat this crite.-ton, a e••r•lation is made bet•en the percentage of• 

eountJ• • popula;tien 1'b.1ch is urban and pef capita granta•in•aid. 'l'ld.a 

i.nfol"IUtion 11 pretented in Table xv. The eHffictent of correlation ia 

•+6752. Such• corte1atton augseets that graata .. ,n .. aid f.avo1: countia 

wt.th high rui-al to urbau population and1 thfl'efore; favor one iu1sm,nt of 

t:be populattoa vts•&""'lie another. However, it ts not poaelble to satiety 

the e,tte.:1<m that grantu,•ia•aid ,hould not favor one ,epent of the 

populattoa via•a...Yia another and at the ••• u.me fulfill the critedon 

of nee4 vbiin the lfltt:er ia _..ured by populatioa den,ity of school•age 

children.. J:n wra1 oountt• tb.e poputatf.on deuity .of achool•age 

ihildren 1.s l•w• 'lberefore. per capita g,:aut,..,tn•atd wtll be higlun: in 

theae counties than in tboae with high u'fban to rur•l p:opul•tiou. 

Xt ta concluded that the crited.on which at•t• that state aid. 

$hQU14 not favor one te&ment of the population vis•a-vta another ts 

violated l>y the ar•nt1•in•atd progx-am. However, the reaaon :for tht• 

vtol.etion st.a from •uattaf:y:t:na the naed criterion. 

·a. purpo,e cr,f tbte chapter t1 to elClnline shared taxe, and 

g1'411ltt•in•aid a1 ••tta'l'.ate parts~£ the atate aid. pll'Ggram with rupeet 

to the !oUowiog. 4u.e,t:Lon1: 
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1.. Are tlu'wed tues and grants•in""aid <U.etributed to local 

gove~ts ot1 tbe basis of need? 

a.. Dt:.>: s~ed' tDes and gsranta ... in,.atd favcn:- one segment oft the 

rm,u1attw vis,,.a-via; aaothei:'l 

7! 

·Die eviclence eQmined 1n this chapter iuggests the follow:i:ng aas•re 

to: the cauwttons outlined above: 

1 .. Sbllr$d tmte$ are not apport10Zlod to local 1overmnenta ou the 

basts of need .. the eoeff:lcient of eori-elat:lon het.wen f!lleal 

ebiU.ty, u measuJ."ed b7 per capita adjusted value cf ~ea! prop• 

ewt1, ad pet ~pitt ,ui-ed t~ is +.i'1S11. The 1reat~1: a 

eouat:,•1 fttea.1 at>ility tb.e more $ba1:ed taua. per captt.a, tt 
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1:'tceivu. The coefficient of co1·rclat1on between populad.QQ 

· ,, · «Jenstt, and ·per oapita ebat:'ed taxe, 'ii •.6284; ·fte ,great~r the 

· ·, •. ,, : ~ulat!o~ :demity' of· a, ~ty the smaller' ~t •f eharc-4 

t~es, :pet' capita,, ·it· a:ecti;1.vee~ 

. · , 2.· 'GrlU\tt•b•a:W are apportionlld· t<i toc~l ·goveneerd;;a ·on th$ ksla 

of neei. nte co1£tfficient ·o.f c0r:reiation betlfe~n: £1:ecel 4btU.ty, 

.a, measured by per captt~ adJW3ted ·value ·of· tea.1· tn:operty, -4 

per capita grl'IUttl•in ... aid ta: ... sus·. ·the· g;r-eater a ·cou1.1ty'& 

ff.tfflJ.1 Gb1ltty the eaall•r ·· the ~nt ef grants•ia""4td, per 

eap:U:ai !t t:e(:eives. flae coeffieie.nt of eerrelatta between 

th• populatton den:d.ty of school•qe child%cm end pe,: ctptt.a 

g~ants•in•sid ii •.6733. 'fhe h!3her t;he population. aen1tty of 

eJcboo1""4S• chUclreu the emaUe1 the amount of grante~tn:•eid. 

pet capt.ta, a cOU111tY' receive•. ·S.1nt.e low popu1aU.on dGUity of 

tchoo1""8i* QbU.dren means high averaa.e catte of education. tt . 

. ta cG1U1ludet.i ti.trt.t. counties With low '"1l'u1atia density ·of 

achool•ag,e cbU.4ren are more la ne•cl of atd than c:owitiea with 

a h:Lgh•r :populat:Lon density of tcb.oo1•8$$ chilc:b:·en. · 

3 •. 'Jhere is n.e> •trteal evidence which eupporu tbe propostU.oa 

that sMred t&Ke1 favor c4)Unttes trl.th high rural to urban 

populatton or vice versa. t&en ,el' c-.pllt.• abare4 t.&He$ are 

comp4i-ed with the percentage of t'be populat.iou of a eo\iint7 

which t• u#ba•, the coeff1-c1ent of correlation f.8. +,U1/3;,.. 

· 4. the graate.,;in•,.id prosr• favor$ tou:nl!tO:$· With Jiligb rµ~•l to 

urban ~ulation. Wba,percapit.a grtmts~tn .. aid at:e correlated 

wtth the petQentage of the poput.tton of eacb county wh-tea te 

urban, tb.e eoe.ffieient i.G • .. 61S2,. 
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. ac.•Jt•Jf4 tc, ~e state as a wl:~le = ·Cl) ta •d. ~ebt; ~~tattfltwi. 
', '. ' ',. .. . . ,, . '.. : . . . . '••' . : . ,, ' ; .·· 

. p~c~d µ~ tbem by .~.e $£.ate; . (?) the~r ~, of -~~~ ab1U,ty~ 
' ,; • ' ' ' . • ' '' •• ' • : ,., ! ' ,,, '., ,, ' • ' ' ' ,•. 

'tbe~to~,;;, .ta. ,~de-t to sup~1y _ ~- quantity of ~;te t:h):"'e~a. delllt1red by 
. ' . . ' . .. .. ' . ' 

the a.ta;ta one ott tilOl!'(ll; of thrEte eom:ses of· eetton .ea,n be: t~: O.) tb.e 
. • ' '. ' • • ; ~ • • ' . ; ' • • ! ; • '. . : ' ·• '1 ' ' ; ' '-••• 

d$3i~d level of! $~:tvtce$ maybe fUulnced and ,a&:nulistewed by· th• ~k~I 
'. ' ,· .. ' . : . ; .·. . . . ' 

(·.;) "'-a•U·j: t· " - 0 11 1 ...... · 1 ...... ..-.... · a· fl> ........... - .... "' · v 1..,... ·- · :t-:di,..:t;e (·il!i)·· ,.."_ • .. ,.,._" .,., .· ga "'~"~ • ... ,.i.; ..._a -·.i.""" o~ ,r.;;,OvQ,. .. ..._111,.., ina,, t.J'l;li .,.,;:;qu ...... ut 11 · ·"' wQ/11 

st.atQ may a~a ftrmncta1 iaid to1t>ca1·go~r;umen~. IUlet eiat(!. aid ts 

of sm;h magnitude .tn lkl~ it has 'been ~tiumtd. to.- the pu1:'pos• oi the, 
~ . . . ' . . ' ' . . ' . . ' I 

:tt has been tlle purpose of tbb ·tbeale ·to O$VG:lOp stve~al c:d.ted.a 
• • . • • 1 ' ' 

and ~ne the state aid progra within thett ftanetAO.rk. 'ftj.111e :et:itarta 

are: (1) ~t,ate' e.id should 'b~ grtmted, to l~a;l flOVe,~tG ® the baste 

of ·need; (2) state at4 :ebould pfomote equaU.aatloq. of ts effort ~4 

se;v:tc.es 1.d.tldn the atatet (3) at.a~ 4id ahould QQt ikVOI' Ol1$ se8Ent .o.f 
. . ' . ' .. ; . ; .' ' . 

t:he io,ula~ton vl~-a,.via another o(lgment &:e btt:h t.\):'i_b (\qtt.a1 e!,:,cum• 
. . ' . . . . . . . 

llltaneeo_ .(!•) state .atd fJhoul<l pt'QnlOte neithei: ttscf;tl l.rtesPffl'sib!lt.ty no~ 

tneffiet~nt. le.velQ .of sove~nt. 
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Several quantitative measures were used tn the foregoing study to 

test the hypothe is that ~tate aid iG distributed to local govern• 
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ments on the basis of the four accepted criteria . Population density 

and fiscal ability (as measured by the per capita adjusted value of real 

property) were used to test the criterion of need . Tax effott, educa

tion expenditure» and highway expenditure indices were developed in 

order to examine the equali~ation criterion. State aid was examined 

1n relation to urban and rural population of each cowity tn order to 

test the criterion that aid should not favor one segme.nt of the popula• 

tion vts•a•vis another, other things equal . Assesstnent rat:l.o and 

average property tax rates were corr lated with pe,: capita state aid in 

order to teat the criterion that aid should not promote fiscal irr spon• 

sibility on the part of local govenunents . 

Cone lus :lono 

In the foregoing study state aid was investigated within the 

framework of the accepted criteria. In Chapter II the aggregate state 

aid program -,as discussed . the t,~ comp()nents of state a.id • "'hared 

taxe and grants• in•aid , 'illere examined sep,arately in Chapter Ill . The 

total st.ate atd program was examined within the framework of all four 

criteria. Howevet. shared taxes and grants•in-aid ~re investigated 

within the fr.ame,«>rk of h1o criteria: (l) state aid should be granted 

to local government on the basts of need; (2) state aid should not 

favor one segment of the population, vis•a•vis another, tf both are in 

equal circumstances . 



st1;1;t~ lli<l pe1f eap.:lta. ~1e oth<;:t ~asurenaent of need in 

thi.o study w,1;1s population/ density o It wa$ a$o.Ut~ed that: $t'eatet 

cd:.d per ¢:aptta tS1hould ao, 't:c> the l1.,;,:r:e deneely 1\')opulated t\~ea.~ • 



~~u.~utiQlrl of t$ll: ~ffo~t ~ 'lhQ e~ff iizih.mt i,f v,ui:iation for 

,the t~ .0f.fQ~ £ndei: iei eq,~1 to llS pe1ecent. This. ~1t of 

tU.s~it$1~. f.l!:ldte.;ites that e~tia"lti~ of t~ ~f f~:tt. e~ld b~ 

!ta1:r~d upll;llt. in Qa:-di:111:!' to det:e:tmii'lle tl'le de~0e of eq:u.~1· 

ti~t:i<m of i,erv11.c:ea II eda~1.t.!on a~l highway ~etu'H.tu;t>e indices 

'?h~ pe~cent~i~ ~f the pop.1lat:tor. Qf a ~ounty whicb i•s u:i:~~ 

was t~tfelated TA'li:th state Q.id. ft- eorir~lat1on ct>effietent 

bet~Gn ~l' C,l;).fi,ta. state ti:1.d ~-qd the pGl:'eentf,\10 of tb~ ·,op. 
ulat:t~ of ~ ¢t,uney i1lueb 11 ~.:-~~ is '"',142, thia cott~l.i,ti0ti 

a~stld.ltt;~ on tb.e ,a~t e>f 1flc~1 g~.:t>~nt~h If J.oc~l. 

gcve~~t$ ~t'e to bCl f'iee.nU.;r trre$p~niib1a, becat.:t$rz of 11!l't.t\lte 

aid, they l10U:Ui redU® property t~:: r~te~ .and/or d,er~e tbe 

ta& r,1t~ ~1® <:.~ttalatef;l wtth tier ~pite. · $'tl,lte ~id for ea:cb <>f 

tb.'.i? CQtmt1;'(l)S 1u f!t1~. 11he co1;r.e1'4td.Qn f;:®ff:i.~ient :te 



.frOl'll tba t-tgress:ton U.n, are omitted the neg.-tive ~oi-relat1on 

inc!'e&$e$ to ... 486S2. !his evidence indieatel;i that l~r,er 

1tate ,aid Jaymenta wty ¢taUee the county to lower its property 

tu rtt$, On tlie othet7 ~d:. tb.et"e is little evidence tb41t 

,tat~ ai.4 c:aua1:ui lo~al unitf to t'educe aes:es,mente.. irhen re11l. 

p~rty $.s/li.eS$ment ratto; ai-e compared to pa,: capita state 

~d.d f'o:r ea.eh co1,11lt7 the ce>rrelation eoeffie:Lent it "'.066,. 

S. There :ts no st:r<>ns ein,ir:b:al evtdence $upporting the t'be$is 

that ftate 4\id C4usee the exte-ustoa,. or retards the eU.mina• 

tlon ~f •· itleffi.cf.ent levels of goW;\,:,nuient <!.· Howew:r, the 

Jl Blfi!Ut ree.s~ntng presented in this st.udy taads ()na ~o believe 

that state tlid help, maintain lesa effi~tent 3ov,e~nts .. 1£ 

st'1te aid. Wtl'e eliminated ~ntirQ1f it f..s evident that st.ny of 

the 1ne!\!ficient levels, of govetnment. would have tc> be Gus

~nde4 ~. Without state aid the financt;al bul'4en on the 1o<:Ell 

pot,ulatton w~ld be too great to su~port •n1 small vn:U:$ of 

aove~t .. 

1. Shared t:ru~$ ,2:e not apportiot1ed t.o local govenunentt on the 

biu,16 of ne$d. Tlie eoeffieient oi! co:in:¢lat:Lon between fiseel 

;1:1>iU.t1, M me4Swred by per capita adjusted. value of ire1.1l 

property., .$1.ld pe:r capita shared tUC!S :ls + .. 1S11. Tld.s eoef• 

f;lcient indicates that the greater ~ eounty' s fiscal ab:Ui.ty 

the more sl$,red t~s, pet' eap:ttq., it receivea,:. The eoef fi .. 

etent of corl:'el•tllon between population <ienslt.y a:nd per capita 

s1\$'te« taaea is •,6284. In othiat- "v:l)rds, the greater the 



p~1'1t:ion 4e•:Lt:t of a .county tlw emalle,: the· ~t ·o.ff 

a~d t.noe, · pet oaptta, .it :receives .. 

i9 

2 .. ,. There Jtt •. emp:trt:eal evidence i;hieh sup~te. the propo~itton 

.th.a~.-~ b.lXt$.fa1'01!',Ce>µllt1~s with,ht9h 1:t.U'«l.tO Urben 
•, , , •' " I 1 ,, I . : : < , ,''., • • • ,,,, : , t • I i ' 

' ' ' 

,o,ulation. OI:" vice ve~... When per capita sha•• taxes are 
' :, '• , : : . ',1,. ,· ' .,·,., .· ·. , , , : 1' \, :: 

reoef!leicmt its~ Of s$.gnlf1~ .~itude till IUS3est that 
• ' ' ' ' ' ) ' ' .! ' 'I 

1. Gl'artt1•tJl ... dd $'te .e4pp0,:rttoned to local p,nrmetts on the basis 
' ' 

of ne.ed, ·'the eoeffi.clent of cor:re:l.ation )etween fU4411 a'biU,ty • 
, I 1 ,' , ' ' I ' 

,e~ capita aranb•tn•aid l$ .... 5315. lnotbe:a.- words. the 
. ,,. . . '. ' ' 

&Natal' a county•a. i.i41ca1 •1,1:tt.ty the sfltlllle:r the ..,_, -.f 
' . 

atant:t:•ia-.14, pear c:ap:ttai it J.!'eef!i.WG.. 0A f;he other J.um.d, 

· the CRfiictent of correlation bltltwe• the. populatt• density 

4'1 st.tbool ege ·childrcc and pet' ~,:i.t.i. ptmts•tn: .. al4 ts - .6733. 
. ' . '. ' . . ' ,. 

~- coefficlet:¢ iadlutetJ.duit tbe higher the population . 
I' , , , ' 

dem,.tty of 1cboc>l age. children the ailll:U.e1.' th• ~t of gr#lt:a .. 

isl!ii>aid; pl1lr capita, a county weeeives .. Since J.ow population 
. . .' . •,' .... , . ., 

d--itf •1.seboc,1 qca ehtl.dren .-e iDOl!'e in need ofat4 thn 

countte& with a ~tgher population der.sity of $choo1 agG 
l 



l. Ck•t•~!TP~ fa,rct- .. ~ti~$ with htsh m1:al ·eo -~Jrbat.i .. 

,OP',llat*<t .Wbi!m ,et ~i·bi p~t~"'·tn•d arc ¢c.,n-e1eted 

wtth cztw ~e~~ of the populaU.011 of taach eO\mt:, tthfdil iQ 

tirban the ooeiS:icient :ts. ... •. 61S2. 'ibio coef ff.cient. indieate~. 

t-t per ~it.a granttl•in•aid decr~·-·tbe.perc~ntage of 

t- ,opulatif.on of e ewnt:v whieh f.s ~hart tn~nas.,~ 
1·1 ,: :··, 

. . '' . ;l . . . ,! ,• '. 

ff the tot.al ~:U;ure bt the et~to, in ftecal· 1i60, 
, , ':I·. , 1., 

~r,pr~telt U pareent ~ all~ted to s~te aid fft'' l~ .· g~n· 

:lt tt of -~ ~lllnoe. When fund& Q.J:e traneferre& ·from onei area 

to _.the~ the ·~iatton .c,f the area f~ wht¢h ieV"enue.e ai,' beiltli 
• ' • li. l • • • • ' ' • 

b'awden-ed 11tou14 t,e 4S$#'td tbe1~ funtlQ a1:l.l ~o4 to 41H:compU.eb spec.ii,· 
. ' 

. . '.,·' . '. ' ,'. •' .,,: 

iea11y defined ~ ,. 'lh111J ·1$· noe tM ~,e in Oklab-- .. 

State dd, .as £,t <$1ttt in ·Oklahoma.,: ~- gi-awa up in a···ratwar 
·I .. 

hap~ ~i'• When local w.itta have wantiild mtre e.14 the n,...;111 

d~ed .1es$;11GIU'r.e bQ.· G11ooated. an inc1reaetng pert:entase·· Gf a· taa 
! • . ' 

. . • I \ 

which 11 aJ.1reculy ~d or ~rked a tu which wit&.prevlm.1$17 waed 
'' 

by ti. tMte a1~1 Suell ·in:aotiee, have been fo11owe4 ~tbout consid• · 

el'f.as htw· t.be ~rail ttate aw·progi:am 1s afftactea. Very little, effort 
. . 

hart been *4e ,~ uaur~ t-he ,opulat(on of -Ok~ tt.t tl'w.i t,tate aid 

~- sat:t&lies any e~o~e erit~rta. therefc)n, $0Yet:a1 pol.i~:, , 
. ' ' 

' ' (',/, . ' . . . . .· ·' . . . ' .. '. 

nc-ndac~ eau h ~ on the baste of tiw fo~egoing otud1. 
,: ' ··' 

It :Le ~ted that continut~ r$Seareh be. -carri.ed on· by the 
... 



Ok-ta._.. ~ ~~rcb should ·P~® tM l~ti~lat~e:· tdth an ov,u:-$11 

Viill# ff tile· ttate •id p:zrogram ~well~ !.nf~ti.tn i:b®t tts 11~r10t$ 
. ,' ' . ' .• . 

,-ti. ft!! ~teb shml.4· pr~dG ~wr~ to tl1e lol.lowir&g · ~ttOW:1: 

1. l'.~ JJ~ate tdd. p~ted loeal .. ~1"tll'M~tis on. the ba1J..• ,of need?. 

a.. ~i .~tate aid. JtomQte equal:l•etion of t:• catiol't, amt. $$~e•u 

wit'1~ the &t;at•f 

,~ •• itate 414 iavol" ·one ee~t Qf the ,O,Ulat!Oil yts ... a-vie 

. aaotherf 

4. Dou ll#tate a1.d p:t>~t. fiscal itte~p~iblU.tc7! .· 

$; Doea etate a1d cause.· the ~etm:i.lllng., or r$tari. the ®l~Mt:tOD 

•••, ,tnefflcient 1eflll$. of gwe~ntf 

It 41, 4$a~ that wtth such f.nftJ!mll.ti~ the leg:i.11.latO,rli e .. ~e mct"e 
. . . ' . . . . . 

bt:•iltaeut 4~isifflS t11th. respe.et to sttte ai«h ·H--ver •. such deei$iou 

~ ..... ~, tfith:ln the. pr~$$tt fll'mnt.-..ot"k, thet'$fore,: •sevem1. ¢hangss 

sbcN14 be m\4Q .. 

r.trst d *ll. tk~ method ,of· U$#esstns re~l. pl'Operty sbwld be•· 
' ' . ' . ' 

e1;b#nged. ln ord~t ·ttt dtett.'ibote a;icl 01\ t1Mi ba$.ts Of ~ it iJ Deeesney 

to k~ the loeal awe~•$ ,atd.ltt1 to. p:~4e ac4~pt.ib·le leve:11 of 

~U.c $el'\d.ee.e. s~ l~l ,g~~iite haw been 1uatte4 ,~~il)' t• 

Qt p~a"ty t•, ~ a 1--1 $Qt.m'Ce of 2:0'Venu4rt Lt: is uq>ei:ativa. that 

the ~ vill"e.tf r .. 1 ptepet"ty be known, As,e,~t pir•ct:.ic.(es vary f~ca 

~tr: to ~0~1, t¥nfore. it ta sugge~t~d. ttmt. ~eal prbpert:, use11Jlf• 

11Gt be~ by tb.G llit•te. It. ts.ala~ :tmport41lt·tbat well tra1ne4' 

ase••·$ - . ~ ln ·•~~SlD!J l"e&l property, Oac.e the lo~l ~""" 

lilel\t1s t~ $b1U.ty to p~<.! JAtblf.1:, setv1$$e is l$o-,. by t~. 

~8itJ.at0t:t tt !$ t4Bs~d that tlley w11:1 adjut $:t~$ atct •• tl•t 1t will 

k\ ,aliocated on the baa,iQ of noedt 



Th~ e:rtter:lon that ;eace a~d should ,romote t:i«iua11iati~ m.11 be 

mo1tQ ~•r.1y sa.tt,fli.~d if state aid ts allpcated to local governments 

aceo~di~ to t~t!t fis~lll1 ability. If per etpit~ stat:$ aid incre4$ei 

~,, flsM1 abf.1:ltr delf!reuei ttate aid will not only be. d:lstrtbu:tcd on 

ttie bui.tJ of tteed but it will also p~t~ eq•lli•t:iofl .(itf tali efic>rt 

•nd $~me~ offed~$ throughout the $tatE} .• 

It wa e1t$blithed in thi$ study that i~anta•in•etid satisfy tt~ 

e,...tter:icn tf ~d tt a steatei eztent t:iwn s~:t"ad tawaa. The:i:"efore, 

the ia4:tserilld~te allt,c!3'.tion of a11'tted tfffles should be; d1$eont:1:a~ed 

iil favor .,.f $ mi)t'e well pl4mied p~ogr~. ftaet1.l ability, a, detend.:ne4 

b;y @¢tn.traU,y 1s.a~s1ed value of re11l prop(lrty, should be the basi$ for 

tWl .-lloeatton ·Of $ha.1ted t~s. 

I.Nppc:trti~nt. 'Ji the St,at;:¢t Legislature iii! needed U: t:ht crit<ai-ion 

d11.t stn.te a:td sbcutd l\Qt: favr.t.a: one segment of tbe popu1attcm.. viliil•a•vis 

~nothet, lt t<t be. ts.ttsi:tl'1:d. Wtth a more p~ortion.ate. repr~s<arttii;itt°'' 

betweem urban .. an4 t'w:+al area~ 1t ts .asstuned tt1*1.t legislative deeis:lona~ 

~tb ~espeet to $f!ate aid; wtll. be made to benefit tb.G ,tatf! as ili£ whole 

•tber thab to ffave~ one se~nt at t.lte: e.,ei,se of 41:lother. 

St;iite CJ!d sho\tld 'be. distributed t.o l~l ;ove~nts on t~ C()mH.tion 

tlw.t 1.M:U'icientt units of ;ovetament. wU,1 be eliminated~ tn order foll;' 

thit to be ace-,u.,hed it ls ne¢a.$sary to define efficient .~ :tnefft ... 

e$.~rtt level,1;1 of g0W~nt:. Oklahoma sboul.tl p1:Q1nOte :r~search by the 

mny comp¢;1tent 41etbiomistt$, p~U.ticat 6¢.:i.entd.st$, e.itd sd1;1¢a.tOI'$ wU:.hii.1 the 

illtat~ $0 tbflt :1n.effietent 1<ave:1o of s<>w~,ent in Oklahoma may be deter"' 

~ned ~ It 1h-ld ~ .~eeognized that ce~n ;p.ia.rsely populated ~reas 



th$ $\:ate. t411 heive. t.o «>ntinue operatin$ inelfi.<.d.ent unit& ~f iOV~t:nment .. 

'.a.()l;revet ,, tilth el!>i1t supe.rvis.ion ~t,ch wits. r;,.if go'l.'l'erntnent .co.rt be kept to 

~, minim~. 

It ~YQuld be mr.>re dtf:f i.cutt. fo:i;: local gove.r~nts t:o be f1/$C~11y 

trresp()t\tl,:!ble if re.al pt'<>l.)erty werr.~e. (:J.~sessed by tha $tate.. liowEnrer, 

~inee determining pr~,et."ty t~~ rates ,,111 bt left tn the band$ o.f local 

gove~n.~nt~. it Its n~essaey for tbe state to detetmUe $ acceptable 

m.:i.n~1~ t~ rate as a contl:U:ion £olt' stat~ a.id .. 

!her~ L\re thoae wbo, will lir~ue that th~ p.iogl"am s~.mittted by this 

th.eats places t<;>o L11uch dependen~. U!)on the assumed 'v.r:lodoni of ~n 

~leete<l 1eeis latu~ • 'they vd.11 $uaiest that ~:ra reU.Gn<!~ {lboula b~ 

pl¢1:ced upon aha>:4'\d tt;mas and other meffll; t.lbieb ·~. not ·~~ c lo[iely 

't~gulete.d b,y the legts1at::ur¢. A good twrtion. ~f state atd$ !llfJ. $.t e1d.Gts 

.in. Oldah:Pl.'lm tod~y, .is bnsed upon ·p.ograwi• whieb a;-e not .easily cotl• 

ttolled by tbe 1e~1slat:ure and it be.e been demonstt:ated that rfuch 

ptogf'~ da not ::iat:tsfy a n.~be:r; of ~or:tent eCQ11.0mte ~rttewi!t" !here ... 

fo.te .• tt ~:. «ntcludiad t:hat !f the.re ta propott1onatla l'~p~ei:e\1ta:t:ton !n 

the :bag:le latu:i:e frmn i,u:a.1 and utban a.t'eas, n~J;iumi,nz tbts 'te.l?l'es~ntatS.Qn 

b infobled .. ~ it.as augg~rrte.4 above, and t:hG e leetota.te de1Iian<l$ ,wood 

p(:;tf<;1~ce fr'Om tbetr leai!Slato;:s the state ~id ptogt.am .can be tanpt-ov~d~ 
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TAX AID) DIIT LXMXTA'IIOU PLACD VIOi 
LOCAL GOVIBlllllffl If ftl SIAU 

Ille clepemlence of local unit• of ,ov.,,....t upon the aute for 

ff.naucial •••ut.tnee •teu from the coa1tttutlonal ad atatulor, ltmtt.a• 

ilou·plaeed upon looal govemment•, ,-- ,o ta 04 IHinOli. lt tt the 

purpo•• of tht• ••ct:loa to rev:l.ew tlle1e 1tmtlat10l'Al. 

'Dle COl'IStttutlc:m coatere tile ,_.nl ,owes of tuati.oa 1,1poa tht 

tegi1l111ture. '*'tile Lea11latu1te aba11 provide by law fott •n ._.1 UR 

1ufflcd.ent • with other r•ourcet. to 4e.fuy tlul •t...,ted ott.ttnary 

eapenae, oft.he Stace for each lt•Ml ,-r."l In tum, tile 1411i1l•tute 

it given the power to confel' tn:Nd teaing authortty upoa local aov•m• . 
men.ta. na,e Llgitlature •hlll1 .- tmpNe tae• l.o• the,....,_. of any 

oount1. eU:7, or town or other muaic1pal eoq,ol'ation but may by aen•ral 

law• confer upon the proper a\i:thortti•, .. • the powel" to •••• and 

collect euch tbfle/•2 the coutitutf.on dffl: not 1tld.t tu 1ea11lat'lll'e 

wU:h ••pect to tite type of tae• it may authodze local aov__.nt:, to 

levy. !heoreitcal.ly, tn• lestalature •r aranc tatng •thority to local 

·uult• of aove,........t c-,arable to that po•••••-" by the Jtate.3 

lok10-., i'NSU!!IM!lh Art .. 10, aec. a. 
l11>1c1. • ••• 20. 

3a. ,. ftott1toa, a MJ&m 2' 8klllulil fa1:Sl!DS (W.naaa, 1956). 
,. 119. 
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Bvea though the legf.slature:•y allow local gov~•t• to 1~ any 

of a number of taau in practice they have b.ee~ c.onf:!1144 to the propeny 

· · tu., vi.th· • fw UCleption.s· involving· eitie$ end towns. · 

ihe power of local unitt t.o uee the property· to· has. i>-.· ,:eitd.cted 

by cout:lt.uttonal prnteiona. · i'irt;t'. of ~11 ·eertef.n· pr:opetty ,:11: G$npl 

· · All · fropon.t@ used for: . free public l:i.bra:derr, fl'<te 1m111eus, · p@U.e 
ctaetad.ee,. property .ased exclueively for echool1., colleges, an.4 411 
p1:opett1 used •elueiv-ely for religious and ebarit•ble purpoaes, and all 
pl'operty of the United State•, and of the State; household goocla of the 
head$ tf· famt.U.et • tools. tmpl$1.ente • and lt.v8'to.:k · employed in ·the 
support ·Of the f•:Uy,. not exceed:tng oae hundred do11•ra in valut. 4ad 
JU. growing erops., •. • • all t1:atemal ctrtJbe» bomea, au other orphan 
homes, toa•tlier'With all thetr charitable fund$ ••• •• euch preptrty 
• may · be txentpt bJ t.·eaton · .of tnaty •ttp¥14tiont. •1•tf.ns i>ttwen the 
In.diam o4 the United Statee gov,rment. 4 

The legts.letul'e i• also penaitted eo authoru• any eity or tOWD to 

--,t mem1faetud.ng utabliehment• and public utilities :£rout umaletpal 

tuatlon fol'• period aot to exceed five yul'a~' 

The eomtU:utioa does not apliei.tly taempt 4D)' ,-,t of the uaaae4 

valuation of bdmelteadt from tM!8ti«.n but it o,.- th$ <if>Otr :tor statutory 

:U.mttatf.on by atating tlult "nothing in tllia C01'&1t1tutioo $hall 'l>e held, 

or COl'lltwed, to prevent the claesf.fieatiosa of propet:ty for t.Q$tlon ••• 0 6 

fterefore. f,:om 1936 on, homeat.eadl are u:-,i from all forma of ffll valor:<Dmi 

ta:1114tion to the extent of $1,000 of the .,,•••eel valuattoa.7 

4oktakoma• §!D!g&gpt&e.a, Al't. 10, aec. a. 
511>t.4. 

' Dt.t.. • see. 22, 

768 Okla. St, Ami. eec. 34. 



,, 
the conett"1tion further restrtcts local govemment•s use of the 

pl'operty ta by limiting the property taiivn1tet A :total af U ratlls uy 
be 1.-1ed for the general ope.r•ttng c:osta of all local: govenment• .1. 

School diacr1.ct1 receive J mills ·and tbe remainder 1, •p,o~t.toned to the 

eamty, town; aa4 •choe:l ·dietrtet ·by .. thil f.r!O-uuty ••J.ae boien:d,9 llCMIWert; 

• mntetpaltti hat 110 lG1al :r:oeoul'Sll lf tt ii aoa granted a pord.cm of 

the 15 Cltll 1~ .. 10 An .a4df.t1oaal 4 aiU.t t• levte4.f.n each-~ountr fol' 

11cllool pu.t'fOl•h U lbe seheol ttiat:ri.ct Ii upcm. eurtifieaticm of neu by 

the board, of edueot.ion of the· dt.att:ie.t. may .levy •. a4cltttona1 t• *I.ch 

t•. no.a ·to ace1ed 15 mtlle,.ll. 'lb.e tcbo~l dtstrtct my alao ,ttlft$ -. 

-.raency levy ta a. fi'lll(Nnt m,t · ta· emceed $ ml.1.ls when approve.ct b,y • 

. majority . of the elector, tn the distl'let vottag on tb.e qu•t·toa .. 13 'the 

eleetorate in counties; ef.ttes, tOWR$, u.4 8chool <H .. 1t.rtc11 .are allowed 

t.o approve •n· dtltti.oaal levy· for the futpose of erecctag f"bU.c build.

tup.. Tbe ad4tttona1 levy c,arm.ot e,c~eed s mtl1t tm assessed value of 

property located tn tbe territorial · juril,HUett.oa of the· 1.ocal un1tf 

approri.ug: the .. lffy ,.14 The conttitutton aleo provtflei . that in itdd1tlcm 

to th$· U mill levy • 

. eount~es ••• school cff.:atwtcta,, ciete, and to'lfflt shalt 1avy svfftetent 
$1dittcma1 HVem.te to ¢Nate a 1iald.ug flil1d to be used,, ft.rat:. f<n' tb~ 

S0k1ahoma, £9R1g,&~y.1tj.on~ Art. 1.0, tee. 9. 

-9tbi4 •. , 

l~ornt()n.,, p. 130. 

Uoklahoma,. ~f;J.tuei9Jl. ht. 10, $e~. '" 

1211,14. 

tl1bu. 



paymei.,t ¢)f traterut· coupou as they faU. due;, $econ for the pa~ of 
bonds•• they £all due; thtr4 for the paynum;t of 1ucb .-,rt• of Ju4ameats 
a, euch mum.etpal:lty may$' ~Y law. be rE:qu:lred ·to pay,. J:S · . · . . . 

Am tddtt.tonal, levy, not to ~eeed. 1 1/2 mt:Ue, ·fllaY be le.vte4 annually&, 

e county for the pu:r:poae of matnt.alntng a d$pat'tialftt· o.f ··~ealth wtth:ta 

the oounty.lf> Upon the approval ·of: the,maj~i;:lt-y·Gf the· 9J,al1fiEJid voteu, 

an ad valOl'em tn o'2 11ot leas than 1 mU1 and not . to. aceed: a •ills 1, 

to be lev1.S by each county for the p1tt1>Qae 1f est.-o1Uh!-q ~ 

maintl.liniag :public libraries, and lil>'l;'al'f ·$i1ltvices,11 · , , .. ·. ,· · 

Loe.al units of gov•~nt found:the use of th• propertyia• 

ir•tri.~te<tto ag~ter e1tten, tn. 19.$8 when· a luntta.ti®,WU·plaeed upon 

the Mltta•-4 valtie of teal prc,perty ad tM1Slbl• personal property, A 

eonstttu.tiftal ~ellt: provides that rut pro,t,rt7 ad t4\18tble petr• 

tonal pr<>,an,r ia not to '1e uee,sed at more th.~ JS r,ere.ent ef 1~ fur 

oasb value. estiui$tecl at tke. price it would bs;>ing at a fair veYluntay 

eale.18 

Local units oi ge'.V'enment are reatric.te4 VJ.th r••pect to the ~t 

of debt they •1 iPcur, The eonatltution 4eclal'es, 

no ooun.ty, city. tcnm, to1mtibtp. school tU.strict, O't other polttioal 
eQrporatt,nh or ,ubdiv1s1on of the State, thaU be allowed to, become 
:i.:a4ebted, • ~ to an GDlOUnt ueeedi.ng, tn any year, the tneome and revenue 
prqvidAIMI fff such y~. without the assent of tlu:-ee fifth.$ 0,f th~ votet-llh 
tber,et. , • not ta c•c:• t<equ:l1:ing eu¢h. ••eat, shall any iad.eb:tednea• 

1.5111:1.ct .. I 8$¢:. 2$-

16:tbid., see. 9•. 
' . ' 

1711,1,.. aec., lOa. 

lloktah~• £<ml~ib51tn, Art. 10, sec. 8 .. 
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u allowed to 'be ineurred to an amount , including ex:t,t:trag indebtedneiui, 
in the aggregate exc4edin.g fiv; per cent.um of the valuatic,n of the 
taxable property therein. • .1.· 

l'bere are a nuxni>er of e~eept:iona to the above. tf a school dtstriet has 

an ab.solute need. they may JI with the eo11aent of t.hreil!l fifths of the 

vot$rt, bt.cur an :l:ndebtedness, including u:tsd:ng indebtedness , e~ceedtng 

S percent, but not to exceed 10 percent, of the vabu1tion of taxable 

property within tbe ecbool dbtriet. 20 lncorporat~,H1 d.tie# and tOWi'i.$ 

a1:e penrd.tted ta exceed the 5 percent debt U.mit for the purpose of 

purchasing, c<m$ttucting or repairing public utilities ,:21 

Thia Supreme Couitt has ruled that th~ S percent debt limit applies 

only to net debt.22 I.n determining whether the pt'opo$ed bond issue of~ 

local govermnent will increase its indebtedness beyond the S perc¢ftt 

limit the proposed bond issue t.s added to the wtstanding bond is,ue and 

from this total cash and seeurities in the sin.king fund 4re deducted. 

'the figure so derived is the net debt of the local goverMtent. There• 

fore, loe•l govermnents who have reached the S percent gros• debt. limit 

my issue a.dditd.onal bonds to the. extent of asaets in the sirud.ng !-und,,23 

Tb.ere a,:e three basic l~eb of loeal 3averiwent, the county, the 

echool district and the city or town.24 la.eh ltt,cal unit t.s au.owed a net 

19oklahoma. ~ns,tituU.on, Art. 10~ sec. 26. 

20Ib1d. 

21:tt,id., sec. 21. 

2.2Qkla. St. !nn. £o»Jtitut&on, Notes ef Decisions, Noteg. p. 603~ 
JU.rk v. Sehool Dist •. No. 24 of Greer County, 108 Okla. s1. 333 P. S96 
(192S). 

%3aobert k. Carr, Stag~ Coru;r.ol. 2', Local f1nana J& msllhel!t 
(No~, 1937). P~ 25. 

24xn addition to these three levebi Oklahoma b.as a number of 
special districts. 



ti 

ilebl U.l\lt of $ ,-cent of the ••••• va·lue of tlUble ,ro,-r1y wttbia 

th•tl' n11pactt-,. Jud.edietirms. 'tb.ueiore, for the eOQRty • a whole lhe 

4et .Ulld.t u U peroent of the ••••• value ·of C-*bltt property wtthla 

. 2S ..... ,, .. ~ : . l 

· the COlmlj aad city may tacreaae th•i~ t•btecla••·..,._. the . ' . . 

S .pwceat 1:bd.l by ueutng a;ectal •••-t bo...-. 1M Supr_. Couft 
. ' 

bu lle14 we tu ctty ol' county ie merely• eoU•ccion ea••· for ho14trt 

of i.,rov .. at hoadt. ·cher•fore. •uc:h bond• cilo aot .._. tb• U.abllity 

of tbe 10.-1 ualt,26 

flae thlt pl'ovtcl• -.oeb.er Mthotl bJ whloh • local um.a of 

aovet'l'lmeac.•1 ctrc\llV'tnt tile 5 ,-rceat ftbt 1'81c. the flnt ... 

lnvolvlag Ille ute of a tl'Ult 1,y • c.ity • • •tlmd ol evdS.a& the 

I pel'Mllt debt U.m.t wa 1a. Okl.._. Cf.ty Id...,._ tn.i .... 1n 1t56.!7 

1M clty of OlclAoma ftty 1 ... d lit at~ to the Ok~ City 

'4rpoft tn,, whlch WM• c:balhl>l• true cdat.S foir •be purpo1e of 

..,u. the etc, ·to l••• l»nda, thl'Oqh the lrutt, a.d Ne the proc:eNI 

•• em'IIJtruet but1dtnge ad enlarge atrpoa !acl1it1•• a. lui.ldf.ap tad 
·' 

at:r,on '-clltttu wre t• k 1eaffd co•• lrd.ted Stat• 1w•J:111Mac. 

luch •• •ffalll_.t •• ctaalleagect .. Mina ta vtolaticm of the c_.t1tu• 

tlonal debt U.111f.utt<n1 plA.cecl oa loea1 aov•immt•• ft• cwrc •aU that 

even thouab ••• 

15th•• ue •peel.al -. .. tn Whlcb tile ._ ... ._.. de'bl U.ait fow *t 
county -, ace.S U pereeGt of the u•eo•d valQe ·of taxable '"'°"Jty 
wtthta the •••Y• Boao1 ae,rt.eu may 1 ....... e: their aet ••t te 10 
pereeac. of ·the••••• value ot cauble prop•rty wt.thin the •chool 
418lrlct and oitl• or tawn1 •Y aceed t:N S ,e:r•at 1.tad.t to COMtruet 
public utilttt•. 

ltctty of Ma• v. Kelly. 238 ,. 466, 110 Okla.-.• 174. (l't25). 

17Har,u ,. cu:, 01 Oklah ... c,c:1.·0kta •• 199 •• Id 131 (1956). 
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tt"UStees of, a trust for· furthetancf: of )>ubltc pu);1)-,s.es are by law a state 
•1enoy,. · indebtedneae · incurred by · them. · and payable· sglely from. ttwJt 
fUitateand ite ravemies· ta.not violative of the aonst:ituttonal.eecticm 
prescribing procedure for raiai.ng nd 1imitatic>na on put,U.c · 
tndebtednes• •. is · . · .... : . . • ·. .: .. ·. · · .. , .· . . . , . . . 



'l'A'!t ialM.l'!'A'.l'IO~ilS· ·m".J\QO. UPON Mt.'liltCtl?At;Il'lBS · 
BY !Im STATE 

levied by the ex.::lse board for support ¢if the daily oi;>ttration of l@cal 

gcwermae11.t .. l · Therefo:re, · ei:ties and tot~ htive turned • to· otbe1" s,1.>urees 

provided. services $U.Ch a.a water supply, gtn:'bage disposal and 1n taaily 

~ases light an¢! powe:r supply.2 In 4dditiQt1 to charge~ fot' munic!p<1lly 

1r:evided services .J c:!tiea and to~s · a.re per,-..idtted to b1pa.se a u'Wlliber of 

licen/ife tax, d.og t~ and a £:raru:hise ta:;.i of tWI.J parcara·t of tb.e 3ros1 

proceeda of privately mmed public utiliU.es .3 

l:tbid., page 132. 

3tbid~ 
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may :fr(ffll$: 11 ',Jbmrtet fft I.ts own sm,e~t,. e01Wtetet1t wltb. mm su&jtet 

to the eon1titutt.• and 1'1ws of. tbs State. •tit fhe 8vprea Courti Me 

stated that the pt.nrpo1e of thu eeetlon h to, t•.-a-o.i,a.te t• .uoteifa1 

gQVe~t of ettte, contaiuiq e ,o,wl.ation 1>f ~e, chl.n·2.ooo in'hattl• 

ttantl f:t«t tS. eout1:o:.t ton.ter1y eu,:,cisecl ~ thmri i,,'. tibe· ~si•J.~~~-ua 

Mer:rl11 asaena the.ti 

thf:: ffit tat:er,retatton la that 4 ho. m.le cb.a,;eer "l• ao beeOtite the 
o:rg-1.c: 1• ofn tha: city "goveflltlllent, ali4 ts. t~_au.per:sede tbe -~ of 
the •tat• ·ta 'c•fU.et. th$i~th• tn' so ,-· oa11 ,..- thef atteai,t to 

, N&Uiet:e 0!9'1lll),1' mnictpal. affalri~.0 . 'TIM aJOlration .of t~ .proh·l• .,1 
tlvl. 1upr~y of state law ~Jr '"1. qe,rcife of -1~1,-1 , .. , 4$pen4s. 
on '*wlletheal' ~u~h law pen:ai~, .tt. S4Ulet:a1 matte~ of t~, is-tat~ ~ its 
s~~ or: peeul14r1:, to ~dpal diatrs. •17 . · . ·. . 

,· ' . . . . '. . . 

· i:a . .,. ·,eri.ea · -of e4,ea they ._..,. ta11:'11'l tM v:l- · th4t 't~: .e•ter ·,n..., 
• ', • •• !: . ' ,' ' ' ' ' ' . • 

·vaus OV.t , .... ii:ai law with ~-e.pect ·to·~t10ti fot ~c:t,al'~s~., 
. ' ' ·, ' ' ' .. . ' : . 

· · 4ok1-.i..,. Constttutt•,: · ~t t · l.81 see .. la-~-

. -$~pr.,_ ·cow:t 4$ \IOed.· ii\ 'thli:t o.hapte;r ir~fet:e to .t1- $••. CCN~ 
•f t:he sute of Okl~ho.,. · · · · · · · · · · 

' , ' I 

·7M4utice a. Mert>it.111 HQomtttutional ~- B.uh fos;,_ C:ltl.tf • OklebOm 
1'erilioai O --~ l.aw R,,evie,,!, V <*Y• 1952)1 '150. · · · · · · · · 

~$ti! WOl'X.'tfflil Jr. ll, -~,:autioru Mtmieipal ()pe:rat:i• ci>f hbli.c. 
et.tl.t1;iea;_ source,_ of Nunic:tpal _Revenue in. OkJ.~," .9l«J!Q!il l!I. 
&!d,~. 1 (Ma;, 1948)t 96. . .. ' . .· . 

'j11>14~ . 



1'1le a1te:r1\4tive appl'onih has 'been ta ¢<>WJider 8eueral iQ.tts of the sttlt'e 

to Pt'l!va.11 over tt,e wnittipality•.s power t() taK.10 ·i"he latt~r bas been 

b$.sed. upon ~be reaaonins tbat since the letislaturt baa the power to 

delesate t~ng author:U.:y to loeal untta of g~~nt it ~:tao · ~s the 

power to pla.e.e limitations upon such a.utbo1rity. U 

Iru1em.uch a, tbe county GK.etse board ia not r~:flUired to apportion 

.aey p.al't of the lS mill l1;;1vy to cities l'lnd towns the l4tter ~re forceil 

to SWJ;l,l.lf11!h·fo:r 4dd1ttonal ,ourcas of revenue. However, the 1e8ie1at~l!fe 

is th~ otal.J body bsving the constitutional ,-er to levy ta2tea t tn turn 

the legisl~tut-e mgy ;rant the ?()Wer to levy t~'1 to local units Qf 

gQV'f.Utnment ·~ Tb.is raise$ t:Ilo q-Ues.tion as to the de31:ee ()f' 1oe,al finllln• 

c:t•l autonomy granted .t>y the a'home rulen ptoViston.. The<teforei it 1$ 

necessary to e~mjt1e s~ of the court cat;es ~ i~vo1vin3 uhome ttalen, 

as they determtn~ the. degree of control the state ltas ovinr wnicipa1 

lbcrtl:, .aft~l' the Oltlalwma Constitution wcmt .into effe~t the fi~st 

C~$C; involving f:lttaneit.tl J0'WCX'$ (>f 0 hO!Jle ffll~ti Cities(:- 1)ef()%'$. th@ 

Supreme Court~ Tllo earlier cas.e; invotve,d tlle p(Kif#t' of ''hOile l'ulet1 

~it.tee to levy a-rA ctJlleet prop~:rty taes tor ~ttipal pur,os(!S in a 

~UQ:1 different fro.~ t1Ult provided by the. g'l:tie;-al l~ws .of the st4'te, 12 

In a case in 1913 the Sup:i:ema Court deelded. that even i!l 0 bome ttd.r.:'~ 

eitios tlae le;islature has authority to provide fo:r taxes fo:r the suppert 

of functions tn which t.ba state haa Q. sov:erei~ int<!lreat .. 13 ln the y4'iar 

1011,14 .. 

;1tbid. 

12 ... 4'= • 11e . '\1 "l!C)i J;;u.:irr:t . .,,., f • ""' ., ,. 

13Ibid. 



1917 · too Supr,• ·Court: ~ld tl1at in .a dtWlti.Ot\\ wi1er~ the tu ts solely 

f~r mw:1.ict~:l pin:pQaos the · p.:rovisions in t.i'le ch3lne,r, · pe:rt1,1tnin; · t~ · su.~l't 

t~:~s, pt-aiVQ.ilt o\~t $~te. · law. :IA · 

?iJerrill ~rd:to~ t~t the· @ettine s~t fo~tb in thliifil · ~a1:lv deei"' 

filQ11$ di<! not r~~in effective for ~Y leusth of time., 11e. sayt,. 

the tmpraet.!cabil:U:yof two $JS.teru of ad ·v.a1erer.) ta.f«ifl UJfn t)~opertJ tf) 
pt"ov:lde revem.tE! for t:he. lll!inteunc'-11 .of . the poltce. system JJ,e~e the stttte 
hsis ·t: sovereign interes~ l .••. on the· one hand. a.nd for· tb:e SUJPQl"t' Qf 
the of fiJ.<a of tbe ~yor lJn this @$e the st~te 401& m:>t ha;y~ a "ve"iin 
!uterass_/ .... on the ot:he,;11 need$ little d~a,11Stwat.ton.lS 

there· ~i:-e two $'.O~ltnte met:t\Ods of :tm,oEJint; au4 eollectina t1d valt:rer.1 

taxes upon· th~ swrte propertz, by· different .tmd.r~ uni'.ts· ·e®cftt:;;ioi1 itll the 

end. r~eult,16 

':?b¢ · S11preme Court ~eversed · th$ City <1! · CoU.iru}riU~ dG'#<:ts10l.l. in · a 

1,24 ¢ase !:nwlving tri.e u*1G wule;0 gha.1:toll' provt$.1ori$. of· tlie City ot 

Sapulpth The ~lw.rteit fflltboi:':i.ted, 0 ~fl~s:1:$.<ml'Jts to p.rmde for ·~ raystsnt 

fo.r··asse~sment:. equali2at1.on, levy and collection of all mu:nie.i:pil 

t~,.u11. UJ>Qft' l;)Usch· ~athcrization the C~S$i@1.te"'.$ f4GC1'ed a c,t.ty o~d:11, 

na.r1ee. fo,: lt'eal:1.:d.~ upon tu U.ens which was different from. stae.e: la~ 

pertaim.11g tet ,.sucb anaet;ers. In rulit13 ~a tbi$ cQe tke supreme:·Ct~t 

h~ld tlu,d~ t~ti0t1 :i~ 2 mtter of· geu¢~~1. st~t~ conee;:ri .~. t.ller~f(JJre 

et3te law f!Uit p:rev~:S.1 OV(!t' eha.z-te:i: p~iaiofls. Ul It w~~ ~l.sQ ~:tnt1d · 

l4ok1a. S.t. Ann. Constitution,. tiotefil of neciej.~~ ?tote l, f• '190t 
Cit:1 ·Of C:ollinsville v~ Wardt 64 Okla~ 30, 16$ f. 114S (1911)~ 

' 
lS.tet-wiU l> p. l.SO. 

lix1>1c1 .• 

11:tbtd~ 

l8n '1l>. 1. ·. l<:! • """1.tt, r• "'· 



out 'by· tbe Su,re~ Court that eonstttzutioii1.al pl!'evit;)ioiis e;apres$ ~. Gte;ii-e 

that thote be unifo~tt7 :ln t~tic>rh Ace.:,l;'t111~l7 such ~ obj.active ts 

nl!lt attainabl$ if •thome. rule'' cities are f,z,o~ to &1imple~ut the11l' t"e..; 

$pective pol:tcies u,o~, :the S\lbjeet •0 19 

Acco,:'di~ to tierril.1 th~ just:U:i~t.io11 £or tlhe S&pulia deeie101t is 

t~t; '•an val(.fr®m taut:tcm for any ptn:pose is G\ st.ate affail! re,.u,ived 

,~om conti-c,l .of bOl!le tu.le cities .1120 le c.ontends tl~t the, 

4octd.ne i.'>f ,t te $UPJ:.~~Y in the field o,f ad VAl~rem t.aaat:ton seems 
sound. enousb . c~UIJ!l the makers. ef the ••. , .e:onetitutton, ..... felt ••• 
thliil topie wa.s of sufficient imp<>rtanet.l to :i.ns~rt a sped.fie ge.11e~al 
limitation on the tax x-ate fer city purpose$~21 

The Sapul~ dac:laian. bas led city o!tteials ti> beU.e~ cities c~•· 

~ot levy t~es not e,peeifically penutt.id ~, the ttllte.. The Supreme 

Court hast not 1leat"ly defined too power c,f f.lit1ea to taa. h on:e hand 

the fJ'up~~- C<:n:n:t ,aems to 3t"ant: cities ~ .ijteat O.f$~.ll of fine1tcial 

ft~ed<mt. Mtn-111 a.sserts that.; 

the s.aeul,pa 4e~:LsiQn merely :r~ject.s the Col\iqvtU.e dQt:enu.neU.on bi c5o 
f~r as the ma.teer •f local control welf ad v~lo2:'• t~tion ls e()n~em~dr;. 
l!?~ving the gene,:~l do.¢t:rine of the ColU.nsv111e ~.ase tn efftct a.s to 
~ther t~tes. 'th:ts a~nt .ia butt.ress.;ed ·j)y the fact that. ,. • the 
Sapulpa <ieelsion wa~ not:. ef'f~etive to oust ~ :r:ule jud .. sd.i~ti<>n ovel! 
,peeial as~e.ss~~t$,22 

·On tbe oth~r hand th.el:~ ei,re a ntm1ber ~f ,ecis:t~nis wbi~h a&swwa the tax ... 

i~ p~t.lr of Hume ~1e0~ cities is to b~ fll:t:'Mted. 0t1..lt by t\wi 

1egf$1ature .• 23 ln the Dick:bison and Marl~r dec:l/$!.ona the court h~ld tl,e 

lfMenillli p. 181. 

20:rb:td. 

2llbid,. 

22:ttf,id .• , !it. lS.2. 

23t'btd.ll a farte Dickinson, US Okla. 266, 230 P~c. 797 (1929h 
Ix P~rte ?~rle:r~ 140 Okla •. 194, 282 !iac. 3$3 (192th Fa<rley v. Watt, 
165 Olde.. 6, 23 12d 6S7 (1933); Cain'.s Coffeij co. v .. City of i,iuekegee::; 
111 Okla. 635& 44 :P. 2dSO (1935). 



-,~~of.au~ ,u1e~· city to· l.~vy an oc<lupattoo ta-~: fitoi'!i the 

l.4gts1atun ratbet: tlwn ftOJn the city''a chi.1:rter.it+ ln rarle1. Wl'iU'1. 

Watt the court mle4 that a 0 b.ome rule0 city :ts b~ bf .atatt.ttoq, 
' ' 

U.itd.tlitito'11S with i:es.pect to 1ev,tng oeeupatt• ~.is ln t.'bG t:a:1n•e 

Cot£•• C~ dcia1¢ioa it was deelatt4 that the dgb.t of a 0 ~ ital.eJJ 

ott1 t~ ta tht ~eu~ttion of a wh~lceale &J!'Qe$1!' rru,t be 81$nt«! the 

oity bf a 1cgtahit:t~ ~d~ni.26 

,~ the above d.i:seus~d.on it is 1$p~mt. tW M~ J:Ulen e!t1$a 

M.W. cmly a minf.mal. ~t of f'1nanci.al •t~, -~ c,Uty buds~t ~t 

"eubmitt•ct tt· the ~tty ~ue_boa*'4- fGr wevi~w .. 2'1 fbe ,-e&- oft~ 

city ti) al$eaai levy QlltJ. colleet ad vtt.1o~. t .. $ eontw4'f7 to geneml 

laws oft- ttatfa ts ~stt'QM.ble. Finally, tneria ba...w ~ti- adv$tae 

de~let~- when t~ ~if:y w1$b'iid to l~tzy ttU»G liOt ias,li.citly granted by 

tll.e lqUlatWNf!., 

!tJitJid .. 

"tbtd, 

2&11,u. 

171tya v. BO&cb DINI Cfh;. 113 Old.a., 130 (I.JU)~ 



,old. From the total coU.ec:ttou 22 p(n:cent it t:r-.mnd.tted to e@Untiu 

t.o be uted by tb~ eounty eoanieeic>nf#lt for t~ purpose ef mai11t~inins 

, count..1 ht11hwa:,s attd permanent bridges. 1'he ,r._,emi1 is apportioned '" (:OU~:<-' 
' ,. ' ' ' , '' . 

tits ln the followttag manner; 40 per¢etit of the total ts di.etr!buted to 

the v•rtw, countto, in the p:roportton wh1cb the county road m.1•10 of 

M~h county bears to the total state road mtlea;e; 60 pel'cent of the 

total ia dttt:dbuted. to tile various counties w the buia of whf.q;b th~ 

t,opulatioa and area of taeh county bears te tiae total ,apulatlion 600 a11ea 

of the etate.l Citiee ~. inc:o,rporated t~s receive S per~•t of tlie 

total c.oUtction•·• fbe appcu:ttomneut. is based uptm tho pert';tmtage whiebi 

tht ,Ol,'mlatilon ef a city c>r town bea:ra to the total ,opulation of all 

tncol',orated c:Utu flu.d t(M\$ in the state.. the cltiq and tOW!n, A'l'i!l 

1'equ1t'ed ,~ -~ tba proceeds for the :repab' and matitteM~ce .of tt'l'eett 

~nd alloye •. 2 . 

An additt~l •eise th ef one &7ld <me ... half (letits ,e.~ aw.Uo~ of 

$UOUae 101.d t. collt11cted by the Tu ~riion. !fail! "evenue a~eruins 

,_.oni the one•haU cent: t~ ts •PPGt/ttoned to the ¢aunties as fcUow1u 

lea Okla. St. Ann. G(;ll'J" 659b, 

2:tbt~h 

100 
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40 percent of the total is apportioned to the counties tn the pr:oportlcm. 

wich the county road mileag• of each.county bears to the total state 

road m:tleage; 60 percent of the total ts ditt.ributed to the v:arioua 

counti.ee on the Nii& whtch the population an4 area of each eounty bea:rs 

ta the total population and area of th•. state •. !tie county commissioners 

are to use the funda for the eonst1'Sctton an« ututenaace of county and 

. townabip highways~ permanent bridges ·on United State nral free deltvery 

artd contract mail routes, an<! school district bu1 routes.3. 

'~e rev,anue frora • additional exct•e ta of ·one ce.nt per gallon of 

gasoU.ne sold 1a apportioned to the counties for tbe purpose of con"" 

atructing permanent bridges and culverte. located e. school bus routes 

and uil route., and for surfacing rural roade wbteh a1:e Jehool bus: 

1rout"1 and matl routes. ?be basis of distributing the revenue is ae 

follows1 one third of tb.• t.otal is distributed on the "'ie of tbe 

preportton the county aTea :ta to the total area of the at:ate; one third 

of the total · ta dietr1buted on the 'ba1U1 of the proportiOJJ the wral 

populatton·of the county 18 to the total rura.l population of the etate 

(rural population 1, defined as including the popul4tion o:f all wntc• 

ipalities wtth 1•• than S,000 population); one third of the total 

collecti<mt is distribu;ted on the boia of the proportin the road 

mileage in the county is of the total road mtleage in the etate-4 The 

c(;tUnty c01111lisstoners are •llowed to use the i:41eeipts from tbis sou.ice of 

revenue, when. approved by the majority of the ¢omiseionera, :in mat-chtq 

federal funds for any cc,unty highway.5 

3 . Ibid. • sec,. · 660c. 

41td.d., sec. 699.2 •. 

5tbt.4. 
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An aciae ta. referred to u a apecial fuel use tax, of fout' cents 

,- gallon 1• levi•d upon die1el f1,1el, kerosene, distillate or ,t111ilar 

preduc,u which mar be u1ed to propel motor veht.clu. Ike Tax COlll'ld.esion 

alloqtea 14.%.5 pet-cent to the vart.ou• countiea in the proportion which 

the population and al'ea of each county bear• to the population and •r• 

ef the 1tate. ._ tunde a-,e to be ueed by. the cauaty coml11tonen for 

the puq,01e •f eoMtl'lletlon and -.1ntenance .of eou11ty htghwa71 and 

,asnaanent brtdgn.6 

An dd:lttonal •peel.al fuel wae tu amounting to oa and one•half 

cent• per gallon :la eo11ecte4 1»y the tax C..t.J11on. Ille r•enue acerti• 

tag Ira -.•half •.ni• per gallon tax t, dutributed to the ceuntiea. 

tile Tax c-1a.1ioa d:Utrt.buta 40 percent of the total to the various 

tountt .. a the l»Qu of. the proportion which. the county road ad.leas• 
l>eu• t• the total rc,,ad 1111eage of the ,cat• and 60 perent 11 cH.atr1b• 

utecl co the va'l'iou• c._itM oa tM buf.a which the population and area 

c>! •ch county ·but:$ to the total poptalattoa ancl •rea of the •t•te,. the 

func11 arc••• for coutructf.on ad mainte-ee of cou11ty ad town,bip 

bi.gh.wy• ad pe'l'IIUent brf.dgU on Vrd.tect State rural h'ee deU.vel'Y' and 

eontnct maf.1 l'Ollte, ad tcbool di1trt.ct bu, routet. 7 

A "t-,or-,," ta of•• eent per gallon on ,,-cf.al fuel.a wat levied 

in 1953. fttt ta-. to a.,~l'e tn 19.55. However, the law vu .. ded 

in 1955 in order to .-ten4 the uae of the ta.8 'l'b.e total .-ee•ipta frem 

the taac Alf& apportioned to the varieua countie• foy construction of 

6lb14., tee .. 7$7 ~•· 

7 ..... -
4,R.J.4t 
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permanent, l>r:Ldges and culverts located on ·school: bu1 routes and for ·the · · 

aurfacina of zv.ra1 roadf.r which are ecb<>0l bUI routes add mall routes. 

the fundsi are diet.rttJUted to the various counties· as follewt · · one third 

of tb.c:t total· collections .:ts. apportioned to eounttea ·•n the.·baets .of t.he. 

proportion:'1:be, area of a county ,iJvto ·tlle total area of the stat.e; ·one· 

tbt:rd on the· batd.8 ·of the proportion, the· nui:'al population (defined, '&8 

tnaludiag the populatica •f al.l · mun:lcipalitle1 wtth a population of. tus .. 

than $:,000) tn a eeunty ·18· ,c,f ·the total Nral population in the· state; 

irme tblr4 on tke baits of the proportion the road mileage tn the county 

ta:of,the total road mUMge in the state. !be eomm:1,,tonera,areauth• 

':lrized to:use tbe fustds from the tu. upoQ a rujority consent of the 

c-..ust-.n, t.o Witch federal fund• aicling fara to market roade.9 

· fte. st.•te ,1wt• a tu cm ehe sroee value of certain minerals. 

fte grota pnduetiont•x is in lieu of advalorem property ta.es. The 

grosa value.of up'balt. ores bMrtng ·lead zinc, jack. gold, silver. and 

copper is t~ at a -rate of three · fourths of one percent. A tax rate 

of 5 ,-rcent i$·levle4 on. the gross val• of petrolewa •r othet ci:ude or 

idnel:'&1 oil. 'th• gross value of natural gas and/or casinghMd gae ie 

aleo tax•d· at the rate of ·s percent.lo A fraction of gross lHi.'oductton 

tax c:olleotioua ie wetu-med to the contributing cou.ntieth !he To C•• 

a1es1on teturd 10 percent of t'-ltal collections to the county ft:oa where 

the revenue was.collected for the putpose of eonstru.etiug and miutaintng 

county highways.. All addU:ioul 10 per.cent of the total collection$ from 

the cont:i-1bu:,1ng county ta returned to the county and reappol't1oned·to 

9.tbtd., s,c. 727 .6. 

101,t• •• see. 821. 



the school d.tstwlcta on the basio of average daily attendance. lt.t or4et' 

t<> quaU.:fy for: a $hare .of the sroaa pi:oducti® to eanu.n:ked fotl scbOQl 

aid. the· contrf.b\\tiUft county aust have a majat'ity of iu · school cU.atricts 
' . . ' 

with an.average daily attendance of.th:l.t't$en or iMl'e·&tudenc.,. Xn.ord$l' 

for school· ditti-tcts to qualify t:or. a. abar·e ot the. gro•• pr,cxluct1cm ta, 

1retumed to the eontl"tbutiag cou,....ties i• they muat make i1n d velowem to 
• ,! , • , 1,: ',l , ' ' ' : ' I • • ' • ; • • • 

levy of 1$ mtll• atld utn.tain twelve year• of instruction.11 

fte t·tate t.uee the p-ose Jrec.eipts received fl'om the ••lea hC1 
,' ': ! 

d:btrlbution o.f elec1n:toity by rut'41 electric co•ope.rativ• at tbt J:"ate 
. ' . ';. -·: . :, : ' ' . . .' ' . ',• ' '· . 

of 2 percenc.12 From the total collectiens 95 percent is appot'tieMd to 

the counties ift which the remitting eQ•operative owns prroperty" '1:&e 

btiS·:I.•· for apporti<mnltlnt ts the proportion Which the ~\tl'llNr of miles of 

e1eetrtca1 d1stribu.tioa line of the co ... operative ia a eouraty bear$ to the 

total num'ber o:f m:Uea of linea owned and cq,er&t$cl hy the ao•operativt 

wltbi.n the itate.. fte county C:'da$urer 1n tum <H.ttl'i'butes the rteetptt 

te eehoo1 districts according to the proportion the number of naUu of 

1im.e owned and operated by the: co•op•rative within the school d1itrlct 

heart to the total numb~r Qf mUea of line awned and operated by th

~o•operative within the cou.nty.13 

the Ta CQlllln1ssion apportions 95 percent of "'1to and farm truek 

U.eente fees to ihe counties, wharf$ col14.u:ti:adi for tht •upport o.f e~ 

tchoola ln the county. The county treasurer t:lpporttons the rec~1pts to 

the various echool cU.strd.cu within the county on the basis of avei:-qe 

11.tbtd •• ,ec. S27 .. 

12tbtd., aec. 863. 

131b:l.4., see .. 866. 



daily $tte.nda11oe prw.id.ed tht school cU.st1::ie.t mates. ar,i. a~ ·valolt'em ta 

1~ of 15 mill!i and maintJiins twelve y~ar.a o.f 1:nstructlorh 14 

Fl"om t11e· t'm>'&D.Ue of the· Comtllercial vehicle U.censel) and bue mtleage 
' ' 

ta SS·percent is a&)portioned· to countiet fo:r•roads 4nd 2S percent la 

di1U;l':l1butetil to eiU,es and tows. The fraction eanaarked for roadt ts · · 

dtspen1ed. to tb.e couatt.u as fo11owa: · 40 pet:>oent· of the •• ts dis• 

tribute.cl to the· vartow,. counties :!i.1 the propo2rt:1on vhtch the e®ut:,· 1'•4 
'. i 

11Uea1e of each couuty bean to the t~ta1 state road mileage; 60 ,,.rcenc 

of the tum is distr:lbu.ted to the various couatit$ on the basie which t~ 

populatte and area of each county bears. to the total po,ulatioa and ;1r,ea, 

ef tho atate. Ute r~e is uaad by th~ eountiee for the i:.out.w~tion"' 

:i.mpl'OVem.ellt or repair: of highways. lowei11tr, the county trtaaurer ts 
/ .I \ ; /, 

required to depe$it a ;ortion of the receipts in a tintd.ng ~ad for · the 

1'$tirement of interest and annual 4ccrual of iudebtedn•s created by the 

1,s.uauce ·c,f .county or tOW!Ullhip bond1 for road purposea. ·· l11t more tkaa 
, , .: 1: , I, ,· ,. '., I •, 

40 perceat of tbe iec:eipts 1, to be use!S 1n tl\is manner.15 'lhe f,ract1on 

~ked for d.tteli and toWM ta iistrU.tute4 to the eoutta who tn 
'I' ·. ; \ ,I 

tumreappertion the receipts to eitiu an f.\fim$~ 'the ~ntiu -receive 
. ' ' 

their t11hare n the b$$1$ of the proportion which each eounty'a population 

bears to the popul4U.on of th• ,tate. · !be COWtaty tt'eaaurers ,:eapporu .• 

the i:iev•ue to th• etties or tncorpoi-ated towns Oil the baaie whicl!l. tt1e 

population of the cities and inectrporatedtowne bean t• the total city 

and tn.cor,erate:4 town population of the county.· !he cities and towm11 al'e 
1 • ' • 

required to uee the funds for the conatnetia. maintenance, :f.laprovement, 
,; • ! ' '!' 

14470kla. It. ~. aec. 22.2. 

lSlbid. 
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.and liiht:tn~.t of strilllets and alleys. Upon the approval of tbe county 

excise boai:'d ,the cities <!.nd tO'Wn$ may trat!S.fe:r a1-1)" au1:pbui in the street 

.aud a11$y f11.u1d to tht ger~ra.l revenue fund whenever 4n el:!Jet'geucy ~ists 

in the latter.16 

An ·excise tax is int~os~d upon all alcoholic bevet&J.ges tmpo~ted f)?'. 

manu.fa.etured in tile stat(a. Of the tot;.tl i.:lmO'tm.t coH@ctei from tM,$ ta~, 

32.33 percent i.$ apportio~~d to tb.a cow:i.tie$. The county t.reas1.u:er in 

tut'n $pporti.ontii the receipta t:~ the vadous cities and towns within the 

state. 'there iltre U(ll eondittone attached to the revenue from the ~cise 

t~. 'me citifl..s anj to':ims may use the reeeii1ts QS they aee fir,;:.11 

l6lbi4. 

17session l'A1<1s of Oklahoma, 1959, P• 111. 



Crante•tn•dd are used E*¢1w1vely to help li~lll pd.mvy and 

fliaeondaq edWMlttoat th~bwt the state.. SclU)ol dtstd.et., lf~¢talft a 

ab4re ~: the p:osa productton ta, :the J:\1ral eleot;.-ie ~o·•t•ttw GHCit;)e· 

tu and auto and fam truck Uc'ltwe fee$,,, · tn ad4Ud.cn e4eh CQUnf:J ire• 

cetvae z-evel\\le ~rtated 19' the legtslatu,:e fo1r ti. 1o1low1..q puq,ttts: 

vocational tdtlcattoni spe,;ial ed~ation; fr• t~ ~- -,bla• tutu.on; 

state baste $\Cl e.-u.aat:ton aid. 

Vocational oclaeatf.® is ftmmced. f.,_ i$de~a1, ttat• ad local 

fund$. The federal. gownuneat J1eCJ1,1f.hs that for war, doll.air •f federal 

fimds spent • v04at1011ll1 education a raat~h:ltti 4a11Ar Q\Ut eome fl'lin. 

atate .01' local. ftm4s <>Jr a combinatio• •£ botb.1· 

Vocational education Wld•r thei Fe4er-.1 Mts and the State Aet o~ aceep• 
aac• 1a adad.Ed.tte'ted in eccordance, with &tat;e plau sul:md.t:teo by the · 
State Doal!'d itl' vooae.:tona1 Nucation., which uust be-~ by the 
u. s. O.ffice of Ed~ttl• tn ~d~I' to provide few contl ... e ·•f. fe~~•l 
fmvle.,2 

The state gi-•ts aid to scboo1 dutric.ltc i.f the1 ooMtact a t.,peei&.l 

educatioa ,rop;111, School di$trf.cts ma:, -01:~e s;e~lal cJ.aste:a f•l!' 

101 



108 

mentally ret~ded children when u aaany as five. eU.gible children reside 

within the dietrict .3 

The board of education ie allowed to organize special classes when 

ten or more educatcble mentally retarded children live in the dtstd.ct .4 

Special ela1stu1 cnay be offered for all typee of pbyeieally handicapped 

children when fi.ve or mare •ueh chtldi-en live 111 a ac:bool district .s 
'the money appropri.lted by tbe lest•lature to canyon a ,,-ctal education 

proar-• 1• apportiODed by the. State Board of Bclu.ca.tton on a teaeh:1.na unit 

basis in accordance with rulea and regulatioas adopted b7 the boat'd.6 

The teaching unit ta to consist of no leaa than ten children, in cla,aea 

for educatabl• mentally handicapped cbildrea, or five cb:lldren in cluaea 

for other exceptional children. 7 Each 1ch0ol ietrict 1• allowed, for 

each teacher teaching exceptiOnal children, an UIOWlt e..,tvalent t 

75 percent of the 811'!DUDt that ta allowable for tbe .. 1awy of the teachel' 

in the lld.niaum program for •tate equalization aid purpose•. 8 If the. 

school district does not qualify tor state equalization aid it is 

allowed SO percent of the .e,mm,nt ¥!deb ia allowable for the talary of 

the teacbe:r in the minillMI program for state equalization aid purpose,. 

The aiDOUnt to be paid to ecbool dlatricta f-or apactal educatio ia in 

. 3tbe twes,•l~b J1enn1al bport !! The State Department .2! 
Eduytion !! pk AA==• 1950, p . 26 . 

41bid. 

SJ:bid . 

6school 1d!!.!. at Oklabospa, 19S9, p . 75 .. 

7tbid .. 

81b1d. 



t~ltlqn to.othet etate aw Eor whtch.thedi.rJtr:l.ct •1 ... 11f:,~t tthtl1r' 

a.ppto,n.ac.ion$ tO·· sthoql distl'icts providi.as tpecd.al due4C:i.oa tnclu.df.H 

f2,SOO -fol'· phy$!ca1. ~ c>e¢upl.lt10"M..1· thGl'apists; $!,; ,. the t•chtr.· 

par ·~Jd.14 taupt fct ~ach -~ visit; $:l= eents 4 .tle fO'Ji: t•ac1-1t 

ttrawl.J. $300·,er JU,11 per y~ fo~ ~ to $~1 te1~,•• -~· :tnteir"'· 

c~nieatioa a~tem. 10 · · 

. . .,/t.. $Jltent ., f:teGJ te•t ~kl WM CfltabU.~ by. t~ ·~ 

~gislatu:re in, 1948~. The h• teJ:t book 4'fP'rQJ:tU1.tton 'by ~~ · 1.•p.ala,i, 

t~·ta divided by t• tott:£1 e~olbleat in t:hli,, ~tate·to det•~-t~ 

Jer capita. all~tmeat for each chtld.ll ·The~. a11owad aoh school 

d1~itx,t~t · le · hued UPfn the · number of ,u,:tl• e•olled ti:$ p»ec~wling 

se@l·ye;t4t':12 

Tbe control-of the eau~ation ~fall cbildx-e• in the·state of <*1abo'i8; 
uoa ~tecl .tn • u cont.-ol. ·•r custody of •1 oqhtmaae, .:;hlt't"'ttl• . 
tustttu-ttoa or m:~fJati:ovA. · • • •t· ·•ina p~i$f.m1. fo'!I toe aducad.on 
of the eb11dren. tander f.tt cat.a o• eont:roi. f.._tt.md$ fl•wi~ ttrt•telr 
a$.l not d.ri~d &om public c~ratton, ts het-$by .ated·,'ta tb«. tocal 
boan tf t4ucat1on wherein auch orphanage, ct.it1b.J.t t•tf.tuti«. ot-
otpnlaQ.tton le locetet.t, ll · · · · · , · · 

'lhe"Otatt pirt'l«W~, the ~Y foi- aduC4ttng. oipmm ebii.t••n ,a.the ~b1i~ 

e~le irt. wb:t.~h the ~1....,~0,e,. not Jt6Yf.d:tua. ~c~u.;ns:. t• l~ttd;;14 

•xbtd. 

19tbid, 

111\t · · ·nt. .· l ·- · b19J:S st .aa. Sltlt D•mt.- a& .. l.4u-&ou.1& · .. · . 1t6 t •• .$1, . . .. - . .. . ... 

12tt 1,i,,,_1 , __ .,..,. ni..•.-.t.- 1ncA · na 
, 1er::; , -==· ~. :rtU1.er:t1¥' . ,,,nt ,, ..,., " 

1310,o.t~·St;,. an. sec, 1$1 ... 

14:tbtd. t see\i 153. 
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s11H1M!il:tl. ll}ducatiori aid and f1:ee es'li,."t bool:s fQr the fiscUJl yeor lt.59,,.60 

waa $623.f778.47~ $li,99,l45 .. 05 ~iild $1}472,.863~6@ ?'e,"et:tvely. ·'the total 

the1e tb;r~.e JB.lr:Qgr~ \:ii~io $2.,610.,,,2.12.. tt~i'iivet~. thia tot:~1 iappwo-. 

ott\iar S14 percent· q,f tbe ~ll'.Q'!Jriatt@ns 1,q,aa f~· 

'Ht e,~ii!ltition 1:.td, .. :, 

prO'l11.dllt. ttate ~td for eel~o1,. 'the ~t.ato bt.ga,$1 isi,u1n; $l;~t~ ei:td t~ 

1~19 ·it apitt-~ri~ted $10tl,OOO fo~ ne~dy actl1>ul~l 1n the stat~. ln 

l\121 the l~g~tQlatut'e c:t,ate<l th~ state. ~qualf.~at:t~ fund, tn ttba ca,1!:i!l 

yea:t it i..ta~ ?)~t,lvU!.l~ that one ,.tU,atter Qf th~ sro~., production ea~ on. til 

and ~tUit~l gas,. 1t~t t.o 4;'1::te~ed $1.500,0QO .. -ttas t:¢) 'be appo:rtioned. t:o the 

st:it~ eq~:t:l~ation fund. Ill 1935 th~ .~Il~t contribut~d by tl'l.e .~t;;nt~ 

f~r e~:ial!~atic~ jtn~rca.sQ(! tl1:,!i $./31200,000 p~r y0eit>t li1 1937 thit &W~i1.t 

·w.t1s incn:~aed t~ $12,JSOO,OOO per year. Ginee d~t;:. time the log:islat~e 

has appr~pr:tl!ttt~ suffic:tenl: funds to guan:ant:eia u Olin~ prog,:tmi for all 

sehtols tb~ St4ts .. 16 

Tlie. twent1'•Set~"ld ae$sion cf t:!'le Old.a~ t.ee;tslatu,:e ~,se4 Iiou.se 

till u.umber 1io whi~h ts .~be basis· tor the prta~nt $q~U.zattou 1¢ogr~. U 

' ,'. ; ; ' ' . 

15th...! .· Tw.an!;X"'i:i.Shtl! . lU.emdal . Repol!'g .fl! The §t11te .»et@r£~n.\ ,2! 
Bdu~atd,tJ::i.i .a& 9,kl<llltma, 1960, p .. 341. 

161. .. ti" £~$, ustate Aid and .Public S.¢'bt,ol Ftwance;n 
lUenni.al .Ree!:!t't ~. 'the Sta.tte D01a:;trneat. 9!. Education !! Okl 
, .. 165. 

... Fourth 
, lt.$2, 

17& IJfe111tx .. '.fhtrd li~m.'dal aeeort .u, ~ atate De,l?e~tzrqe:nt al 
Education . .et QklabQ!9:!I l9S0$ i>• 1S3. 
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TbG amotmt tti mrkleJ fo,: whl.~h a tchoo1 di.ttd.ct •1 9i81t.fy., wdtr th$ 

'1-.te •••U.eation atd noai"am11 t, determined by subtJ>ac,,tiq the ~t 

of ~ mintllUll pro;i"am in<tome fs:om the cost of tbla mtfd.mwn t•ar-..1& 

!ha le3'1lattu>:e · tau. defined the mt~ pr•• .~ ~ p.:-o. 

.at<• ,nc ... e,, toU.owei it 

1. •~•da••* 
A, A11 t~ o! e~ttui:e !'Na the s1neial lun4 eactoe1\f('/i oi 

,eeche11:•s salaries. tr-an, .... tactcm, and eaplta1 outlay at the 

,:ate. d twelve cents per pupil per day in attandauce clurtn; 

the pi!'e¢edil'tl JGmi'• No tchool dUtr1ct .te to .,,ceive loss than 

$100 ,-r 1•ar ,-r teaohe:i- foi- t:Jtaeh a,,ur,oae .. 

1. ·11ae Nile •chedu1o ued as a haste for calculating teach!ff$ • 

1a1ar:les in the mia~ pl'Ogt'4f.'Q ts a$ followi: 

1. A teaebe.r with a Ba¢helor•e De;tee CM no exp~i'ieu~e is to 

,:eceive a •1n£DlUill salary ·of $3200 .. 00 foi- the ,school yE!a:r 

1960•1U, $3490-.00 f<tr the sebOf.tl ye.a:r 1961•62 and $l600.00 

f017 each se~l yea.'!' thereafter.. An additioiiaJ. $100,00 pair 

year inc11teD'.leftt is allowed for ea~h y~r of teaching eapari• 

$Dee but such in¢:ren1ent ia not tc eaeeed $,150.00~ 

2. A t•cher with a Master•, Degree is allowecl $200.0(). •bow 

the mit11~ progr&1 salary of a teachet 'tlith a 8aeb$lor•s 

Degree~ 

3 * A teaeb.esr with a Doctor of Pld.loaoph1 o,:- a Docto,: of lduca

t:t«m l)&Ql'ee it aU.owa4 $200.00 mol"e than the miniwm pTogrmu 

aatary of a teache.l' with tha Maste:1;•1 De&!:',e. 

1870 Oklat St:. Am~ I' sec. 4. 

1'Xbt4 •• •e~. 18•4. 



C. Tbe adnd,i1isttative ineremants are ~i foll~s: . 

l. A teai;;he:r &$,:vlnt; as $up,irr::i.ntendent l'CH';:eitil'eB an :b:u::rG~:;;:rit Qf 

$3. 00 ~1:- teacher per mQatb b~t npt t~~ a~~eed tti~tf teaeh• 

1/!!lt'I • 

2. A. p:t'incipal or teaehing; pr:b1cipal 's i11cteme11t is $3 .00 pet" 

teatlter • per month, but not. tQ eitee<i!d twenty teacher$ • 

3 • lie S\\!hool d::.i.strict: is gre.nted in:nr~®t:rt:e fo" bath supi\il~in.» 

t$nde11t. ~nd ptrc-!m;.ipal 'Unle!Sl'l t:~ l\'lt:h®l di$tt'ict. can. rpal.ify 

for eiglit or tl)Ore t~aehers ~n~ ~1.s1b1t:a:tlns .cn ~ei:.trad:U::(!ld higl\ 

.s<i::hool. 

4, · A l;)eht>ol nu~se 1.}'Wllifies under th.o provisi.:>ns c»f tl.l.e rninioo.un 

p:t'Og.rattl 

. Degree~ 

». A'Ay sct,ool. diatrict paying less than the mini®m sa.ut7 s.ehedu1e~ 

regtnidless o:f whether it ~lJ.£ie$ f~r st.ate e~al:1~.ati~ ~id or 

not, t:d.:U have the difference 4edu~te.d fr• .eJt~te ~quali~a.t.iota 

1Jt:td, hast~;,t s.:ttl, operati<>na1 fun4 a:ldi, ;rosa p;-Qdue·Uo~ ta;t ~e .. 

e.eipt.a;i aut() U.cense fee l"eceipts 11 <>:e- t1tn1 other fui1~s ,d,ieh 

would be. p~;td by the $«:ate to t'.h(;.! · $t!lt00l ~1.Stl!'iet. 

I. the mini~'llUffl program f 01i: trans1ortatif:.t11 iS base,\ upon t~ evet-e3e 

11uimbar of transp~l't$d pupils p~x sq"ar~ !!\l:tle in tbe 11recl.'lldin!l 

year Ii\!.$ followsi 

l, ,30; $76.0¢.) per. Yf~a;r p~r pupil 

2. .if>; $S$.00 per y,111JJ.-;; p.e~ puJil 

3 • l ~ 00; $.!J.l • 00 :pe1~ year pi:3r pup:i.l 

4. 2,00 te 2.99; $36 •. 00 per year pe~ pupil 

s. 3.00 to 3.i9; $32.00.per yea't per pupil 



i~- 5.00 to 5,.99~ $26.00 per-year per pupil 

8. ,, .• oo to 6.99; $24.00- per .year :,er pupil 

,,, 1·.00 t<> 7"99.; $22.,00 pet year. pe,; ,upil 

10,. · 8.00 o~ more; fU.00 per yeal' per pupil ·, · 

Ul 

ll. wtlan the jen$ity .ie 1eS$' ~n .40 tiw State Soard: -of &duea

·etort ·is ffl.'lth<Jrif:ed to- ,ab apectal adjustmenta, to ,meet the 

.· t'@a4taable. but n()t to· a2¢e~ed the 4etua1. coa;t :of: ta:.·aupor• 

· taU.<fn, 

12.. 'A diet,:ie.t correction f:1.gur~ is d~tel't4ined by dividiQg the 

eost · of transpOt\ation in the distrlt(.t; for the previous 

six years1, by· the i!lim.~ ft"Qgram fa.r ·tt'&Mportation in. the 

di$trie.t fot> the pl'evious st:t:: yeare • tbs cU.st1riet eonec,"" 

· · 4) The ~t ot tral\$P4)t'tation mi.a~ progr.ffl:t. for e,aeh , 

distr.!ct is detGfflined by wltip1)r.tna the .ave1'$ge 

nUl!ibe:ir of pupils· transported <Ui11y d:uting ·tlui· gireced.ina 

yea!:' by the IU!lOUnt per pupil eet wt·in the foregoing 

acbidule and th~ resultin.g product mltipliecl by tlte 

. distl:'iet: e&r:teet: :Lori · f i;r:ure. ; · · · , · · 

· (1) For ~l1a, $Upp~ tha d~n,t.ty fi~e !~ s.o and 

the average number of ,upila tl'ansported 1$ equal 

to 300. ·· Furtt1.er as~~ that thta 41t,·t~tct cOl'?."e~· 

. tion figure is: e~l to .,_. Tb~ minimum 

tra.n$porte.tt.on pr0gr• f1~e t& e.om,uted a$ 

.f.0Uows1 

$36 .00 K 300 1111 $10_..800 .. 00 

$10,600 • .9 • $9*72~,00 

$10,800.00 + $9., 720.CO • $20;520.00 
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tr. ?he t.oeal n•a:t of. elenmnta:ty teactters in· an1 school ,district 

e>tf. which t:.he iiltate will p.ay aid• '>n th(II basts of la3a! '1.ftrag~ 

1 ~ In ·school, districts . having lS to 21 pupilt; one taa.e~r. 

2. In. selwol -districts having .28 t,a 52 pupiba; two teach~rs. 

3. In tcbool <listricts·having 53 te '17 ~i:,ila; t~ee·t•ehel"s. 

4,. tn scboUrl district.a having 7:S t~ UJO pll;pilt; fOtU" ·te~chera .. 

. s.. In $cbool d:tstri<ttEl havini 100 to U2 pupils; ·.five t~c:litars., 

6. In iachool ato.tricts having 122 or more pupils; fiv~ ttll&tber.t 

•re Q11owed for the first 122 pup.U.s and. on.e t,neher fot · · 

eacb ad4iti.ona1 ·26 etuclents Jtovi~d the jist:tiet emp1o,i 

the e.dd:iti()nel t~aelleri ~· 

Q .. 'fha State Board of Education i; tc, d1;acla;:~ a sch<,;ol 4iat:rice 

isolated and approve at 1~t one teaeher if the eeh<,ol bcmtte 1, 

~lw mil.es, by comnon:Ly tl'a'.Vele:d lf<>al frOJn -the· 11.u:u.01 hOUiSei of 

another d:tetd.ct. · ~b1e to providia ed.~catior.l4ll :f4CiU.tiee, inclwi• 

ing t~an~poxtatton •. The State· -i(lard of id...,e!lltion is a.lac ·t(il 

apprwa at l~at ene te4ch.er for any acboold:tstt"ict where 

t:ranspor~tioo is ;n:(JVided and the ae:~1 bua: eend.ng the district. 

was Stbl$• bee.aW>e of eoffliiti<ms "f the road, to tl;'evel the sehoql 

~r.t:it;!) duri,ng the precedin& 1~ · lest than 90 pereen.t qf t:he 

ta.boot day& ta~;llt. 

it. State ~que.l:tzation aid ta not ealeulat.ed for any achoo! distri~t, 

Qa$pt as provided for in (G) a.bow. where the attendaffii:.e t~as 

less than fifteen average daily· att~nea dur!us ,t:~ ·P'teced:b.'18 

year. 



l.., tot~l uum~:i: :of e~~::t~t"u it.i ll.~ ~c.il,"!:3t~:f .. t:.~1 ju~Lorr and t•nior 

hi3h .sielt~l on whi.c;b tb~ $.t~t~ ~U.l ~1y ti:!tt/,i) fin tbe bairt,. 1,)f 

le&ril. da'.\U.y Qltticn~lile~i :11 u foUows: 

i. ,~~k•1 4:R.,tti~tai hav,b~ 40 · to ,54 p~ilG; three teiahei-e, 

In tn~~1 iU,J1t.i:iet$ uvi~ i, to 12 · ~zdls; f.~ te•~her!:ii ~ 

~~liool dt~trt('!ltt mvl~ 12 ,or ~r~ pup:il.t; fwr teai.'(';l~·rs.; 

72 puplli;;:· one te'1ttbe1~ .fqt' eMh ~dd1t:lc~1 2, 

.11' A1l\y 'hZ.ah i¢~~1 d:tst,:tet. lmv:b1g :few~1- t.~ fotty pupils is stv.r,11 

tt.$.t.e f·or tW41 tea.<:btt:s :!t.f tha fUl~:t ~e i~ m1:e th~n 

bi~l:v~ ill:il'lill$; 1:viJ ~~~nly ,ti-aviilc~ ~:~~d, R~um tbe tel'mol bou1J~ 

of a iQ;blt,a ,r~vi.4~ £W,l~i.tat.Loiztil taeiU.tie.s fw all 

litsh fJQ,l\~1 pupllt,-. 

It. /it.ftl $th®'! ~int~.i11i11t e 1Niii'llbnl.foeit \t~Q.tiotllll ~ducation. ptOJftmi.t 

·:ree@i:1(ei$ $l.;"if:~ ~•~lit.at.ton ,1:;ld ~\'\ ba~i!J QJf !Utl ~d41ttt,)l~'ll 

~lGf~. 

L. Art;/ !tabti~ ac~t~tt~d biglt sr!b.ool di.std,.~t tbs~ ;tat;~i Qifet .. 

1:c tti•lv,~ ,~~'i!l't of 1r~tt:11ett~«-•:i state 4ti4 on.. the bas:ta 

of a. ~111:t~ t:Jf ,.tie.re~ h~h teh~1 ;$~tl~ts • 

ti" . Tbe n,i.,;11.ii~ ,~~t~ 1tt(!•~ iM.l:ttdea !G:U.~,:b~; 

A.. "fl~ r1at ~t.$eas~4 wluat:iou of n~-rt:, :tn the sehM1 distutiJ:t 

r.lQ1tipU.~ by t1~ ll:'~itt~ of lS alJ.l,t * 

1 * A l@ tr<llft:fl\at. d~wr;,(;i<.»l i~ a:u.o-~ed i3:'$U the tt9t4l1 f,Q'f deUn"' 

q,u~at t~.Q~ 

,»:"' !Jw ~aunty ap~t .. ~nt wldeh $U&it bo ~t lent 5 mills of the 

15 . -11 g~ail purp®e 111avy. 
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C. The g~oss pt."oduction tax. 

D. The intangible ··ax. 

B. The state apportioll.l'.Q8nt. 

F. The all()Unt of basic aid allocated to tho school district. by the 

State Boa,:-d of Education. 

G. 'the collections from the auto and farm truck license fees durina. 

the preceding year eOIDputed on~ per capita average daily 

attendance basis. 

H. Sev nty-five per cent of the amount received by the school dis• 

trict, the preceding year, f1rom the proceeds of the county 4 

mill levy. 

I. All other revenue which actually was or legally should have 

been, collected during the prec ding year, except the followitlg; 

1. proceeds f rODl the s le of property; proceeds from the sale 

of oil and gas royalties or lenses when placed in the sink• 

ing C"Und by resolution; eurplu cash; taxes in the process 

of collection; student laboratory nd supply fees; 1n.come 

from athletic contest, puys, programs, and other student 

activities; tuition for Junior college or approved nursery 

end kinderga1·to.w. inttruction • income from cafeterias and 

book stores; state sid ,or a~c.i.al education programs; fed .. 

eral aid to district• fOT Indian education; federal aid 

payable under Public Law 874 and 815 of the 81st Congress 

as amended; federal grants for federal flOOd control rentah; 

forest t:"ent ls, and eu rginal 1 nd prograu, 

If a ecbool district finds the cost of the 1niamm program is greater 

than ita minimum. program incoaae it qual1fiee for state equalization aid. 
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Tbe state distributes the Qfflll.'Nnt 11ecessnry for the school d:tsc,:tce 'to 

provide a min:1mum prosrmn as de~ined in t:be law. If the minilil'&.W. ,~~ram 

income iS equal to or s-reator than the cost of tbe minimum program the 

school. district: does not: reee!ve !lltate equaU.2ation aid. 

·The purpose of state equal1Z4tion aid 1$ to assure at le;;1st a 

minimum level of educational services throu5l1.Wt tbe atat'1). lf a. school 

4iatrict is capable of provid~:ng a prog:tl'all which le nsore aostly than t:be 

m.n:hNm prescribed by the otate. it may do .so. 

In add.1tion to e(}UQU.zot:!on aid tbe ,t.a.t:e oppott:ions 'bQ.s,le ;:!d to 

sr;hool district$ in the state et the amount of $12.SO timetl the le3al 

avera.30 da.:l.ly .attendance ·of the pr,sivious scllOOl yea-r § All tlcllool d:ta

:tricts provtdi113 tw(lllve y~ro of tnstruett·on and levyi11g lS tUills on 

tb..o ,,t.',sessed value of ptroperty reee:t.ve bll.sic aid .. 20 

Ira fiscal 7ear 195:) ... 60 the a:tate began is$uing ope,:,attonal fund aid. 

Tb\l op.~t".ation fund a.id was set et $3 .50 timee the le342l awi·age daily 

atteruloaee for tbe first year. In the followitn1 years operatio~l fund 

aid increased ae follovs: $ 4.S@ for 1%0 ... Gli ,, .. oo for 1961 .. 62; $3.00 

for l.962""63 and t.bore.,fter. ln order to quaU.:fy for ope.rational fund 

ait1 tha schocil distric.t: must maintain an elementary o~ high school in 

the .dieti:ie.t and it al$O !!ilUSt leY..J 20 mills for ita seneral fund. 2:t 

Both basic and cpo~atia.141 fund aid ~re paid to the school diat~ict 

--------
20lbid • t £;CC• U,; .. 5 

21tbid,, 



inc .. ,tf the sebool. di$t1'.i~t · and tbe:rt,by ll'$WCO!l th.a ~t o.f 1t4tt 

~qualiat1011 4:ld it ebal:1 w:-seeiw~ i°'1evo~11 the opi;n:ational filtld ~id lt 

not: · includ,i,d. in t~ mtilimum prt1tJr• i~ of the s~htol tH.tt'l!l'iet. 

'?be prcoc•~s ft«i1 tt1e ,ale oi land ir.ant~d to tht/l 1.u:att• by tba 

~tional gmMtrwattt and $51000,000 gr4nt(1M1 ia lieu of land. 1n the I~un 

ten:U:o;y c11n1titutea the pe.~nt acbo<tl fund~ The p:d.a.etpal of the 

f1#ttd ts held in ti."Ust by th~ .(i:Jtate. ~ i~Offl<I ac<1wb.ig f~om: t~ f\tnd 

1$ usGMt tor tbe maiw~nance of tztm1110n school.$. !he tu~~ f,:om the fund 

iG. ap,ort.ioMd inonthly, b1 the ~:tt1sioner4\i ·(>f the limd ut.f:Lce, ~ 

~U. the schQol diiJtricts of the state. T~ 4WOtti~1ment to eact, t~t1 

i~ ffl.llde :bi th$ pt-~tiO'il· wb:l~b the t'Nd.,ot: of 4h114zri.m ov~ir the age of 

si2 yea:r, and un~r tbe age ,of twent:,•(m.O ife41i'~ 11virig tu tlie couru:y 

beus to thia total m.mtber 1.>f d\ildren between the age of &ix .,and ttver4tJ""' 

one yea.rt u.v1as in the· $tat.,. 22 
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