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CHAPTER I
PROBLEM DEFINITION
Introduction

The purpose of this stndy is to examlne the political
considerations that probably cdused the Oklahoma Legislature's
Interim Committee on Revision and Codifilcation of School Laws
to recommend the kind of school code they did in 1970.' In
order to place the study in proper perspective, it will be
necessary fo remember that there 1s an increasing role being

played by state governments in education, but little attention
has been devoted to the many political considerations involved.

The states' responsibility fcr public scnool education.
is written into fhe very structure of thelr governments. In
most state‘constitutions a clause requires the state, usually
through its legislature, to establish and maintain a system of
public school education which shall be open andgfree to all.l
Each state determines its own way of discharging this respon-
sibility, and therefore constitutional provislons vary greatly
among the states. They range from mere recognition to rather

stringent requirements for the establishment and maintenance

1

Oklahoma, Constitution (1907), Article XIII, Section 1.



’ 2
"of a free public school system. An examination of history,

_federal and state statutes, court interpretations, and

attorney general-opinions relating to common school education '
reveals an escalation of state involvement in the educatlonal
decision-making process

One example.of this process uas the Oklahoma Legislature's

involvement_in educational decision-making through their
revision and.codification of common school laws in 1970.
Through an'ekamination of their activities, the growing
politicalization of education will be documented. But prior
to examining the politics of educational decision-making in
" Oklahoma, a brief review of research in the field of politics

~and education will be made. |
In the.late_1950's Eliot3'presented the need for a.
vbeginning.offresearch'in the field of the'politics of
education. .ﬁe‘pointed.out that the school system had not
~suddenly-become politicized, but that more people had become
‘aware of the political quality of-scnools. This was true in 5
past because of publicity over state-local demands for
financial assistance,'the passage‘and administration of
massive and growing federal aid programs, national efforts to
eliminate racial imbalance, and increasingly bitter local

contests over issues involving school control.

2
' Oklahoma, Revised Statutes (1970) Title 70.

B T. H. Eliot "Toward an Understanding of Public School
- Politics," American Political Science Review, LIII (1959),,
pp. 1032- 1051. o }




_ 4 o
Kirst and Mosher examined the emergence of the "politics

- of education" as a fleld of inquiry. According to these _
authors, therevare-l7,000 local districts and fifty states,
-and the government of education in each state and local dis-
trict is somewhat unique. These complex and differentilated
entities make generalizations about the politics of education
'°‘ difficult.

In an:attempt to relate the tern "political" to education,-
Iannaccone5 cited several studies in governing American
schools in which the definitions of other author's were ex-

. pressed. These included: Roald Campbell et al., which found
"Educational policy making at all governmental levels 1is
immersed in polities . . . ." The study by Roscoe Martin

- which suggested that,»"politics may be a Way at looking at
the public school system and its management." Ralph
Kimbrough's study led him to believe that "If the educational
leader has . . .'opinions about educational policies and

takes action . . . politics is involved." Robert Marden's

~ studies led.hin to the conclusion that "it is when the leaders
'of the schools are most effectively in politics that they

-secure the largest share of resources for‘the,schools." The

b

M. W. Kirst and E. K. Mosher, "The Politics of Public
Education," Review of Educational Research, XXXVIV (1969),
pp. 623-639.

5

1967).

Laurence Iannaccone, Politicsrin Education (New York,.




. 6
results of these studles helped substantiate Iannacone's

definitionlof politics 1In relation to education as "that
segment of social 1life involving the activities and rela-
tionships of individuals, groups, and associations resulting
in, or intended to result in, decisions by any_governmental
‘ peliey-making body." IanhaceoneY'then concluded, by util-
izing case study techniques, that historically education*and
politics have been mixed; and by doeumentation he maintained
there is a continued exlstence of politiecs in education and
of educationists in politics at every level of government.
To place each politicaliand governmental institutienvin
the fﬁll context ef the environmentlin whicm it'operates, a
model 1s necessary to provide'a way to view the political
process. Easten's system analysis is such a model, and cam
be emplojed to examine one institution in the decision-
making process, that of state legislatures. The universe in
"which state‘legislatures operatevconsists of the following
~e1ements' theirfphysical social, and’cultural‘environment;
the people who perceive this environment in such a way as to
give or withhold support and/or make demands of thelr state
‘government,4the ehannels through which demands and supports
are communicated; the response and feedback of legislative

dedisiens; and the boundariesiof the system which restrict

6
Ibia.

7
Ibid.
8
David Easton, A System Analysis of Political Life (New

York, 1965) :




the activities of state governments.

Using such broad view of the political process enables
one to placeveach'political and governmental institution,
‘particularly'the.legislature, within the context of its
environment. |

This approach, an ecological view,.provides‘a method
which enables the researcher to visualiie and analyze contro-
'versy in the political system. The concept serves to empha-
size that major political activities in society are closely
interrelated. .The political system, according to Easton,9
‘provides in every state an "authoritative allocation of
values" which is the focus of environmental stresses that
create inputs. The inputs take the form of demands and the
'demands are considered the pressures upon government. These‘
demands'are generaliy greater than the resources. The result
» is controVersy among-competitive forces. Since education
: must 1ike other‘areas, compete for these resources, public:
school issues and demands can and do become controversial As
Massialas' studylO indicated, when the volume of demands are '
too heavy or too many, competitive demands enter the political
system, and stresses or disturbances occur. In other words,
converting the demands‘into public policy will create contro¥

versies as to which demands‘(education, hospitals, health,

9 4
Ibid.

10
Byron, G. Massialas, Education and the Political System
(Reading, Mass., 1969).




soclal welfare, highways) will be converted into policy.

Master's,'11 in examining three midwestern states, noted
that the political issues (primarily revenue) which public
school poiicy generate became entangled withlthe many pro-
cesses and patterns of conflict and resolution in the total
state political'system. Bailey12 contended public school
issues such as the slze, 1ocation, cost, looks, and facii-
ities of bdildings are frequently matters of high political
controversy. The size, scope, and iInfluence of state depart-
ments of education are inevitably conditioned by political
forces. Wildavsky,13 in his study of the budgetory process
at the federal level, concluded budget-making as a polilcy
issue was central to the political process. In Wildavsky's
view, politicé was a:process by which the budget was for-
mulated. Rozzeillq noted that legisiative bodies do not
operate elther in a vacuum or a sterile environment there-
fore, every major legislative decision involves choice'
between or among alternatives, in other words. controversy
Vamong competitive forces.

Any actlon taken by the legislature that involves

changes 1n the school laws generally actiVates‘groups that

11
Nicholas Masters et al., State Politics and Public
Schools (New York, 1964)" '
12

Stephen K. Balley et al., Schoolmen and Politics
(Syracuse, 1962) ~
13
Aaron Wildavsky, The Polltics of the Budgetary Process
'(Bostog, 1964).
1

Forrest Rozzell, "To Lobby or Not to Lobby," EDD 17979.



are capable of exerting strong pressures for or in opposition
to the proposed changes. In thls instance, the primary source
_ pofvpower in basic policy-can'be viewed in two contexts--the
formal and‘the informal process. The formal procees empha-
sizes that the predominant power in decision-making is' |
wielded by'persons who hold official positions within the
governmental machinery or in.Organized interest.groups
However, much goes on in addition to the activity readily
observed in the formal process. In fact the preponderance of
research indidates that the Influence of the informal process
in decision-making is greater. .Eiamples of this research
~ would include: Eldersveld w Macridis,16 Miller,  and
Miller. 10 .

An example of the formal process in decision-making was

: 19
found in Balley's examination of programs of general state

15 : v :
Samuel J. Eldersveld, "American Interest Groups: A
Survey of Research and Some Implications for Theory and Method,"
Interest Groups on Four Continents, ed. Henry W. Ehrmann
(Pittsgurgh, 1958).

1 , _

Roy C. Macridis, "Interest Groups in Comparative

Analysis," The Journal of Politics, XXIII (February, 1961),
pp. 25-45,

17

Delbert C. Miller, "Democracy and Decision-Making in
the Community Power Structure," Power and Democracy in
America, ed. William V. D'Antonio and Howard J. Ehrlich
ZNotre Dame, Ind., 1961).

, Delbert C. Miller, "Decision-Making Cliques in
Community Power Structures: A Comparative Study of an
‘American and an English City," The American Journal of

ociologz LXIV (November, 1958), p 1208-1214.,

19
Bailey, '




aid to public education in‘selected eastern states. He termed :
the decision makers invthe formal process as depressants.
These'depressants were tax-minded business groups, rural
populations, and conservative politicians who acted as counter-
vailing.forces to the_proposed ald programs, Agaln the formal
process in decision-making'was evlident as,Gross,20 in hiS'study
of Massachusetts school superintendents, asked what indiViduals
and groups,do-most to block publicveducation. Superintendents
responded with'community'officials, businessmen, taxpayer
groups, older residents, and religious_groups. 'Another
eaample’of both the'formal.and informal‘processes in decision
making Was apparent when theirelationship between school board
members defeats and superintendent turnover ‘was . traced by
Walden,21 and he noted the cause was reflectjve of a syndrome'

- of voters discontent with school policies.

Educators themselves use pressure group tactlcs in an
attempt to support issues of public educatlon. For example,
FZeigler22 concluded that the size and significance of the
teacher population as a political forcg3for influencing

_educaticnal policy was_great. ’Rozzell supported a similar

thesis that‘eduCatOrsfare compelled to lobby~in order to

20 S o v ' v
Gross, Who Runs our Schools? (New York, -1958).

21
. J. C. Walden, "School Board Changes and Superintend-
ent Turnover," Administrators Notebook, XV (1967).
22 :

Harmon Zeigler, The Political World of the High School
Teacher (Center for Advance Study of Educational Administra— .
"tion, University of 0regon 1966)

- 23
Rozzell




influence legislators to thelr points of view. According
24 _ A .
to Karns education is too important to be left to

politicians; teachers must realize‘that‘to-improve thelr

own school system they'must actively enter into politics.
Politicization in education 1s further evidenced by an

examination of certain indicators‘related'to education, such

as'population,-enrollment .instructional staff, and finance.

Enrollment in public schools is projected to. be in excess of
25 -
fifty million by l978, and this huge clientele will require‘
26
a greater number of employed educators to service it. More-

over, the annual expenditure level necessary to support public‘
27

éducation is in. excess of forty billion ,,and the,projections

for 1978-79 are in excess of fifty'five billion. Examined

from another perspective, the United States alloca

L 29
vover seven percent of its GNP for education..;gw

”s_a little :

24 - - T : :
'Edward A. Karns, "Politics A Vital Force in '
Education," Educational Leadership, XXVIII (October, 1970),
PP. 38539 RN A |

- See Appendix‘A;

26 : R

See Appendix B.

27 |

See Appendix B.
28 :

_ See Appendix B.
29 , o
: See Appendix C.
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which would tend to reflect increasing political attention
toward common.school-education; Legislatures now devote an
increasing percent-of state revenues to schools and seek
education committee appointmentsvsecond only to apprOpriation
committeeships. The number of education’bills enacted have
increased, and7finally,_state education codes-have grown: in
length and complexity.

The Oklahoma Legislature, like any other leglslature, is
a complex institution. With a House composed of lQT members
and a Senate'composed of 70 members, the legislature presents
a differentiated structure of roles and subsystems for the
performance of 1ts many and dlverse legiSlative tasks. ln
legislatures, in.which'oklahoma.is no'exception,rand other
decision-making,branches of éovernment; functions are per-
formed in'threebgeneral categories:f‘(l) collection of
resources for common use, (2) allocation'of those resources,
andj(3) regulation of the actiwitiesAof‘the cltizenry. With
respect to eachvone of‘these‘functions; state legislative
committees play a significant role. Memberspof these f
commlttees mustvauthoriZe a program, pass:on appropriations;
and approvetchanges in the laws affecting a program. Therefore,
| in.the course'of'a bill,‘the committee action plays.a signif-
icant role,'and thegimportance of gaining an_understanding of
committee actions and factorsiasSociated with the legislature
enacting a‘major”piece of legislation'such as the proposed
school code of 1970, should be self evident. However, to be

specific, this study will attempt to answer the primary



11

‘question~--what political conslderations or forces probably
influenced the Oklahoma Leglslature's Committees on Education
as they preparea the school codes of 1949 and 1970%? But £o
~answer this question the assumption muSt again be made that
there 1s.a relatienship betweenquiitics and education, and
additionél examinatien must be made of the following:
1) The historical involvement_of the Legislature in
common‘schobl education.
2) The enactment of the 19&9 common sehool code.
3) The committee system 1in the Oklahoma Legislature as
a crucial area for the performance of legislative
“tasks. “ |
‘4) - The major educational decieions related to the
fecommended common school code of 1970 made in the
Interim Committee on Revision and Codification of
School Laws of the 1970 Oklahoma Legislature and
- the Education Committee of the Second Session,

‘Thirty-second Legislature.
Scope and Limitations

This study is primarily concerned wilth some of the -
political censiderationsvor forces that’prqbably‘influenced
the Oklahoma Legislature's Committees on Education as they
prepared the,scheoi codes of 1949 and 1970. This study will
be limifed to a'conSideratien.of the influences created by
pressure groups, political'parties, gevernors, legislative

lleadership and rural and urban constituency influence,



12

although other forces were operating to influence the schOol
codes, these appear to he the-most Significant. In addition,v
an examination.will be made of historical involvement of.the
Oklahoma Legislaturehin common school education, the enactment
of the 1949 common school code, and-the nature,’functions, and
decision;making process. of the Legislature Education Commit-

tee.
Sources of Data

An examination will be made of written source documents,

30

31
Governor's Advisory Committee on Common School Education,

32
Oklahoma Commission on Education,‘ Oklahoma Legislative

“such as the Governor s Annual Message to the Leglslature,

Council Journal and committee minutes, - and.Oklahoma House
and Senate Journals. In addition, various memos and formal
correspondence from interested'groups and persons concerned

withﬁeducational'policies such aS‘the State Department of

30
This message 1is given on the first day of the Oklahoma
Legislature in joint session and outlines the Governor's
yearly program for leglslative consideration.
, A survey report on all phases of Oklahoma public
schools to the George Peabody College For: Teachers in 1964.
32
_ The Commisslon was created by Senate Joint Resolutilon
No. 12, 1969, to provide the Leglslature with the results of
_ studies of all aspects of publlc education. ‘
33
This journal is a summary of all legislative recommen-

. dations regarding interim commlttee actlvities. The recommen- -

dationﬁ are then submitted to the Legislature for dlsposition.
3 . .

: These journals are a record of the dally legislative
actlvities of both the House and Senate during official
Legislative session.
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. 35 . . 36
Education, county and city school superintendents,  local
. 37 , :
boards of education, religious and minority groups, and
38

the Oklahoma Education Associlation will be‘examined.
Further information wlll be gained from.direCt observa-~

tion and notes taken while the researcher served as a Research

AsSociate for the Legislative Council during the 1969 through

1971 sessions of the Oklahoma Legislature.
Organization of the Study

The Oklahoma Legislature has been functioning since
statehood in 1909, and therefore 1t may be noted that there
.‘has been a vast amount of common school legislation This
could offer an opportunity for many types of studies, but
the organization of_this study has left many areas reserved
for other studies | | |

Chapter II presents a historical and chronological
examination of the Oklahoma session laws relating to common
school education from 1909 to 1949. The examination will

document their:involvement_in common'school education,and

35

The official state agency for public school education.
36 | |
, Association of School Administrators and Assoclation

of Classroom Teachers are the formal organizations created to
represent school ‘administrators and classroom teachers.

37 '
The Oklahoma State School Board Association is the
formal organization to represent local school boards.

38 S o
The Oklahoma Education Association 1s the formal
organization to represent those in the education
occupations (primarily teachers)
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show.how throughouﬁ the historical examination fhe issues of
structure, policy and finance emerged. Those issues will
serve thenbas the political considerations in the examina-
tion of the common school code. |

Chapter III attempts to show the legislative histories
and major political forces operatihg on the Committees.on
Education as they enacted the common school codes'of 1949
and 1970. The majer political forces that will be examined
asAthey inflﬁenced each Education Committee_are the members'
political party.éffiliations, leedership positions in the
Legislature, gevernors, rural and urban constituency influ-
ence, pressufe,gfoups,'pfofessional edueators, and election
considerations. | | ‘ ‘

Chapter IV atsempts-to show how the Oklahoma Legislature's -
Committees on_Education'eXamined ehd acted_upon a mejor pieee |
of iegisletion this being the common school code of 1970.

' The‘Conclusion presents.recoﬁmendations for the uses of

the information treated in the body of the study.



CHAPTER II
'INVOLVEMENT OF THEVOKLAHOMA LEGISLATURE IN COMMON
SCHOOL EDUCATION:. 1909 -‘1949

An adequate systém of bublic.schools is recognizable as
the Constitution of the State of Oklahoma makes it mandatory
that such schools,be provided. Section 5, Article 1, of the
Cbnstitution stipulates: "Prdvision_sha11<bé made for a system
of public schdols, which shall be open to all the children of
the State . . .", while Séction 1, Article 13 of.the Constitu-
tion reads as follows: "The Legislature shall establiéh and
maintaiﬁ a system“of free public schoois}whereiﬁ.all the
children of the State may be educated."

Since statehood, legislatlve 1nterest and‘involvement'in'
common school education was apparent, as'with’eachvlégislativé
session the nuﬁber of enacted bills incrgésed, From 1909 to
1949 there were a totaljcf's,eso bills enacted by the Oklahoma
Legislature. Of this totalglthere were 218 bills directly
related to common school-education. It was observed 1in an
examination of 1909 to 1949 législatiOn‘that common school
law was_found‘in variousvchapteré and érticles of the Oklahoma
Statutes. IR | |
The subjects-of the legislation enéctéd‘varied,-although

the establiShment of a general classification of such

1R
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legislation was accqmplished through a chronological examina-
tion of the session lewsT From this examlnation, the general
~ea£egories.of eommon school structure, poliey and flnance were
,deve10ped; fThese eategories will‘be sub-cetegprized for
closer examination. ‘_ |

.The hisfory of 1egislative'activity in Oklahoma clearly
demonstrates the leglslature's interest in common schools. In
additiong.the examination provided some insight into possible
thoughte on the phllosophy of the common school idea in Okla-
home~as expressed by the legiSlature.* Thls was partially
evidenﬁ by the legislatiVevefforts to provide cemprehensive
secondary schoois,‘a strongef state role in"the general con-
trol and supervisioneof common schools, vocational end tech~
nicai programs, anneXafion,_cdnsolidatioh, transfers, trans-
' pdrtetion and equalization of educationel epportunity by state
financial Suppert.} Finally, the historical ekaminatioh of
common school iegislation.will alsoiprevide'substantiﬁe 1ssues
‘that can be used in the examinatien of the common school codes’

of 19u9iand11970.

Legislative Involvement in the Structuring of
| Common Schools: 1909-1949

Three distiﬁct subcategofies emerged ih fhe chronological
examination of the sesSion-laws regarding the structure of - |
4common schools from 1909 te 1949;V 1) laws regarding fhe_
pollcles andlprocedures for echool distriets, 2) 1éws’ereating

State boards-and commlissions and 3) laws relating to separate
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schools for blacks and whites.

School Districts

In Ndvember of 1907, the entire domain of Oklahoma and
Indian Territories were united and admitted to the Unlon as
one state. At that time an educational system had been
developed and 1ts endowment was one of the lérgest in the
nation.l During territorial dayé from two to four sections
of land had beén set asidé in each township for éublic
schools. When the originally designated sections were not
‘available, Congréss; in the Organilc Actlof'1890, provided for
other lahds‘of equal_size, Also reservéd'was five percent of
the net procéeds from the sale of public landsvwithin the
state. Additibnally;,at statehood Oklahoma received over
three million,acres from the federal govérnment for the
school land fund, and since no public lands could be provided
in Indian Territory;_Congress.aﬁprépriétéd five million |
dollars for-thevuse and benefitvof'Oklahoma's cdmmon
schools;2 The income from this apprbpriation and'thé schdol
laﬁd sections bf Western Oklahoméﬁmade.up the permanent
school fund. |

" With the establishment of a solid endowment for common

schools, there was also a need for school laws to govern common

1 : : S '

Don W. Perry, "History.of Oklahoma's School Endowment,"
Chronicles of Oklahoma, XIII, No. 4 (December, 1935), pp.
381-390." , v _ o

. 2

Ibid.
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common schools in Oklahoma. Therefore, the First Territorial
Legislature met in_1890‘and adopted, with modification, the
school laws of KanSas for use in the Oklahoma Territory. At
“the time of‘stateheed, a deeision was nade to adopt the

school laws established by the Oklahoma Territorial Legisla-
ture. The State Superintendent of Instruction’and one elected
- county superintendent for each of'the seventy-six countiles

- were charged with the responsibility of enforcing the -
TerritorialiSchool laws throughout the State. Since state-
hood, much of tne common school legislation has&been‘concernéd
with amending or repealing Territorialvschool laws.

The school district isvthe basic unit of common school
structure. The Constitution of Oklahoma had set no require-
ment concerning the nature or size of school districts, but
left this respensibility to the Legislature. The Territorial
.Legislature of 1891 enactedia law which provided for the
establishmentfand organization of the school districts in
Oklahoma.3 These districts were created for the purpose of
local taXation,_administration."They were classified &as in-
dependent districts, consolidated districts, union graded
districts, Jolint districts, common'school'districts,iand_»
county separate'districts.u The districts numberedr3,441

and were of uniform size, nine square miles of area in square

3 ' ' B ‘
Guy H. Lambert, A History Outline: Oklahoma State
Department of’Education, 1900 - 1965 (E1 Reno,'l967), p. 5.
4

Fifth Biennial Report of State Superintendent of Public
Instruction, 1914 p. 5.



19

form. Of this number, it waséstimanad about 185 offered some
high school Work.5 With the merging of the Oklahoma Territory
"open lands" and the lndian Territory "closed lands," 2,200
new districts were established. Unlike the organized dis-
tricts, these were larger and not uniform‘in‘size.é Adminis-
tratively, the independent districts were served by a board

of education conposed~ofpthree or more members. Whereas,

the remaining’districts were served by three officers; a
director, a clerk and a member. -

The powers and responsibilities of all school districts
were essentially-the‘same; employment of teachers, oversight
of the school and 1ts property, issuing of school district
bonds, making'certain reports to the county.superintendent;
and in some districts.to provide transportation, ’ However,
one exception was the county separate schools, which were

supported by a county tax levy, and the county clerk handled.
.teacher salaries and other school expenses. Therefore in
fact,maintenance and administration of theICOunty separate
‘school was through county government. rather than the school
district structure. . | | A ‘

In an attempt'to‘provide high schools, the leglslature

devised three plans; a township,high school county -

5 . o

Ibid., p. 6.

6 : I , _
Oklahoma Public Schools: A Survey Report to the Okla-

homa Governor's Advisory Committee on Common School Education
1964 (Tennessee, 1964), p. 29.

Ibid., Fourth Biennial Report, p. 5.
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school and consolidated districts, each of which operated 1in
Oklahoma for a number of years. In 1891 the First Territorial
Legislatﬁre authorized the township high schooi, which cem—
bined four sChool districts to opefate a high sehodl |

The first county high school law was enacted in- 1901, and
.prov1ded that any county ‘with a population of 6 000 could vote
to build, equip andtoperate a highvschool for the entire.
county. However, in 1969, Senate Bill 4 repealed the Terri-
torlal law that”had authorized the establishment and main-
tenance of a couﬁty high sehool,glwith the provision that any
county operatihg‘a high sehooilor having voted to establish
at least,eixty days prier to the_law would be allowed.to‘
operate a county high schOoi. Between 1903 ahdvl933, there
were appreximately seven-laws dealing with county high
" schools. Of"this.tetal, enly twb were-ehacted after state-
hood Senate Bill 32 in 1919, which had provided for county
,high schools 1n all counties having a scholastic population
of less than 2,000 pe‘rsons,lo and House Bill 527ll of 1933,_‘
~ which abolished:all‘county high schools'in counties having a -
population of less than 25,000 accordihg to the U.AS. census .

in 1930, and'providedifor sale of unused school land and

8 . _ '
- Frank A. Balyeat, "County High Schools in Oklahoma,"
Chronicles of Oklahoma; XXXVII (1959), 196.
9
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1909 Chapter 36 Article 3,
Section 1 and 2. :
10
Balyeat XXXVII 208
11
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 139, p. 310
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12
buildings.

Consolidated districts was the third plan and enjoyed
varied degrees of»success from l905 to 1949. The flrst con-
solidated district law was passed in 1905 by the Territorial
_Legislature, and it - permitted two or more districts to com- |

bine when approved by a majorlty of the voters in the areas
13 - 14
affected. In 1915, House B1ll 581 provided for the

dissolution of consolidated school districts and the distrib-
'utionhof the indebtedness.of such districts when dissolved.
Various amendments to previous consolidated school district

_laws regarding formation and dissolution of school districts
'were enacted 1n l9l7 through the following Senate Bills. 5415
and l50 1 House Bill 22517 of l9l9 House hill 39418 of 1921;
AHouse Bill‘60319 of 193?; and House Bill 5”20 of 1931.. House
Bill 46321 in.1923'provided for a specific consolidated‘school

12

13
Third Biennial Report of State Superintendent of Public

Instruction, l9lO, pp. 327-329.
14

Balyeat, XXXVII, 209.

“Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 202, p. 334.
. 15 . B N .

60klahoma’Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 257, p. 472.
1 : . ] .

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Chapter 251, p. 460.
17 T

* Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 186, p. 260.
18

19
20

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1921, Chapter 117, p. 145.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1937, Article 10, p. 174.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1939, Article 4, p. 171.

21 _
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 229, p. 395.
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district in Okmulgee County.

. Perhaps nothing 1llustrated the philosophy of the common
school idea in Oklahoma better than the legislative efforts
'to provide comprehensive secondary sChools and also contilnue
- to support their involvement in common school education.';This
effort also further accentuates the'mandate Of'the Oklahoma
Constitution, that a system of public schools to be established

22 :
and maintained by the Legislature.- -By,examininggsgme,figures

between 11908 and the enactment of the 1949 sch»oo'l-"v code,the

trend for that forty-year period was evident._:Inﬁl§083th re»

were approximately 5 655 school districts and of thfs nﬁ‘berv.
185 offered some high school work In 19h8 there were approx-‘;
imately 2, 664 school districts, of which 688 offered some high’
school work. Obviously, the number of - school districts had
decreaSed, but the number'of high-schools_had increased

appreciably,

State Boards and Commissions

Within theTConstitution'of Oklahoma the provisions for
common school education are general and broad, which has“
allowed‘great flexibility for the Legislature. As a result,
the Legislature has extensively addressed the issues of struc-
ture, management supervision, control and financial support

for common school education in Oklahoma. But ink19ll, they

22
Oklahoma, Constitution Article 1, Section 5 and .
Article 13, Section l
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delegated some of their own power to a State Board of Education

23

through Senate'Bill 132. It gave the following major powers

to the .State Board of Education

(a)

(b)
(c)

@)

(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
(1)

(3)

To control and supervise the state university, six

normal schools, college for women, school of milnes -
and metallurgy, two preparatory schools, colored
agricultural and normal university, schools for the

blind and deaf, boys' training school, orphans'
‘home, 1nstitution for feeble-minded, and institution

for deaf, blind and colored-orphans.
To act as a text book commission

The general supervision of the public schools of the
state

To formulate and adopt courses of study for the
common schools and county normal institutions; and
arrange courses of study, and adopt textbooks for
use 1ln the higher educational institutions of the

state.

‘To formulate rules and regulations governing the

issuance of all certificates to teach in the public
schools of this state. v

To prepare questions for the examination of applicants
for county and city certificates to teach 1in the
publie schools of the state.

To examine applicants for state certificates, to
teach in the publlc schools of the state, and for
conductors' and instructors' certificates to teach
in the county normal institutes.

To prepare examination questions fOr'graduates from

" the eighth grade of the publlc schools.

To classify the public high schools of the state and
properly accredit them to the wvarlous higher educa-
tional institutions of the state.

To formulate and adopt courses of study of state
puplils' reading circles; and to select books to be
used in said reading circles, and to prepare- ques-
tions for the 1ssuance of reading circle certificates.

23

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapter 47, p. 120.
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(k) The State Board of Education shall make a biennial

report to the governor and legislature, setting

forth the work of the board and the conditions of

the schools of the state. The board shall also

prepare and submlt to the governor thirty days

before the convening of each regular session of

the legislature a budget estimating the necessary

appropriations for each of the institutions under

thelr management and control.
This'legislation authorized the State Board of,Education to make
' policiesband establish rules and regulations which would have
the full force and effect of the law. It also provided the
vState"Boardfof Education with the general control and super-
vision of public education in Oklahoma, a function whilch was
traditionally local. Thisflegislative,enactment furthercillus-
trated a part of the philosophy‘of the,common,school_idea in
Oklahoma this being legislative efforts to,provide a stronger
state role in the general control and supervisioh of common
schools. | |

‘As a part of structuring common school education, the
Textbook Commission was created ‘in l909‘to‘carry into effect
Article Thirteen, Section Six, of the Constitution. The
' commission'svpurpose was to prepare for use in common schools
of the state a unlform system of textbooks, registers, records,
~and school apparatus, as well .as to define the duty and responz
2

sibilities ofrbidders and prescribe penalties for wviolations.

Since the commission's creation, several laws were enacted

5T,
Oklahoma, Revised Statutes (1909) Article 1V, Section
_ 7982- 8007, pp. 1612 1619.
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regarding the organization and functions of the Textbook

. : 25
Commissiog. These included Senate Bill 29, in 1919, House
2 . 27
Bill 197 in 1923, and House Bill 121 in 1933. In 1939
28 '

Senate Bill 37 . provided'more detalled guldelines in the use
of textbooks in the common schools. The 1941_Législature

. 29
enacted Senate Bill 16,

which provided for i) the contin-
unatlion of thé_Textbook Commission;_E)_a‘five—yeér adopted
period for fextbooks, 3)Abonding-for textbook cohtractors,

) exclusive téxtbook'adoption lists, and S) enforcement of
the Tektbéok Commission‘policiesiby the State Board of Educa-
tion. In 1945, Seﬁate Bill'MQ30 was enacted and provided for
the continued policies previously enaéted regarding the Text-
book Commission. But the law further provided for a Textbook
Committee for the purpose of examihing ﬁhe books submitted
fdr adoption and making formai.récommendations to the Tekt-

book Commilssion.

Perhaps the most’significant law régarding textbooks was

25 | o

6lea_homa Sesslon Laws, 1919, Chapter 12, p. 11.
26 . - _ S v .
‘Oklahoma Sesslion Laws, 1923, Chapter 175, p. 292.
27 ' _ _

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 84, p. 1U7.
28 "

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1939, Chapter 34, Article I,
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1941, Chapter 28, pp. 416-418.

30 , . - A
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Chapter 28, p. 335.
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31
passed in 19&8 through a constitutional amendment. The

constitutional change directed the Leglslature to provide

a system'éf free textbooks for use by.all chiidren in the
public schools of Oklahoma, and also directed the Legisla-
ture to éuthorize the Governor to appoint a Textbook Commit-
tee. The'Textbobk Committee was tO-Be composed 6f active
educators of the:state, and they were to prepafe official
multiple textbook lists from which local districts could
choose their bobks; The proceduré was established through
House Bill 39932 in 1947 Which created the Free Textbook Sys-
tem.of Okiahoma. . -

Segregated Schools

Without gding into a'lengthy histéry of»segregation in the
United‘States, Oklahoma, 11kevothef states, adhered to a
'positioh of “separation between blacks,and whites. The effect
of ﬁhis position on the structufe of cdmmonischools was evident,
as both the Constitutibn énd»statutes‘§r0vided'fof a complete
plan of separatibn between the whites and blacks; with theoret-
- decally 1mpartical facilitiés for each. Government Of'thése | |

. : _ o S 33
separate schools was prescribed'by House Bill 615 of 1917,

31 ' : o . )
Article XIII,. Section 6 of the Oklahoma Constitution
was amended by a vote of the people directing the Oklahoma
Leglslature to provide a system of free textbooks.

32 A R T
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1947, Chapter 28, p. 524.
33 _ - o | o _
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 257, p. U72.
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34 ~
while Senate Bill 71, passed in 1919, provided for the

~method of taxation, duties of the county superintendent,
‘employment, and payment of teachers‘in sepafate'scheols.

The bills specifically stated that support of separate
‘8chools was by a eounty levy instead.of a lety on the taxable
valuation of thevdistrict. This was accomplished by the
county excise board's annually levylng a tax role on all taxe
able property in their county_suffieient to maintain the sep-
erate school. The effect of this method relieved the local
distriet from thevfesponsibility of maintainingvthevseparete
schoolvfrom the proceeds of the tax levied against the assess-
ed valuation of the district and placed the responsibility
with the county. These bills also stated that the county
suberintendnet weuld employfthe teachers and act as purchas-x
ing agent for the separate seheel.’ Furtner, according to

House Bill 633

of 1939, the management and control of prop-
erty used foriseparateFSChdols.was the responsibility of the
board of education of that district. |

Tnese legislative references are the only specific ones

regarding separate echools,-and their effect would remain until

the 1954 Civil Rights cases.

Miscellaneous,Scheol.Bills

34

35 . o v o
) Oklahoma Session Laws, 1939, Chapter 34, Article 5,
p. 174. ' ’ ' e

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 28, p. 47.
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A number of miscellaneous bills were enacted between 1909
and 1949 regarding schooi structure.  In 1919,.Senate Bili T
_7936 created.a.library commission and definediits ﬁowers and
~duties. Also enacted in lQl§ was Senate Bill 214137 which pro-
vided for the union of two or more adJacent 1ndependent school
districts. Enacted in 1927 was House Bill 39738 which had
defined the.boundaries that created school district.number-
seventy-three in Bryan County; and also enacted was House Blll
15739 whiChgdefined and created a board of education and
treasurer?s'office for an independent school.district contain-
ing two orvmore'towns; two or more cities, or one or more towns
and one or more cities.

- The 1936 Legislature enacted several bills relating to
common school structure, House Bill 44542 authorized the county
superintendent to transfer territory located in a dependent
school district to an adJacent'independent school district.
Very‘significant in 1936 was thetcreation of the Board of
Vocational Education with_powers.and duties through House;Bill
285‘M1 : : - _ ,

The - State Board of. Education 1is hereby authorized
and directed; (1) to administer the disbursements of

36 SR |
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 32, p. 51.
38
39
4o
41

Oklahoma‘Session Laws, 1919,'Chapter 69,_p, 108.
Oklahoma‘Session Laws,“l§27,.Chapter'190, p. 240.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1927, Chapter‘77,,p. 116.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, Article 8, p. 172.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, Chapter 18, p. 185-186.
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all funds provided for the education and vocational

rehabilitation of disabled persons; (2) to appoint

and fix the compensation of the personnel necessary

~to administer this Act; (3) to provide for the

education and/or vocational rehabilitation and

placement in remunerative employment of persons

eligible for the benefits of this Act; (4) to make

such rules and regulations as may be necessary for

the administration of this Act; and (5) to report

biennially to the Governor of the State on the

administration of this Act.

The creation of the vocational-technical education board
cintinued to’show a part'of the philosophy of the common
' school idea in Oklahoma that the legislature's effort to pro-
.vide a comprehensive school system which in part would mean
vocational programs for Oklahoma children.

: The involvement of the Oklahoma Legislaturelin the struc-
turing of common schools seemed apparent in this history.
However, in this examination a part of the philosophy of
common school education was also made evident by the creation
of school districts with high schools, a stronger role of the
state in the general control and'supervision of oommon schools

through a State Board of Education, and now the creation of the

Board of Vocational Education.

Legislative Involvement in Common

School Policy: 1909 - 1949

In the chrOnologicalvexamination of thé'seSsionblaws, a
number of subcategoriles were revealed relating‘to policy
issues 1n theicommon SChools:, 1) annexation and consolidation
2) transfers and transportation 3) patriotism and M) internal

operating policies and prosedures of school districts. FThev“
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first three of these subtopics further enhanced the phil-
'osophybof the common school idea in Oklahoma of providing
comprehensiveisecondary schools. | |
Since'statehood much of the early legislation in this
area was in the formgof-amendments or an expansion of the
Oklahoma,Territorial Legislature*s provisions for the support
of a public school system. Algood example is an amendment
‘to the territorial statutes of 1893 through House'Bill 3»72,42
which legalized.elections in school districts embracing cities.
This amendment was the only law enacted effecting educational
policy during the 1909 state legislature. During the 1911
legislative session a number’of bllls were enacted relating
to common school policy. House B111 108 provided for a
transfer law whereby school children could attend school in
districts other_than the'district in which they reslided. This
as accomplished through approval of the county superintendent
and at the expense of the home district, and the law enabled
the child to attend a high school that might not otherwise
be available; -Perhaps closely,related to this measure was
House Bill M62} which provided.for a systemnof tranSportation
in consolidated school districts. L |

With the creation of the State Board of Education, came

N
[

.42
Oklahoma, Revised Statutes (1909) Chapter 102 Article
v, Seﬁtlon 8010, p. 1620.
3

by

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911 Chapter lO2 p. 218.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapter 122, p. 26k4.
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the biennial report to the governor and legislature. The
report was to set forth the work of the Board and the con-
difions of:the schools of the‘sﬁate. ToApartialiy assist
in this responsibility, in 1911 the position of State Inspec-
tor of Schools was created through'Senate Bill 139,“5 His
responsibility was to annually eXamine and report all the
functions and activities within the common school system to
‘the State Superintendent. During the 1911 session two
measures relating to internal operating poiicies and proced-
ures of schodl districts and the power of thé county super-
intendent were enacted into law, House Biil 145  and Senate
Bi11_85.47 The former directed the county superintendent
to hire téachefs for the separate schools;'whilé the latter
allowed the county superintehdent tQ employ an assistant.
Inf1913,-two measures were enacted into_law which had
-an impact on.common school policy, both origiﬁating in the
Senate. Senaté Bill 16448 amended a portion of the laws re-
lated again to the‘inﬁernal operating policies anid procedures
- of school districts. Specifically, the bill éllbwed the
county supefintendnet to hire a clerk. ‘Thé other measure was

49 '
Senate Bill 75, which established seventeen articles governing

45

46Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapter 98, p. 210.
u7Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapter 139, p. 319.
380klahoma.Session Laws;'l9l3, Chapter 237, p. 615.
9Ok’lahbma Session Laws,_1913,-Chap£er 219, p. 487. .

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapter 131, p. 288.
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common schools in Oklahoma.
A number of educational policy bills were enacted during
the 1915 sesslion, of which the majority related to internal

policies and procedures of school districts. Senate Bill
50
373 provided for the establishment of an annual school

meeting, reporting of school fund disbursement, and regulation
51
of school elections; and House Bill 414 provided boards of
I
education 1in cities of the first class the authority to pre-

pare and submit budgets and the mechanisms for voting excess
levies. The following measures related to the states continued
role in the general supervision and control of schools. The

position of State Inspector of Schools, created in 1911, was
52
eliminated by Senate Bill 26; the issuing of and regulation

of teachers certificates were enacted by Senate Bills 364 and
54
413; temperance instruction was made permissable through House

55

Bill 160, and amendments in employment practices of school
56 '
personnel was enacted by House Bill 537.
Four common school policy measures were enacted by the

1917 legislature, of which three originated with the House of

50Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 278, p. 64,
51Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 192, p. 390.
52Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 14, p. 11.
53Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 114, p. 202.
5AlOklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 9, p. 10.
zZOklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 10, p. 8.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 71, p. 115.
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Representatives. Two were continued amendments 1n laws reg-

ulating the transfer of children and certification of teachers.

Both wefe adopted through House Bill 296,57 and House Bill
1420,5'8 while the third provided school districts with policies
regarding playgrounds according to House Bill 1413.59 Agéin an
expression of internal policies and prggedures for school

districts was found in Senate Bill 48, which directed boards
of education in independent districts to make annual financial
and statisticél reports to the State Superinﬁendent, and pro=-
vided penalties for failure to comply. |

The 1919 Legislature provided laws which set out numerous

common scgool policies; compulsory education came through Senate
' b1 _ o
Bill 182, the teachlng of the Engllsh language exclusively

. 62 | |
was required by House Bill 80, election procedures in cases

of vacancles on
63 | »
and as a result of Senate Bill 266, a teacher's

school boards'were spelled out in Senate Bill
322,

~annuities and beneflt system was established. Senate Bill

Oklahoma

57Okléhoma Session.Laws, 1917, Chapter'2M2,‘p. 453,
| ?BOklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter éuz,,p.'uugg
590]:clza.hon'1a Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 242, p. 4lg.
GOOklahoma Session Laws, 1917,‘Chapter 259,<p. 474,
610k1ahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 62, p. 98.
620k1ahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 1u1,:§. 201.
-63Ok1ahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 79, p. 122.
o Sesslon Laws, 1919, Chépter‘97, p. 151.
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2265 requlired the publishing of a textbook 6n.agriculture and
related flelds.- Thils bill had shown a contlnued legislative
effort to provide a comprehensive'school program, especlally
silnce agriculture was the primary vocation in Oklahoma.
Finally, the continuing issue of transfering children from one
district té anofher was refexamined ln Senate Bill 33.66

Many of the common school policy issues in the 192i
Legislature'grew out of the national mood, which was caught up
with a world war. An oath of alleglance by teachers was re=-
quired by House Bill 38967 and applied to all common school
teachers. Failure to Qomply meant revocation of a teacher's
: éertificate. Similar in purpose was HousevBill 383,68 which
made compulsory.the teaching of respect and reverence for the
flag and fof prdper'display of the.Ameridan'flag'in every
échool room. Also enacted was Houée Bill 38&,6? which made
compﬁlsOry‘the féaching of American histpry and civic govern-
ment in ali grades and highvschools in the State;_ The balance
of the 1921 Legislation involVedbpolicies and procedureé of

. . ‘ 70
school districts. Through House Bill 180, the annual school

65 - '

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 8, p. 7.
66 . .
6 Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 13, p. 13.
7 v
68
69
70

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1921, Chapter'239,,p. 339.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1921, -Chapter 111, p. 137.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1921, Chapter 112, p. 138.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1921, Chapter 85, p. 110.
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meeting, reporting of school fund disbursement and regulation
of the school election law of 1915 was amended. Also amended
were the provisions for vacancies on a board of education in
cities having a population-of more than 80,000, through House
Bill 226.71 House Bill 5072 aesignated the County Treasurer
as the custodlan. of school district funds and, finally, House
Bill 467 defined school furniture to mean and embrace
vehicles in which pupiis ére transported.

In the 1923 Legislature a school district policy and pro-
cedure measure was enacted by Senate Bill 6,74 which was an
act valldating board of education coﬂtracts in cities of the
first class. A continued patriotic étﬁitude was. evident in
House Bill 72,-75 which reaffirmed the 1921 iaw requiring
teachers to take the oath of alleglance. | .

76

The 1925 Legisléture enacted House Bill 67 which elabor-

ated‘on the duties and'responsibilities Of)county superintend-
ents, boards of education, and school district personnel.
The measure was the only law enacted which related to school

district policy and'procedure, Another measure continued to

emphasizelthe patriotic expression of the 1921‘Legislature.

71
72
73
T4
75

76 . _ .
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1925,. Chapter 112, p. 160.

Oklahoma Session Léws; 1921, Chapter 96, p. 122.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1921, Chapter 70, p. 91.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter‘23l, p. 397.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 3, p. 3.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 150, p. 251.
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77 : ‘
This was House Bill 293, which required the teachlng of the

Constitution in all schools.

The 1927 and 1929 Législatures enacted four common
school policy bills into law. School diétrict policles and
procedures accounted for three of the meaéures and all related
to treasqrers_for school districts. House Bill'32678 provided
for the city of Tulsa board of education to appolnt a treasurer
for the district.}'House Bill 29979 enabled the Coal County
Trgasurer to act as the school district treasurer. Senate Bill
10 ° required school district treasurers to be bonded. Also
énacted was Senate Bill 3381 that repealed county and city cer-
tificate laws ahd pfovided thé State Board of Education with
sole requnsibility of teadher certification. The blll repre-
‘sentéd a continued éxample of a strongéf‘role of the state in
the general control and supervision of'séhools.

The four coﬁmon,School policy bills enacted in 193l'were,b
indepéndent of éachybther, but reiéted in igternal school dis~
trict policy and proéedure. Senate Bill 67 ? related to election

" and organiZation of.boards,bf-edﬁcation in_independéntvdistriéts.

7

78 o
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1927, Chapter 173, p. 228.
79 ~ i -

80
8'Oklahoma Session Laws, 1929, Chapter 261, p. 373.
1 ,

82 A _ _ , , :
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1931, Chapter 34, p. 126.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1925, Chapter 171, p. 275.
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1927, Chapter 168, p. 224.

OkléhOmavSession Laws, 1929, Chépter 263, p. 375.
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Senate Bill 101 prohibited school officials from accepting

gifts for favorable or unfavorable action on any given school
issue. School boundary changes cguld be appealed 1in county
)-l .

court according tb House Bill 98, }and amendments to employ-
: 85
ment and discharging teachers was enacted by House Bill 19.

Certain statutory references in 1931 regarding transportation
affected common school policy and appeared td address specific
issues relating to différent types of school district ober—
ation and procedﬁre:

Section 10465, 0.S. 1931, provides that school
district boards in consolidated districts are
charged with the responsibility of furnishing suit-
able vehicles driven by competent persons of good
moral character for the purpose of transporting
school children. This statute further provides
that the district board of an independent school
district having the area, population, and assessed
valuation equal to that requilred of consolidated
districts as provided by law, shall have the
authority to provide transportation for pupills.

Section 6940, 0.S. 1931, provides that transpor-
tation may be furnished in any union grades school
district to convey pupills to and from the central
bullding, provided a meeting of the legal voters of
the district 1s called to vote on this measure, and -
sixty per cent -(60%) of the voters present at such
meeting vote in favor of such measure.8

The majority of common school policy legilslation in 1933
was introduced by the House of Representatives, although one

'bill was introduced in the Senate. vThese bllls varied in the

53 o |
5 Oklahoma Session Laws, 1931, Chapter 32, p. 112.
L

85
g Oklahoma Session Laws, 1931 Chapter 34, p. 124.
6
: Oklahoma, ReVISed'Statutes (1931), Title 34 Section
10465, 6940, 6920, pp. 2018=2022.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1931, Chapter 34, p. 123.
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nature of their content but the major issues addressed were

in the area of transfer, annexation and transportation and

a contlnued interest in expanding local high schools. Affect-
ing these issnes was Senate Bill 57,87‘which established the

pro rata of cost in the transfer of children from one district
to another and the House billls initiated were House Bill 194,88
providing for the disorganization of independent school
districts for the purpcse of annexing the territory disorganized
to an adjacent independnent school district, and the establish-
ment of the mechanics for such a procedure with change 1n cer-
tain administrative procedures relative to annexation and House
Bill 318, providing for amendments in the transfer and trans-
portation of chidiren in_separate schoOls; House Bill 2990
established the Transportation Division of the State Depart-
ment of Education. One reason for the Transportation Division's
creaticn was that buses-frcm’different districts were operating
along the same routes in servicing transferredvstudents; As a
result, intense riValries developed between various districts
ccncerning thelr transportation routes. One other measure 5

. 91 .
enacted in 1933 was House Bill 111. It had an impact on

o7

88 - .

8 Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 93, p. 170.
9 , v N y

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 116, p. 282.
90 . : - o
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 205, p. 490.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 13, p. 32.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 83, p. 146.
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school district policies and procedures as 1t amended laws
relating to bonding of school district treasurers.
The 1936 Leglslature was very actlve 1in setting common

school policy as they enacted ten bills, elight House and three

. 92 93
Senate bills. Two House bills, 445 and 203, dealt with

school dietrict territory. The former authorized the county
superintendent to transfer territory located in a dependent
district te an adjacent independent schdol district under cer-
tain conditions, whille the latﬁer related to attaching adjacent

territory, boundary changes and bonded indebtedness.  House
94 95 : :
Bills 364 and 319 related to school boards. House Bill
96 . . -
364 declared certain individuals ineligible to serve on the
97

school board of any district and House Bill 319 defined the

powers of school boards. The continued iSsue of school trans-
fers occurred when computation of the amount of transfer fees

that may be included in the estimates of need in school
' ' 98
districts was provided for in House Bill 420. Another billl

A v 99
of general common school policy was House Bill 225 which

5 ~ - -

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, Chapter 51, p. 219.
93 _ - ,
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, Chapter 34, p. 150.
9l ' ’ ' '
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, Chapter 34, Article 1,

Ibid., Article 2, p. 168.
96

Ibid., Article 1, p. 168.
97 '
98

99

Ibid., Article 2, p. 168.
Ibid., p. 172
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, Article 18, p. 184,
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authorized a program of employmeﬁt and vocational training for
children of needy families. Three distinct Senate bllls were
enacted, again all of which related to school district pollcy
and procedure;’vSenate Bill 139100 established the legal pro-
cedure for employmént and dlschargement of teachers.- Senate
Bill-246lOl amended the meetings of school boards and provided
the mechanism for fllling vacancies on échool'boards. Senate
Bill 178102 allowed school districts to employ physlcilans,
dentists, and nurses to promote and maintain good health among
children attending public‘school. |

Enacted 1nto law in 1939 were a number‘of bllls relating to
common school policy. Both the Senate and House addressed the
continued_issuesIrelating to school district policy and pro-
cedure, tranqurtation, and transfers. Specilfically, through
Senate Bill. number 76,103 a mechanism was estabiished to enable
‘adults between the ages of twenty-one and twenty-five to com=-
plete common school at no cost. The program was only avall-
able to those who because of physical disability_were unable to
complete school while of legal school age. Also enactéd were a
number of House bills. House Blll 235104 permitted local schools

105
to participate'in adult education. Hous¢ Bill 557 provided

looOklahomé Session Laws, 1936, Article 16, P. 179.
lO;Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, Article 2, p. 162.
102OklahOma Sessilon Laws, 1936, Article 4, p. 169.
103Oklahoma Session Laws, 1939, Article 12, p. 183.
1Y k1anomd Session Laws, 1939, Article 13, p. 185.
lOSOklahoma Session Laws, 1939, Article 2, p. 170.
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for the appointment_of a rural school superviSor in each
county having a populatlon of not less than seventy-five

thousand ‘and not more thén one hundred thousand. House Bill
106 : ' ' :
85 provided a vehlcle for appeals of county superintendent
) 107 |
orders. House Bill 648 permitted transfer of puplls by

petition of patrons. In addition to these House bills,

there were three House bllls relating to transportation, House
108 109 110 111
Bills 174, 623, and 292. House Bill 174

authorized the use of buses on outside activitiles according
to the following conditions:

Section 1. The school board or the board of
education of any school district having the
authority to. furnish transportation to pupils

. may authorize the school buses of the district to .
be used to transport puplls attending the schools
of the district to and from school activities held
within or without the district and in which such
puplils participate.

_ 112 . o '
While House Bill 623 provided that in all cases where trans-

portation has been provided for children attending'public .
schools, the same will be provided for children attending

privaté or parochial schools. One of'the most significant

lo60klahoﬁa Session Laws, 1939, Article 4, p. 171.
?O7Oklahoma Session Laws, 1939, Artigie*s, p. 177.
108Oklahoma Session Laws, 1939, Article 10, p. 183.
logokléhoma Session Laws, 1939, Article 11, p. 183.
1100k1ahoma Session Laws, 1939, Article 9, p. 178.

111leahoma Session Laws, 1939, Article 10,.p. 183.
112Oklahoma_ Session Laws, 1939, Articie 12, p. 183.
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bills relating to transportation was House Bill 292, which
113
provided the following

1. The authorilzation of transportatlon services for

a. School districts maintaining "not less than

'~ two accredited high school grades."

b. Transferred pupils.

¢c. A dependent school district that has "dis-
pensed with its school and transferred its
pupils to another district or districts.”

d. Pupils who live less than one (1) mile from
the school building, provided such service
"will not overcrowd the vehicle or incur
additional expense on the part of the
district.”

2. The purchase or contract of transportation equip—
ment.

3. The prescribing and promulgating by the Depart-

ment of Public Safety and the State Board of

Education of rules and regulations establishing

minimum standards of construction and equipment

of vehicles.

The 1lnspection of transportation equipment.

The licensing of drivers by the Department of

Public Safety.

6. The requiring of the stopping of school buses be-
fore crossing a railway track or crossing or
entering a state or Federal highway, and providing
a penalty for such violations.

7. The requiring of all vehicles to stop before pass-

ing a school bus "which has stopped for the purpose

of permltting a child or children to enter said
vehicle or to alight therefrom."

The purchase of 1iabllity insurance.

The authorizing of the State Board of Education to

"fix the boundaries of the area in which each

- school district shall provide transportation.”

10.  "The provisions of the Act shall apply to the

separate schools of the State."

U=
- L ]

O oo

From statehood to the passage of this bill in 1939, very little
consideration was given to public'school transportatlion by the

Leglslature. 'HoWever,‘some specific references were made in

113
Nineteenth Biennial Report of State Superintendent
of Public Instruction, 1940, p. 58.
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114 115 :

1919 by Sen%te Bill 313, House Bill 29, 1933, and House
116 - 117

Bills 298 ""and 275 of 1935. But House Bill 292 takes on

additional significance as 1t 1s the first time the Legisla-
ture comprehensively examilned a portion of common school laws

on transportation. This was further evidenced by the fact
118
that the bill was referred to as the Transportation Code.

Legislatlion relating to common school policy during the
'19411session was limited. Only four bilills were enacted. Two

related to internal school district policy and procedure.
119 . .
-House Bi1ll 329 established qualification for voting at
120 :
school district elections, while House Bill 23 provided for

election procedures and terms of offlce for the county superin-
121 _
tendent. House Bill 305 provided for the enumeration of

children of school age 1n certaln instances. Contlnued amend-
: . 122
ments to the transfer law were made by House Bill 268.

Y lanoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 93, p. 146.
llSOkiahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 205, D. Q90.
1;SOklahoma'Session La&s, 1935, Article 3, p. 141.
117Oklahoma Session Laws, 1935, Article 1, p. 199.
118Nineteenth Biennial Report of State Sﬁperintendent_of
Public Instruction, p. 58. '

ll,90k1ahoma Session Laws, Title 70, Chapter 3, p. L00.

120Oklahoma Session Laws, Title 70, Chapter'2, p. 399.
121oklahoma Session Laws, 1941, Title 70, Chapter 9, p. 400.
49 1‘2?Oklahoma. Sesslon Laws, 1941, Title 7O, Chapter 29, p.
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123 _
Senate Bill 81 related to the formation and alteration of
: : 124 '
school districts and Senate Bill 313 provided for annexation

of a common school district to a union graded, consolidated,
or independent district under certain circumstances. Fihally,
House Bill 155125 amended the transportation bill of 1939 in
the area of authorizing, regulating, and 1limiting such trans-
portation.

Common school policy in 1943 was primarily involved wifh
teaching personnel and miscellaneous matters. House Bill
413126 had prescribed the number of teachers fof a school
approved and 1lsolated for twelve grades under the state aild

_ 127 :
law, and House Bill 359 allowed school districts to employ
emergency supply teachers. In the Senate, two patriotic

measures reflecting the tenor of the time were enacted.

128 co
Through Senate Bill 70, the public school system provided
123 : '
- Oklahoma Session Laws, 1941, Title 70, Chapter 24,
p. 407. I :
124 < ‘ S
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1941, Title 70, Chapter 24a,
p. 410. _
125 o ' . , ‘
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1941, Title 70, Chapter 31la,
p. 426. ' ‘
126
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1943, Title 70, Chapter 21la,
p. 207. ‘ _ ’
127 '
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1943, Title 70, Chapter 27,
p. 212. '
128

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1943, Title 70, Chapter 16,
p. 200.



extra school services to alleviate child care problems
for parents who were assisting manpower needs during war-
time and also enacted was Senate Bill 168129 which
authorized school districts to contract wlth departments or
agencles of fhe Federal government to sponsor hot lunch
programs designated for the promotion of the war effort.
There were five bills‘enacted into law régarding
common school policy in 1945, four originating in the
House and one in the Senate. The majority of these
related to school district policy and procedure measures.
HousevB111,151130'authorized school districts to provide
common school educatlion for the physically handicapped
children, and established a mechanlsm for the administra-
tion of the program, including transfers, and funding, as
well as teaching requirements. Employment of part-time
teachers in special sﬁbjects and teacher contracts were

| | 131 132
spelled out in House Bill 316. Senate Bill 92

129
p. 198..
130
p Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Title 70, Chapter 31,

131

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1943, Title 70, Chapter 6,

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Title 70, Chapter 5,
p. 301. ’ ,
132

| Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Title 70, Chapter 9,
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related to annual scholastic census in school dlstricts

and outlined the renumeration costs. House Blll 244 3
provided fer the retirement of teachers and other
personnel. The question of transportation was again
addressed by HousevBill 50313“ in which school districts
were authorized to furnish transportation andlto vote tonds

for purchase of’transportation equipment.

Legislative Involvement in Common

School Finance: 1909 - 1949

One of the gfeatest concerns 1in the history of the
public sehools in Oklahoma was the guestion of finance.
Since statehood, many of the State Departﬁent'ef Educationv
biennial repofts to the Legilslature had referred to this
guestion of financlng public schools. For eiample, in the
Sixth Blennlal report the State Superintendent stated "Tt
was reasonably expected that the Legislature would continue
the policy of extending financial asslstance to districts

. . ,"135 while the State Superintendent in the Tenth

Biennial report noted "the most important subject relative

133

: 320 Oklahoma Sesslon Laws, 1945, Title 70, Chapter 27,
p- ‘. . . o
134 » v o
300 Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Title 70, Chapter 3,
p. . : : ’ o . '
135

Sixth Biennial Report of the State Superintende t f
Public Instructlon, 1916, p. 11. i e
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136
to the public schools is a fiscal one." The State Super-

intendent, in his Eleventh Biennial Report, recommended "that

the Leglislature énact . . ; a plan of state aid to guar-
antee more equality of educational opportunity;"l37

In 1938, the State Superintendnet in his biennial re-
port to the Legislature made slxteen major recommendations
relating to financing common schools,138 and each of these
recommendations varied in nature. But in essence, all
clearly pointed out that financilal support for the common
schoois was a principal problem confronting the Legilslakure.
Prior to examining the Leglslature's involvement in common
school finance, a brief explanation of the sources from
which school finance originated and developed‘is necessary.

Through the Organic Act of 1890, the-Federal Government
granted sections sixteen and thirty-six in each Township in
Oklahoma Territory. This 1and.constituted 1,415,000 acres
and was set aside for the benefit of common>3chools. ~Since
the Indian Territory was all Federal'land in a sense.and no
funds were available for a public school system, a five

million_dollar appropriation was made by Congress in lieu

of the common practioe of allocating sections_sixteen and

136 PPNy . _.‘__«~._... »v - T i
Tenth Biennlal Report of the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, 1924, p. 10.
137 -
Eleventh Blennial Report of the State Superintendent of
“Public énstruction, 1926, p. 7.
13
Eighteenth Biennial Report of the State Superintendent
~of Public Instruetion, 1938, p. 15.
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thirty-six of each township. This original school 1and'endow—
ment‘and the five million dollar apportionment constituted the
basis for Oklahoma's‘permanent'school fund.

In addition to this original endowment, the State was
-divided into school districts and equal size; except 1n the
0ld Indian Territory.“ The people of fhese districts were
given the legal right to levy taxes against the aésessed
valﬁation of all propérty within the district, not to exceed
15 millé to support.their schdols; _Howevef, this system of
financing public scﬁools in Oklahoma would not always be
sufficient.._Mény of the financiél iiis of the schools that
developed were traceable to the lnequalities of local wealth
among the school districts of the state. These inequaiities
were reflected in the shifting in the patterns of wealth due
to social aﬁd ecoﬁdmic develdpment Qf the staté, decline in '
the tbtal assessed valuation of real esﬁate andvpersohal
property, length of school terms and'the quality of school
' programs. Until the late 1920fs, ﬁhé legislation enacted;
affecting school finance was pieéemeal and réflected no
discernable pattérn._‘But 1t Is significant to.note, the
majdrity of the Legislature's-effbrt'in.financing common
schools‘seeméd to be -attempts to equélizé education oppor-
tunity

139 ' o :
In 1908, House Bill 65 was enacted into law and pro-

‘vided for bonding school districts. The bonds were used to

139 o
: Oklahoma, Revised Statutes (1909) Chapter 102 Article
VI Section 8066-72 pp. 1631-1634.
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purchase land and erect school bulldings. Tax levies were
provided in the bill to pay the 1nterest on the indebtednessf
A sinking fund was estéblished for the payment of the prin-b

clpal. The same year, the Legislature enacted House B111

140 - _ .
527 which legalized a bond issue for a school district in

Major County, Oklahoma.
The 1911 Legislature enacted only two common school
~ : 141 142
finance bills, Senate Bill 62 and House Bill 95. The
former measure provided for the sale of certain public lands
for school buildihg sites. The latter provided for the set-
ting aside and creating of a fund to be knoﬁn:as the
consolidated school district fund. The fund was developed
from the sale and lease of land located in Greer County and .
was to be used to finance the_construction of union graded and
consolidated school district buildings.
,Expanding}on the two'previous legislative sessions, the
1913 Legislature enacted House Bill 1149143 in'whiCh’the‘public
" building funds were diverted in this consolidated school fund, 
Also enacted.ih.1913,was House Bi1ll uuluu which‘appropriated

from the unlon graded consolidated fund an amount to be

apportioned by scholastic population to different countiles

u'Oklahoma Session Laws, 1909, Chapter 77, p. 673.
11 _ e » Se
) Oklahoma Session Laws, 1911, Chapter 116, p. 257.
142 o A ‘

) Oklahoma Session Laws, 1913, Chapter 15, p. 16.
143 v P | S
Fifth Blennial Report of State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, 1914, p. 113.
14y '

Ibid.



through the State Board of Education. Some 61 school
districts outside clties of the first class applled for and
recelved aid»from this measure. Somewhat germane to common
school finance was Senate Bill 301145 which prohibited the
sale of.municipal bonds at less than par and provided safe-
guards for expenditures agalnst special and contingent funds.
In addition totthe leglslation, two constitutional amendments
were proposed and adopted by the'people through Senate Joint'
~Resolution 1 and House J01nt Resolution 2. The former pro-

vided that taxes by certain. public corporations would be

used for the maintenance of common schools in the state for a

» 146
term of six months.

Several amendments to earller common school filnance laws
147

were made during the 1915 Legislature. House Bill 134 made
minor amendments in the law regarding taxation; issuing of
bonds and the purchasing of schoolisites. House Bill 501148
providedva more'flexihle manner~of voting excess levies for
school purposes and House Bill 290149 related to state fund
apportionment to counties and schoolbdistricts.

In l9l7 the Legislature enacted three common school

finance bills, two originating with the Senate and one with

155 o R |
u60klah0ma Session Laws, 1913, Chapter ll9, p. 220.
1 ;

Sixth Biennlal Report of State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, 1916, p. 14.

147

148 , A
" Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 199, p. 405.
149 : . 7

Oklahoma Sesslon Laws, 1915, Chapter 250, p. 607.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1915, Chapter 187, p. 381.
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the House of Representatives. Methodology regarding school

levies was amended through the enactment of Senate Bill
150 151 152
149, while Senate Bill 52 and House Bill 590 related

to the apportionment of and aid from union or consolidated

school funds.

153
In the provision of Senate Bill 182 of the 1919

Oklahoma Session, the State Board of Education was to deter-
mine the eligibility of weak rural school districts to share

in the ald appropriated for promoting and improving the rural
' 154
school Interests. - It was also the responsibility of the

, 155 4 .
Board, through House Bill 419, to apportion and distribute

funds to the ﬁnion graded or consolidated school districts. p
A unidue'measure of the 1919 Legislature was House Bill 7,15
which made possible the transfer of>funds from the Creek County
High School fund to the common scthl.fund of Creek County.
Also enacted in 1919 was HouSe Bill 30‘4,157 which amended the

law relating to the investment policiles for sinking funds.

150 _ | | |
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 254, p.. 465.
151 ' .
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 252, p. 460.
152 : »

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1917, Chapter 77, p. 124,
153 | T o -
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 62, p. 98.
154 o ’ , ‘

Eighth Biennial Report Qf State Superintendnet of

Public Instruction, 1920, p. 77.' .

155 _ '
Oklahoma Sesslon Laws, 1919, Chapter 253, p. 3H9.
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Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 124, p. 177.

157 ‘ _
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 207, p. 295.
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Issues regarding financing common school education were

lngged during the 1921 Legislative Session Only Senate Bills
: 59

84 and 15 supplemented legilslative appropriations to aid

the rural public and union graded or consolidated schools.
160
In an effort to assist separate schools, Senate Bill 323
. 161
ralsed the allowable one mill levy to a two mill levy.

The 1923 Legislature enacted three House bills and two
Senate bills regarding common school filnance. Payments were
made for indebtedness in school districts,inrcities of the
first class through House Bill 346 162 ‘House Bill 207163
provided sufficlent revenue to maintain public schools in
those areas where lead and zinc minerals were mined from
Indian lands exempt from taxation. A continuation of policy
for state ald and its'apportionment to weak school districts
was provided for through House Bill 140164 while Senate
Bills 5165,and 7166 made appropriations to aid the union
graded and consolidated school districts a continued poiicyu

of the Legislature.

158 :
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 16, p. 24,

159 . v )
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 191, p. 215.
160 . ‘ _ '
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1919, Chapter 48, p. 67.
1617
Ninth Biennial Report of State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, 1922, p. 42. ,
162 :
~ Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 211, p. 373.
163 ’
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Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 179, p. 306.

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 164, p. 265.
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Oklahoma Session Laws, 1923, Chapter 3, p. 3.

166 ’ . . ‘
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Again appropriations to aid weak school districts
ocgurred in the 1925 Legislature as a result of Senate Bill
8l ! and House Bill 98.168' In addition to this legislation,
a proposed'constitutional amendment was submitted through
House J01nt Resolution 7169 and.defeated»by a vote of the.
people. The constitutional amendment attempted to eliminate
the need for the yearly emergency appropriations through a
special state levy for school districts. 1o

After years of d1s301nted efforts 1in financing common
schools, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction in the

-Eleventh Biennial Report of l926 recommended to the Legisla—

ture that it enact a plan of state ald to guarantee more
_ 171
_ equality of educational opportunity. Until 1926, many. -

of'the financial problems of Oklahoma schoolSFWere a resultA
of the inequalities of local wealth among the various
districts.of the state. As indlcated in early legislative
sessions, these inequalities in the financial ability of
school districts were recognized and small amounts'of money

were_appropriatediby various Legislatures to assist poor

167
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1925, Chapter 2, p. 2.
168
~ Oklahoma Session Laws, 1925, Chapter 123, p. 173.
169 . : - . ' ‘
' Oklahoma Session Laws, 1925, Chapter 240 p. 345.
170

: Eleventh Biennial Report of State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, 1926, p. 7.
171
Eleventh Biennial Report of State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, 1926, p. 7
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school districts. Again in 1927 the Leglslature, through
House Bill 9,172 passed an act to aid and assisf the weak
school districts. Because districts varied greatly in wealth
and inequalities existed between districts in the length of
the school term and inAthe quality of the school'program

each district was able to offer and because of the recom-
mendatioﬂ of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction,
the 1929 Legilislature created the sbecial common school
equalization fund through Senate Bill 1#.173 Basically, the
_acﬁ provided a continuous annual appropriation of one fourth
of all gfoss production taxes accruiﬁg to the state. In
order for school districts to participate'in this fund,
certain criterias were established by the State Department of A
Education, such as requiring districts to levy 15 mills and
have an average daily attendance of 25.175 Still in 1927,‘
enlargement of certailn statutery'provisions through Senate
Bill 88175lmade possible the issuance of bonds by independ-
ent school districts for the purpose of repeiring,school |
buildings or purchasing school sites. |

The 1929 Legislature saw the value of the ‘common school

equalization fund and supplemented it through Senate Bill

172 | |
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1927, Chapter 65, p. 85.
173 v ' o
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1929, Chapter 259, p. 369.
174

Twentieth Biennial Report of State Superintendent
of Public Instruction, 1928, p. 45.

175 : o _
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1927, Chapter»23, p. 23.
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14, This legislation was unlique as it was the only
financial legislation for common schools that session.

School districts in 1931 recognized the continuous pro-
blem of no‘longer being able to finance their schools wlth
_ any degree of efficiency,bbut'the revenue for common schools
b'continued to be local.177 'For‘example, in the‘year 1931-32,
state funds contributed approximately 6,7 percent, the county
6 percent, and thevlocal district 87. 3 percent.  With this
recognition, the 1931 Legislature through House Bill 306178'
and Senate bill 252179 provided an appropriation from the
general revenue-fund to the special school equalization
fund. |

: 180 181 . _

House bills 250 and 212 were the only common
school finance bills ‘enacted during the 1933 Legislature.
The former bill appropriated money from the general.revenue
“fund to supplement the speclal common School.eQualization

fund. The latter bill provided two types of State support,

general support for districts regardless of their financial

176 :

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1929, Chapter 259 p -369.
177 :
Fourteenth Biennial Report of State Superlntendent
of Public Instruction, 1930, p. 130.

178 '

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1931, Chapter 34 Article 4
p. 127. :

179 o
Ibid., Article 5, p. 127.
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5 Oklahoma Sesslon Laws, 1933, Chapter 105' p. 208.
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Oklahoma Session Laws, 1933, Chapter 13, p. 34.
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abllity and equalization support for districts which could
not maintain school for a minimum term.182 At this point the
.participation by the state 1n school finance was still new
with only small apportionments to school districts.  But the
abillity of local districts continued to decrease with
depression years and the need for the state to become more
involved became increasingly apparent.

There were six common school finance measures in the.
1936 Legislative session. Appropriations were made available
to aid in the construction of school buildihgs, the support
and maintenance of public schools, and for the office of the
State Superintendent of Public Instruction.. These approprigz
tions were made through House Bill 665,183 Senate Bill 92,;
and Senate Bill 338. 1 Of these meéasures Senate Blll 921 °
indicated the Legislature's interest in financing common
schools iﬁ Oklahoma, as this bill provided a much sounder
financial basis_for the operation of common schools. The act k

authorized the State Board of Educatlion to apportion aid to

several school districts for the. loss sustained by the

182
Seventeenth Biennial Report of State Superlntendent

of Public Instruction, 1936, p. 15A4.
183 o
Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, Chapter 34, Article 14,
p. 177. _ '
184 ' v o
8 Oklahoma Session Laws, 1935, Article 6, p. 145,
1385 :

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1936, p. 539.
186 ' '

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1935, Artiecle 6, p. 145,
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districts because of the exemption of homesteads from ad
187 .
valorem taxation. The act also provided for primary aid

-+ which was allocated to all districts alike on the basis of
the average dally attendance for the prevlous year. .In
addition, secondary aid was provided iu this bi1ll to each
district in the state as follows:

. (1) 1in which the people voted at least an eight-
month term of school, (2) in which a ten-mill ad
valorem tax levy for the general fund of the
current school year was levied and used, (3) which
had an average daily attendance sufficient to
qualify for Primary Aid or was classified as
isolated by the State Board of Education, and
(4) which did not have sufficient income as defined
in House Bill 6 to support the minimum program of
education 188 _

189 .
In addition to these measures, House Bill 320 provided for

levying a tax for separate schools when the county-wide tax
was not sufficient.

| ‘The 1939 Legislature apportioned ‘aild for the maintenance
of publlec schools through Sena_te_Bill22190 because of a

continued decrease of valuations of all school districts in

the state. Senate Bill 22 further exemplified a shift in

the manner offfinancing public schools, from<lesS'distriot

support to_more state aid.

187
Seventeenth Biennial Report of State Superintendent
of Public Instruction, 1936, p. 154, .
188
Ibid., p. 155.
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Nineteenth Biennial Report of State Superintendent
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190
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The Legislature of 1941 enacted numerous bills in the
area of common school flnance. House Bill llgl permitted
exclse boards flexibllity in that they could apportion more
than five mills to any school district. In additilon,
House Bill 283192~Was enacted and provided for the issuance
and sale of separate school Improvement bonds. A very
significant bill in 1941 was Senate Bill lM193 which went a
long way'toward expanding,’enlarging, and equalizing
educational opportunity, support maintenance and operation
of‘schools.lgu ‘Also enacted in 1941 was House Bill 528195
which provided that nilnety percent of the Auto Llicense and
Farmer Tractor Tax be returned to the counties Where collect-
ed to be‘apportioned for the use of the common schools. 'If
in any year‘the collectlons from‘this source fall below a
given amount, the'difference.shouldvbe replaced from the
Beverage max | -

The 1945 Legislature enacted several common school
finance bills, all of which originated 1n the House of-Rep-

resentatives. Of these measures, two made several changes

in other state revenue earmarked funds for schools. House

191

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1941, Chapter 10, p. 335.
192

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1941 Chapter 25a, p 411.
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Twentieth Blennilal Report of State Superintendent
of. Public Instruction, 1943, p. 48.
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Oklahoma Session Laws, 19u1 Chapter 21, p. 401.

Oklahoma .Session Laws, 1941, Chapter la, p. 173.
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Bil1l 498 increased the amount of revenue from the Auto
License Tax, and House Bill 5214197 transferred certain
surplus funds. in the School Land Department to the School
. Land Apportionment, while House Bill 139198 amended previous
laws which involved the support, maintenance and operation
'of common schools. The final measure of the 1945 Legislature
in this areas was House Bill 114199 which provided an
apportionment to the State Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion to carry out certain legislatiVe.directiVes.

The 1947 Legislature enacted into law House Bill 85,
which was the common school state ald biil. The state aid
bill was dlvided into three articles. Article 1 amended the
Auto License Tax, Gross'Production Tax, andAthe Transfer Fee
“Law. Artiele II involved questions of annexation, and
Article III provided for the distribution of state‘aid to
the various school districts of the state.

In summary, the historical review of legislative action
provides some insight into possible thoughts on the phil-
osophy of the common school idea in Oklahoma. - it is

evident that. there had been continued legislative efforts to

196 ' . , - ’
m Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Title 47, Chapter 1,
p. . v
: 197 , ~ .
olig Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Title 64, Chapter 1b,
p. . : S
198

Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Title 64 Chapter
21, p. 310. '

199

200 Oklahoma Session Laws, 1945, Title 70, Chapter 7,
0. et , | 5 L3 Le 7' hap ,

. 200



60

expand secondéry schools, that‘the'state shouid play a
stronger staﬁe role in the general control ahd supervision of
common schools, vocatilonal and technlcal programs were
encouraged as was ahnexation and consolidation. Moreover,
there was continued interest in transfers, transportation,
and equaligation of educational opportunity by state finan-
cial suppOft;A ' A
These éontinuing intérests, found in the historical
examination of common School legislation, éontinued to be the
ksubstantive issues raised in thé 19M9 and 1970 commOn school

codes.

200

o o Oklahoma Session Laws, 1947, Title 70, Chapter 21,



CHAPTER TIIT .

THE MAJOR POLITICAL FORCES WHICH INFLUENCED
THE COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION AS THEY
WORKED ON THE 1949 AND 1970

COMMON SCHOOL CODES

Since statehood,llegislative interest aﬁd involvement in
common_schdol‘education wés apparent. Theé session laws of
‘ each 1egislatufe after 1949 revealed a number of'significant
factors. Numerous enacted bills on COmmonvseheols became
law, and a majority of these laws felated to structure,. policy
and finance. in addition, the Legislature,’after 1920, began
to asSert a greater role and-injoivemehﬁ in thevedueatioﬁal
'decision—making process.‘ Many of these laws were‘ambiguous,
conflicting, and repeﬁitious. As 'a result ef-these-factors;
the 1949 and»l970 Legislatures made more changes in the
schooi laws than any Legislature in the histofy of Oklahema.
This was accomplished by the enactment of House Bill 120l in
1949’and‘Heuse Bill 15902 in 1970, each of which established

a code for the common school system of the state

‘l | ‘\‘ | ».4 v . _' . =
Oklahoma.Session'Laws, 1Q49 Title 70, p. 517.
2
House Bill 1590 was not enacted into law, and there-
fore was not listed in the Oklahoma Session Laws.
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Interesting parallels existed in the legislative histor-
ies of both the 1949 and 1970 common school codes. First, the
codification efforts of common school laws in 1949 and 1970
were major legislative undertakings. They'involved many
hours of study,.analysis, and deliberation,.as will be
evidenced by their legislative histories. 1In this undertaking,
the Legislature seemed to follow these major purpoSes and
objectives for statutory revision and codification:

1. . The_gathering together in one orderly body of law
all the present'statutory provisions on the subject and
determining which statutes were normally in force.

2. Eliminating from the body of statutes'nominally in
force, those statutes and parts’of statutes which, in
effect, were not in force by reason of obsolescence, uncon-
stitutionality, or 1implied repeal "This procedure required
a careful analysis of the statutes, court decisions, and
opinions‘of the Attorney General. | 4

3, Bringing together, under a logical classification
system,'those statutes and parts of statutes which because
| of similarity of subJect matter, properly belonged together
and eliminated those'statutes which were found to_be
duplicated or repetitious.

4, Simplifing and clarifing the statutes that remained
by rejecting'equivocal and ambiguous words, unclear |

phraseology and cumbersome style, and by restating the
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statutes 1in clear, common language, capable of beling under-
stood and rewriting those parts of present laws which were
‘meaningleSS mithout’reference to,Attorney.General!s opinions
~or judicial decisions. | |

5. ‘Rectifing inconsistencies and gaps and inserting.
where deemed advisable, amendments and entirely new pro-
visions of -law. | |

6. Arranging the proposed codesAin logical chapter
sequence according to a constituted plan, as determined by
the logical subdivisions of the laws being studled.

7. Preparing thevproposed codes in the most convenient
and usable form ofAnumbering, cross references, tables, and
‘indexes,.and preparing notes on'the derivation and reasons
for adoptingveach‘code section as 1t best facilitated'locat—
ing and'understanding'every phase of the laws relating to the
suhject under consideration. -

Secondly, both codes were initiated and supported by a
variety of groups and individuals. These included professional
educators; the Oklahoma EdUcation Association, the Legislatilve
Council, individual legislators,'andxlay-citizens, each with
their own special interest

From the research over an eighteen month period and
numerous public meetings, the initial recommendation for the
1949 school code was to incorporate into avsingle act all

laws relating to the public school system to be'known as the
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Oklahoma School Code. In this effort, ambiguous, conflict-

ing, and repetitious statutes were to be re-arranged and
revised; provisions designed to meet the current needs were
‘to be added; and, for the purpose of better arrangement of
related materials, this code was to be divided into chapters
and sections. In addition to this initial recommendation,
approximately fifteen subsequent recommendations were made

as follows: 1) ‘to enlarge and strengthen the powers of

the State Board'of'Education‘2) to abolish as an elective
| office tHe Office of County Superintendent 3) to reclassify
school districts as independent and dependent 4) to authorize
local boards to organize themselves 5) to make the terms of
office, meeting dates, and duties of local boards.identical
in all districts 6) to enlarge the'curriculdm offerings T7)
to providevfor greater safety.and welfare of children as it
relates to transportation 8)'to‘provide for employment'oft
visiting teachers and enforcement of attendance laws 9) the
fixing of compulsory attendance age 10) a strengthening of
the teachers retirement system 11) to‘authorize the employ-
ment of’teachers for twelve months 12) to_estahlish procedures
for employment and dismissal of teachers 13) to provide for a
system of sick leave for teachers 14) to reorganize the |
school'districts and 15) to redéfine the present proVisions

4 . _ _
regarding finance. Qf all these recommendations,:three were

3

4 . .
Ibid., PP. 38-40.

First Biennial Report, 1948, p..37.
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substantive in nature and had a major political impact on
common school education. These were the broadening power of
the State Board of Education, the}reorganization of school
districts through_annexation and consolidatilon, and school
finance. | | |

Unllke the State Board of Education as created in 1910,

the 1948 legislative recommendation would have given a wider
and more diversified.power to the state in the policy,
procedure and operation of common school eoucation as

‘evidenced by the ianguage of the recommendation. The suggested'
State Board of Education would:

a) have exelusive'authority to supervise the public
sohool~system of the state in-all respects . . .

b) have complete control of all administrative and
supervisory agencies, divisions, personnel and
salaries ...

c) have,powers to establish the executive'officer of
the Board, who should be the StatevSuperintendent
of Public Instruction |

d) have authority to act as agent for the schools of

the state 1n the purchase of school transportation

equipment
e) have authority to perform all other duties . ..
including certification of teachers, principals, and
other personnel; establiShmentvand supervision of a

uniform'system of financial accounting; ennumeration
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of school children; supervision,bf schobl district
.and‘attendancé are reorganization; and
classification and acerediting of pﬁblic schoolé{5

If adopted, this recommendation wéuld have a major
political impécb on common school matters, as the fecommend-
ation would be a reflection of the continued and increased
involvemeht by the Legislature.in this area and would also
accentuate the trend éstabliéhed by the earlier examination
of session iaws of greater legislative involvement in éll
phases of the declsion-making pfocess for Common school
education; | |

In avméjor financial recommendation, the Legislature was
to define aAminimum program which would be deviséd on the basis
of the number of.teaching units calcﬁlated'in‘aCCOrdance with
a specified average daily attendance and a rede fining of.
minimum program income.b Another'significant financial
recommendation included the creation,ofba staﬁe school fund. -
All theimonies from state sources would have been placed in
the state school fund for the support of the school system. .
included 1n-th¢ state school fund would have been the gross
productiqn tax., automobile licensé tax and school land
earnings.7 The final recommendatioh was for the assessment

of property for ad volorem purposes to be enforced by

5 T o ‘
6First'Biennial Report, 1948, p. 37.
7First Biennial Report, 1948, p. 39.
Ibid. |
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procedures prescribed‘by the Oklahoma Tax Commission. anch
of these financial recommendations implies that the Legis-
lature would attempt to assert a greater role and involve-
ment in common.schooi financial policy.

A further recommendation involved reorganization,
anneXation and consolidation. Regarding reorganization;
the Legisiative Councll proposed that»school districts be based
on present transportation areas of high school districts.8
If enacted; the political implication would be far reaching,
as many rural schools did not provide for high school and
therefore might be closed. Another recommendation referred
to annexation and consolidation and provided mechanism for
such actionsf Throngh a petition ofsa majority of school
districts, electors of.the.area proposed to be annexed could
call an election.for such purposes if approved by the State
Board of Education.9 Political consideration would be
evident as local control and autonomy in the educational
decision4makingvprocess wouid possibly be jeopardized through
‘such a'reCOmmendation; This would be evidenced as the'final
decislion for such an action rested with the State Department

and not the 1ocal school districts involved in the annexation.

The impact of these recommendations were not new, as many

e, ke a1 R

of these same considerations surfaced throughOut the chron-

ologlcal examination of the session laws from 1909 to 1949,

: —
Ibid., p. 38.

9 .
Ibid..
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However, they were far-reaching and eomprehensive in nature;
Twenty years later, on February 10, 1969, House Concur-

rent Resolution 1010 was introduced and subsequently passed.

The reSolntion requested an interim study by the State Legis-

lative Council to examine the Oklahoma school laws with a view
v : . 10
toward amendment, revision, or codification. The interim

committee recommended the following substantive changes in
the school laws:

(a) Requiring that all elections 1in school
districts be held at the same time each
year and be conducted by the county election
board, with the affected school district
reimbursing the county election board for
the expense of the election.

(b) Redifining the "general fund" of a school
district to expressly exclude therefrom
moneys derived from sale of bonds issued
under the provisions of Section 26, Article
X, Oklahoma Constitution, and providing
that expenditures from the general fund
may be capital or noncapital in nature.

(¢) Redefining the "building fund" of a school
district; deleting provision specifying how
same may be invested, and declaring said
fund to be a current expense fund.

(dj Increasing per diem compensation of members
of the State Board of Education from $15
to $25.

(e) Increasing salary of State Superintendent
of Public Instruction from $19,500 to
$25,000 per year, and increasing salary
of the Deputy State Superintendent of
Public Instruction from $18,500 to $22,500
per year.

10

Oklahoma House of Representatives Journal, First
Session of the Thirty-second Legislature, p. 244
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(f) Changing the educational qualifications for
county superintendent of schools from stan-
dard Bachelor's degree to standard Master's
degree.

(g) Changing annual election date for members
of boards of education to fourth Tuesday in
January.

(h) Changlng procedure for filling vacancy on
' board of education of independent district
in the event of an unexpired term.

(1) Providing for maridatory annexation action
by State Board of Education in cases where
a district maintaining a high school 1is
unable to meet state accreditation regula-
tions and does not voluntarily annex to an
adjoining district or districts.

i(j)' Providing procedure when an independent or
dependent high school district seeks to
annex to a dependent grade school district.

(k) Providing procedure for cancelling a trans-
fer and relieving unearned portion of
encumbrance therefor when residence 1s

- removed from the transferring district.

(1) Educational improvement program for public
_ education. The new filnance plan would
provide the followlng:

(1) Dbasic program - $250.00 per

: child; v _ :

(2) special education - $4,300 for

‘ each class in each district;

(3) wvocational-technical - given
supplement of $2,500 per vo-

, cational-technical class unit;

(4) . transportation - 75% of actual-

- expense pald by state;

- From these recommendations and the.Thifty-second Legis-

lature's Committees on Education's'actions,,Housé Bill 1590

establishing a code for the common schools of Oklahoma was
passed by the Legislature but Vetoed by the Governor.
Finally, in both codes the consideration of the common

school issues required about the same length of time within
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the legislative process. The 1949 school code was intro—
duced in the House of Representatives on January'25,119u9

and was passed by the Legislature on May 27, 1949. 1In sim-
ilar action, the 1970 school code was introduced in the House
of‘Representatives on January 8, 1970, and was in_the Commit-
tees on Education almost four months before_the code was -

finally passed on April 15, 1970.

The Major Political Forces Which Influenced
the Committe's Work on the 1949 .

and 1970 Common School Codes

In using the specific issueskof'school‘reorganization
and finance, an examination will be made of the political
forces that operated on the,common school codes of 1949 and
1970. Although there were a number of other substantive
issues which emerged in both codes, only reorganization and
finance will be treated in depth. _These two issues were |
selected because of the tremendous con roversy which they
generated, as'wlll later be shown. However, beforetan
examination cau be made of the issues of school-reorganization
and finance and the forces that operated on thevCommlttees on
Education as they ehacted the 1949 and 1970 school codes, some
prefacing remarks about the committees onvEducation are needed.

The Committees on Education in the Oklahoma Legislature
represent one of the thirteen permanent standing committees

established by the Rules of the respective bodies. The
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membership of these committees varies, but usually the num-
ber in the House of Representatives was between thirteen and
twenty-seven; while in the Senate the number was between
fifteen and nineteen. Of the two yearsbin which a common
school code was considered, the 1949.House Committee on
Education had a membership of nineteen and the Senate Commit-
tee on Education had a membership of fifteen. In 1970, the
House Committee on Education had a membership of twenty4seven
and the Senate had a.membership of seventeen on their
Committee on Education. The number of members in itself was
not significant but their party affiliations and their
positions of leadership‘in the Legislature provided signif-
icance to the study of the common school codes. Essentially,
these variables regarding the memberShip of the Committees on
Education would act as-a force in 1tself operating on the
vvCommittees on Education as they enacted the common: school
codes of 1949 and l970 ‘ ‘ |

Historically, Oklahoma has been dominated by one party,
the Democratic Party, and this Was-reflected"in the composi-
tion of the Legislature's Committees on Education. Of a
total membership of thirty—four on both the House and Senate'
Committees on Education in 1949, there were no Republicans,
while.of a'total membership of forty-four on both the House
and Senate Committees on Educatlion 1in 1970, there were only
four Republicans. From these facts an assumption'could be‘
made that when crucial educational decisions were made, they
were made easily and along party lines.- This assumption

~was held valid only by the role call;votes in the Committees
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of the Whole on the 1949 and 1970 common school codes.
However, prilor to those final votes, many other forces opuf—
eted on the Legislatures as they developed the school codes
in Committee;eend party afflliation or loyalty was not
necessarily the major criteria in most instances when cruclal
‘decisions were made. A dramatic exception was eﬁident'in
the actions reéarding the 1970 code. The code was introduced
in the Legisiature in an election year (for the Governor and
several legislatofs),:and the proposed schoolvcode was to
become one of the hajor political 1ssues. The issue was to be
initilated as the_DemOcratically controlled Legislature passed
the massive school code blll, only to have the code vetoed
by the Republioan governor, Dewey Bartlett. The Governor's
veto automatioally had.created a central issue relating to
common sohooi eduoation for the Democratic candidate for
Governor, DavidAHell.' Another criﬁeria which could be
examined was the posifion of.leadership.held by the Legislaf
tive members‘of the Committees on Education...This erlteria
becomes important, since one of the cardinal rules in attempt¥
ing to pass legislatioh is to have a'position‘of leadership
in the etructﬁreeor to have access to the leadership. 7

The leadership in the Oklahoma Legislature can be
identified by'tﬁo means. One method is the formal leadership’
which rests in the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
the Pro Tempore of‘the Senate, and theAmaJority'floor leader
and majority whips of'both chambers. These 1ndividuals are

elected by thelr colleagues aﬁd serve as long as they can
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maintain a majority of support from theif respective
chamoers. Also, other centers of leadenehip ere identifiable
in committee chairmanship, as these individuals are selected
by the Speaker and Pro Tempore respectively. A second method
~of 1dentifying leadership is to examine which Legislators

are members of the most powerful committees in the Legisla-
ture. Tradltionally, in both the national and state
legislatures, the Rules and Budget and'Appropriation Commit-
tees hold those distinctions. The.members of the Committees
on Education in l9ﬂ9 who elso served on one of perhaps both
»the Rules and Budget and Appropriations Committeee_totaled
three. More significantiy, one of those three was Chairman
of both the RuleS’and the Budget end Appropriations Commit-
tees. Members of the 197OVCommittees on Education who served
-on one or.pefhaps both the Rules and‘Budget Appfopfiations
Committees totaled seven.. Of each of these totals, a fair
representation of.the‘members of the COmmitteee on'Education :
in 1949 end 1970,,servedvon_one or both of the powerful Rules
and Budget and Appropriations Committees. - An observation -
could be‘made that members whovserVedvon the Committees on
Education while enacting the school codes may haVe used their
‘positions on thevpowerful Rules and Budget and Appfopriations
Committees to.aseist in the enactment of legislation, such as
the school codes. - While‘therevis no way of documenting this
observatilon Sinoe votingnwas not recorded in committee,
1eadership'and aceess to pomer ie one essential requirement to

the successful enactment of any legislation, and many members
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- of the Committees on Education were in these kinds of positions
and could muster support for the codes. |
A supposition has been made that one of the major
political forces that operated on each Education Committee
was the members' poiitical party affiliations and thekleader—
ship positions they held in the Legislature, and these two
factors had probably operated as they enacted the common school
codes of 19&9 and 1970. By uSing the specific issues of
school reorganization and finance, an examlnation will be made
of other pdiitical forces that'prpbabiy operatéd on the
Committees on'Educatidn as they enacted both codes. Those
forces include gubernatorial influence, rural and urban con-
Stituency ihflﬁence, pressure grdUp influence, and election
considerations;‘ | |
| One'reaSOnTSChool reorganization and finance émerged'as
lpolitiéal iésues in the consideration of commoh school
leglislation was bééaﬁse of a collision betWeen two theqries
of governmeﬂt iﬁ the mattefvof school contro}.‘ One school
of thought demahdéd_the maintenance of the abéolute indep-
endence Qf-évery school district in the state; regardless of
the amount'of_state'aid that was required to kéep the school
in operation.‘ The other school of thought insisted that when
the state hasladvanced'sufficient money to keep the school
alive, that sﬁate §hod1d have something to say»éﬁout how’the
school was governed;. } | | _ }
 This conflict had come-tdsa head in the'pfoviéidn,fcr

reorganizatiqn-in the .proposed common school code of 1949,
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An editorial in the Daily Oklahoman entitled "A Five Months
Deadlock™ accentuated the collision between the two theories
of government on school control by noting some interesting
facts on the common school code. The article stated that

no other bill in the history of Oklahoma ever received as
much careful study as did the 1949 common school code. The
Legislative.Council had made an exhaustive studj, the Legis-
lative committeés had stndied the préposed cdde line by ‘line,
and the Committee of the Whole discussed the bill at length

A and repeatedly. Yet fhe'finished.prodnct of'all that mass of,
| stndy had been attagked with realifury_every time the bill
had come up for consideration. The editorial'noted that the
reason for the protracted deadlock was the-héad—on conflict
between thesé two theories of thought,.ll The editorial -
supported the loéal'controlbschool‘of bhought and éonclnded
by stating that the more money the state pfovided, the more
contrbl it exerciSed. The editorialrexempiified the issue of
reorganizaﬁion, and in the 1949 common school code,
reorganiiation wéé'the 1argestvpolitical issue of the entire
code. However; the controverSy over reorganization had been'
eluded to‘asbfar back as 1943 and had really begun to gain
momentum in 1947, Thé Twenty=first Legislatufe of 1947 had
made a serious attempt to éolve the problem of maintaining
many small éxpensive and wasteful administrative units. ‘This

effort was attempted through House Bill 85, which in part had

11

Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), May 26, 1949, p. i6.
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provided for the annexation'of ali school districts with an
average daily attendance of less than thirteen. 'In 1947 there
were 29 high school districts of ﬁhe State with an average
daily attendance of less than 25, 82 with 25 to 40_§gudents,
and 360 with 40 to 100 in average daily attendance. Thése

figures had clearly reflected that many high schools 1n the
| State had an average daily attendance so low that the per
pupll cost wasvvérj expensive.: As a result, the State
Board of Eduéation, through the authority of House Bill
85,-required annexation and consolidation of 1,339 school
districts from a tofal of 4,416,13

The State Department of Education had reported that to
fhé best of their knowledge those annexations were favorably
‘accepted in most cases.lq The probable reason for so little
political controversy was the safeguards witﬁin-House Bill
85 which stated,that the legal voters of any district or part
of any distfict were given 45'days ta petition to the State
Board of'Education to change the annexationvfo another trans-
portation area'otherathan the one to which they were manditor-.
lally annexed. |

The momentum over the reorganization contfoversy con-

tinued as'thé State'Superintendnet of Public Instruction

recommended in his Twenty-Second Biennial Report that the

12 ' '
Twenty-second Biennial Report of the State Superin-

- tendent 1947, - . 98.

13

14
“Ibid.

Ibid.
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Legislature should make a further stddy after the>enactment
Qf House Bill 85 as to the desirability for further reorgan-.
ization of school districts. Partly as a result of this
recommendation‘in 1949 the Legislature introduced a massiﬁe
code and a part of the proposed code was a-section on school-v
reorganization. The‘basiQAbhange in the statutory language
regarding schobl district annexation and consolidation would
have made the tfanspdrtation area the tax and administrative
. units for sghool districts. . But by the statutory language in
effect in 1949, it was legally impossible to change the
boundary lines of a school district. This was a'statutory
safeguardvfor_the rural school districts. Even though rural
school districts wére'an expensive and an unsatisfactory'
method for education on a per capita'basis, preservation of
the school was a sécred value in most rural communities. The
schodl was the focai point_bf.communitytlife,.community rival-.
ries, ahd community pride. In addition to 10ss of schools
through reorganization, there was:a'feaerf business loséeé;
lvested iInterests, unequal taxes and tax bases among diStricts,
ahd lack of leadership. Thé émotional commlitment to tradition
‘_simply méanf:that any'attempt to eliminate the schoél was
opposed biﬁterly. - With this background information, the étage
was set for the ensulng controversy over schoolvredrganiZation.
Thg réorganizaﬁion-séction of the proposed codezwas part‘
of Governor Roy»Tufner'; legislative program; and that\he had

concelved the-idea from the School Finance Study Committee of
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15 .
1948, Governor Turner had indicated his concern over

financing for common schools and noted that by reorganiza-
tion it would have been possible to make the high school
vtransportaﬁion area the schodl district for‘tax and adminis-
tfative purposes.l_6 Since reorganization had been a_part of
“the Governor's leglslative program, the gubernatérial influ-
ence was tovbe a political force which had operated on the
Committees on- Education as thej worked on fhe schoql code.

In actions taken by the House of Represenﬁatives, an
entire section of the code which dealt with reorganization,17
was eliminated, and in a similar move, the Senate struck the
bill from the calendar.18 After this action Governor Turner
vowedvto‘continue to fight for the reorgaﬁizatiqn features of
thevcode.' The Governor had indiéated to the Committees that
by reorganization "larger tax units would have been possible
and thereforé méré'néeded finances for schools and additional
local revenue would have been avéilable."19 ThevGovernor
"had met. numerdus times with the Committees_in a»concerted

effort td resolve differences on the reorganization section

of the school code.

15
16

Dailly Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), April 9, 1949, p. 1.

Ibid.
17 , -
Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), February 16, 1949,

p. 1.
18

19

Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma city), March 3, 1949, p. 1.

Daily Oklahoman (Oklahqma City), Febrgary_16, 1949, p.
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However,'bther political forces had been operating on
the Committees, the removal of the reorganization section
of the propdsed code was an apparent reflection of the
influence of rural Oklahoma constituents. This was evidenced
when some 500 rural school board members, teéchers, and
.patrons from all over Oklahoma showed up at the State Capitbl
- for what was tefmed.by éapitol obseryers one of the wilildest
‘demonstrations within memory.20 They came wearing tags
"preserve our rural schools," shouting, yelling, whistling
and giving cat calls.21:'They'argued.that by the passage of
the reorganizafion section of the code, rural schools would
.be closed and fural youth would be forced;to.attend schools
in the cities. This effort was organized by Mr. J. C. Smilth,
Presidenf-of the'Organization‘for.the Preservation of Rural
schools, and}concluded when key Legisiators agreed to oppose
the reorganiZation section of the code. But béforé the final
‘version of.theASChool code was enacted, a .section on
 reorganization'was included and there were three other
political forces which had»operatéd on‘ﬁhe_Committees as fhey
enacted the section on reorganization and the school code
itself. They were Chaifman of the House Committee on Education,
~the House leadership, and the lobbyist influence. o
| The Chairman of the Committee on Education, E. T. Dunlap,

Democrat, Latimer County, took the privilege of the floor and

20

Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), March 3, 1949, p. 1
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spoke in behalf of the bill. He noted "unless reorganization
- was provided it would be impossible to retainvthe finance
provisions of the bill without raising new taxes."22 Two
things were unique about his statements; (1)vgenera11y
Chairmen of committees do not participate actively 1in
discussion or debate on a bill, but they are definitely a
gulding force in the action of a bill, and (2) the Chairman's
comments were a mirror-of the Governor's stand on reorgan-
ization; The chalrman's action, which favored reorganization
' andvmirrored'the Governor's‘position on reorganization, would
have implied that‘the’chairman and the Governor were 1n accord
on this issue and probably attempted to influence the
Committee. | |

Still another political force which probably operated on
the Committees on'Education was the House of Representatives
1eadership. The influence of the,leadershipvwas felt as they.
pledged to write in safeguards for maintaining rural schools
if some form of reorganlzation was inserted:into the:total
' code,23 Soiwhile the political forces of rural constituents
bitterly opposed the Section on reorganization, the Chairman
of the Committee on Education, the House leadership; and the
Governor had'pushed for the passage of the»coae with a reorgan-

ization section. ' Obviously a tug of war betweenfcompeting

22

Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), March 16, 1949, p. 6.

Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), March 10, 1949, p. 1.
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political forces had been operating on the Committees as they
enacted the school code of 1949.

One final competing political force_which.had acted on
the committees Was the influence of lobbyists. The interest
by the Oklahoma Education Assocliation 1in the school code was
generated because the organization has a rather broad interest
in alil legislation dealing with education, and because of two
vof their legislative goals for the 1949 Legislature, school
reorganization and'greater state support_for‘school finance.
As a result,'through Ferman Phillips,_Executive Director
of the Oklahoma Education Association, some 4,000 invitations
to school men were sent urging them to be at the Capitol and
exert pressure_on behalf of a new code. 2 .

The tug~of war by competlng political forces which had
acted on thefCommittees‘on‘Education Was near an end. The
House Was to:rewrite'the code, and the Senate concurred.
Certailn safeguards_regarding reorganization nere‘included as
follows: | | |

1) .Making the transportation area the district

2) Granting of powers to boardsvof education and

prohibiting closing schools without consent of
~ beople

3) Continuance of school boards as advisory boards
for schools in discontinued districts:

4) Provided for transfer of puplls when district
is divided

5) Continuance of present boards of districts withd
' the high school as board of education for new.

24

Dally Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), March 8, 1949, p. 1.
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districts until new boards are elected in March
1950

6) Basis for handling of existing indebtedness of

dlstricts affected by reorganization and the
‘transfer of title to assets

7) Transportation for pupils within new districts
and speclal elections when needed and authog%zaf
tion of further consolidation when desired.
The final statutory language regarding the school reorganiza-
tion section,of the code reflected the input of the various

political forces that were operating on the Committees on

Education. Specifically, a'reorganization-section of the code
was incorporated into the law and therefore the influence of
the Governor, Education Committee Chairmen; and the lobbying
of the Oklahoma Education Association was felt. But conces-
sions were'granted as the rural constituency influence also
had an lmpact upon the final reorganiéation 1anguage of the
code. |

With all the controversy over school reorganiZation the
enactment of this provision into the 1949 common school code
apparently did not resolve the ‘issue. The reorganization of
school districts into more acceptable unlts of radministration
has been and still is a problem. :Although the need for such
reorganization nas been a persisent one and has been recognlzed
..generally, iittle progress has been made. AIt.is evident .
in almost every legislative session from 1949 through 1970 that
the issue of school reorganization through annexation and

consolidation had been given attention.

25
Oklahoma, Revised Statutes (1951) Title 70 Article VII,
Sections 7:1- 5 p. 815
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Regarding the issue of reorganization, a marked differ-

ence existed between the forces operating on the 1949 and

1970 school codes. In 1949, the issue of reorganization
..brought.several'forces to bear with included: political
partiles, political leadership,_governors, lobbyists, and
constituencies. However, in the 1970 school code, the issue -
of reorganizatien brought only one force to bear, that of the
rural constituency. Before the examination of the constitueney
force which'operated on the Commlttees en Education, some
prefacing remarks are needed.

In 1911 the Oklahoma Legislature created the State Board
of EducationAand delegated a portion of the traditional
policy-making responsibility.for common school education to
the department. Over the course of several years thev
Legislature increased the educatienal policy responsibility
of the State Board, and one of those policies involved state
accreditation of public schools. The accredltation policy
came 1nto sharp conflict with many’rural Oklahomans when the
State Board began in the early 1950s to asset a strdnger role
in accredition policies. The rural Oklahoman's impaet upon the
accreditation 1ssue caused the unusual, a Legislative re-
evaluation of a State Board of Education Poliey.

One of the key requirements for any school district to
continue 1in existence 1s state accreditation. Accreditation

is important because without meeting certaln State Board of

Education requirements, children graduating from nonaccredited
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high schools have difficulty in gaining admission to college
.or obtaining gainful employment. One major requirement set
by the State Board for accreditation was aVerage dailly
attendance.: The average dally attendance requirement may»have
been one of the smoke—screens for reorganization, for without
‘a minimum number of students within a school dlstrict
annexatlion and consolidation would be inevitable.

In the'consideration of the proposed l976 common.school
code, the reerganization of schools through annexation and
consolidation was given oOnsiderable attention. The Legis~
lature proposed providing forbmandatory annexation action by .
the State Board of Education in cases where a district main-
taining a high school was unable to meet state accreditation

regulations and did not voluntarily annex to an adjJoining

district or districts. The’key to the proposed'change was
in the language . . . to meet state accreditatlon .

The causes for the change in the policy of accreditation were
developed in the 1969 Legislative session through House Bill
1026. The hill'was introduced by Jack Harrison from May;
Oklahoma, and in essence the measure would have prevented the
State Board,of Education from implementing the‘neu accrédit—
ing process. The changes in the aocreditation process were
to be over a three year period. The first year requirement
stated that any school with less than 55 students in_average
dally attendance would not be accredited. This formula was
to increase to 65 students 1in the second year and>75 students

in average daily'attendance-in the third year. The bill was
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giveh'considerable support as some 1,000 patrons of small
_ 26 o
schools marched on the Capitol. Governor Bartlett addressed

the group anq'agreed to meet with state officials in an effort
to compromise',27 while Dr. D. D. Creech, State Superintendent
of Public Instrucfion,agreed to meet:with lawmakers regarding
a COmpromise.28' Prior to this effort, some 2,000 people,
representing o&er.lOO communlities of.Westérn leahoma, met at
Gage, Oklahoma. The purpose of the.meetinngas to faunch a

vigorous statewide campalgn to preserve high schools in small

29 o . . _
towns. Those who attended this meeting argued "if we
eliminate schools in our small towns, the community is elimin-
30
‘ated." Further arguments were heard from Representative

Marvin McKee and Senator Leon Field. Representative McKee
31

stated "small schools are the real base of our democracy,"

andeenator Fleld stated "it 1s a well known fact, industry
is not going to any community fhat cannot offer adequate
educationél facilities."32‘ The results of this‘controversy
led to_a’freeze on state accreditatién standards until a

compromise ‘could be made. That compromise Was/a change to

26

Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), February 7, 1969,

27
Ibid.
28
Ibid.
29

‘Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), February 2,~1969, p. 1.

30
Ibid.
31
Ibid.
32 .
Ibid., p. 6.
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benefit small rural school districts and, as stated earlier,
to be ihcorporated into the proposed 1970 common sdhool
code.’ |

Similar and closeiy related to the 1ssue of school
reorganizatidn was school finance. Theée were several
pdwerful political forces which probably exerted influence
on the 1949 and-1970 Committees on Education. Governors,
pressure groups, political party affiliation, political
legdership he1d by members of the Committees on Education,
professionals, and rural and urban constituency influences
all took an interest in the work of the Committees.

Throughout the earlier examination of the Oklahbma
session laws, one bf the ﬁajor concerns in the area of
education.legislation waé finance; Many financial ills of
schools that dévelopéd in Oklahoma were traceable to the
ineQualities of local wealth'among school districts of the
staté.‘ The state legislaturé had fecognized'these inequal-
ities and periodically made approprilations tQ pdnrer school
districts. Other efforts to equalize educatiohallopportunity
were seen in 1929 and 1931 special common school eqUaliza-»
tion fund. For school districts fo participate in the fund,
certain éqﬁalization criteria were establishéd by the Stéte
Department of Education which 1included the réquifement of -
districts to levy 15 mills and have an average daily atten-
dance of 25. 1In 1933 and 1936,‘the geheralland equélization
types of state support for districts were created;’ The gen-

eral support was for all districts regardless of their *
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financial ability, and equalizatidn support was for distficts
which cquld not maintain a minimum school term and program.

These prefacing remarks and the earlier historical
examination of the Oklahoma Session laws have 1ndicated that
the Legislatﬁre atﬁempted a band-ald approach to resolve
many of the financial ills of common schools in Oklahoma,'when :
major surgeryAwas needed. Legislative efforts to correct
financial inequalities nere culminated as the 1949 common
school code provided a new formula for state ald and public
school finance. However, in order to understand how the
finance section of the 1949 school code was formulated, the
political forces that influenced the 1949 Committee on
Education must now be éxanined.

Probably the mostipronounced political force that
influenced the_Committees on Educatibn_was the rural constit-
uencies. Specificaliy, thesevwere rurai constituencles in
countieé that had low assesséd valuation or property and there-
fore maintained the poorer school districts. These poorer
districts are identifiable by their law valuation of property.

Obviously, political conflicts then emerged over school
finance 1ssues between countiles maintaining poorer school
districts, which weré generally rural countlies, and cqunties
maintaining wealthier school districts, which were generally,
but not always, urban countles. The complexiﬁy of the Okla-

homa school finance structure was i1llustrated. editorial
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33
entitled "Is That Fair, Gentlemen" from the Dally Oklahoman.

The editorial stated in part that the state had an inexcapableA
duty to provide the means of obtalning a common school or
high school for every child in Oklahoma, no.matter where that
child lived or how impoverished the environment may have been.
That editorlal statement supported and Justified Oklahoma's
established policy of extending state ald to the poorer
school districts of the State. The editorial further stated
that wealthier diStricts had the dﬁty to render financial
assistance to poorer distrcts. However, the real meaning of
the Oklahoman's bosition wés in defense of the two most
populous schdol districts, Oklahoma City and Tulsa. The

editor of the Daily Oklahoman opinioned that 1t would be unfair

for districts which had severly taxed themselves to contribute
toithose who had nef¥made the effort,3u nor would it be fair
to have required Oklahoma City and Tulsa to pay about 40
ﬁercent of the money collected»and then to have distributed
the money 1in such aAway as to have deprived the children

of these cities.oan fair share of that to which_they were
clearly entitled.”  Finally, the editorial noted that the
school code of'1949 required Oklahoma County to pay an

additional two million to the state aid fund to help the

EEN | .
Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), April 7, 1949,

p. 22.
34
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schools of thé state, but Oklahoma City was to have recel¥ed
$88,000 less for support of her own schools in 19&9.36

Obviously the -editor was concerned that poor rural
districts might benefit from the taxes pald in the state's
two larges cities. The concern was not without basis since a
majority of the members of the Committees on Education came
from tax poor rural counties and .stood to gain by the enact-
ment of the equalization feature of the 1949 school code.

The membership of the Committees on Education in the
1949 Legislature totaled thirty-four, and they represented
twenty-two of the seventy-seven counties. Of the twenty-
two counties represented on the committees, fourteen stood to
galn increases 1n state equalization alid and by the enactment
of the finance article.

A comparison of the state equalization and allocations
one year prior to the enacted code and one year after the
enacted code showed that more than half of the counties

represented by legislators on the committ:e stood to gain

from equalization.

37
State Equalization Aid 1948 - 1950

State Equalization Aid Dollar
County : 1948-9 1949-50 Increase
Adair 259,542 367,813 108,289
Atoka 260,784 361,563 100,779
Bryan 457,620 612,100 154,480
36
Ibid.
37

Twenty-third Biennial. Report of the State Superinten-
dent, 1950, pp. 163-66.



Cimarron 6,791 9,057 2,266
Cotton 67,486 124,164 56,678
Grady 314,097 441,060 126,963
Greer 142,368 228,441 86,073
Latimer 171,540 223,418 51,878
LeFlore 641,840 847,469 205,629
Lincoln 252,374 348,901 96,527
McClain 195,099 253,122 58,023
McCurtailn 655,750 866,617 210,867
Marshall . 88,249 110,723 22,474
Murry 102,564 152,406 49,860
Okmulgee 479,893 . 618,822 138,989
Ottawa 265,909 382,070 116,161
Pontotoc 284,196 391,693 107,497
Pushmataha 231,177 320,286 289,109
Sequoyah 359,083 488,621 129,538
Tulsa 273,569 427,309 153,740
Wagoner 256,187 335,731 79,544
Woods 17,096 40,799 23,703

- 90

The Commlttees on Educetion may have enacted the finance'
article} With‘the equalization feature at the expense of
richer school diStricﬁs, for burely selfish reasons, However,
one should recognize that the Committees may have had other
reasons, perhaps even a slncere desife for equaliZation of
education-oppertunity.b Regardless of the righteoﬁsness\of
the editorial, it could héve influehCed the Commitfees on
Education as they-worked oﬁ the schdol-code.. |

A.combination of'other political forces, the governor,
'cdmmittee,chairmen, and.legislative leadership; also influe-
nced the Committees on Education as they_worked on the filnance
section of the 1949-school code. A conflicf wss evident
between the Governor and State Superintendentiof‘Public
Instruction -over a.portion of the finance‘sectionbwhich would

have granted additional responsibilities to the State Board
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of Education_tb establish and supervise many facets of finan—
clal accounting iﬁ all school districts.38 The importance of
the proposed provision was that the State Superintendent was
the executive officer for the State Board of Educétion and
was 1In a position to assume an important role in the area of
school finance.

The possibiiity of broadening the power of the'State
Board of Education in school finances and making the State
Superintendent the key person for that responsibility drew
considerable criticism from Governor Roy Turner.39 The

Governor accused Dr. Oliver Hodge, State Superintendent of

Public Instruction, of.want to run the whole show_in adminis-
tering finances. The apbarent poiiticél squabble over school
finances;' The apparent political squabble over school

finances between the two broke into the open when Dr. Hodge and
several members of the State Board of Educatiqn appeared before
the Appropriatiéns Committee testify fegarding a bill.
Governor Turner then aqcﬁsed'Dr. Hodge of being a "one min
shﬂow"uo and furthef accused him of.héading ah oligarchy. !

Dr. Hodge, in responding to the Governor's accusations, simply

stated that "he was only trying to have a volce 1n the matter

38 :
Oklahoma, Revised Statutes (1951), Title 70 Article
IT Section 2A-4 no. 6, p. 797.
39
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Ibid.
47
Tbid.
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42 o .
as State Superintendent." To add fuel to the already exist-

ing differences between tne Governor and State Superintendent,
'Byron Dacus, Chairman of the Senate Education Committee,
expressed hls views to the Committee regarding the proposed
provision. He stated that the provisions of control over
school finances snould be with the State Superintendent
and that such an action wouid‘have placed the Sﬁate Superin-
tendent 1n a position of authority and‘dignity. 3 Governor
Turner had retorted by stating that such power for the State
Superintendnet would take away from the power of the State
| Board of Education.uu |

.Finaily, with the assistance of the Senate leadership,
the Education Committees resolved the issue by a compromise
which provided that the'State,Superintendent should make
r recommendations’ to the State Board of,Education; but full
control was to be with the State Board, with the State
Superintendent as the executive officer os the State Board.LIS
The Committee compromise implled that . the Governor acted as a
political force on the Committeeslon Education,as they worked

on the school code of 1949,

With all the political considerations that occurred over

M2
Ibid
43
Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), May 5, 19“9, p. 1.
Ly
Ibid;
45
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the finance section of the 1949 school code, the issue of
public school finance was not completely resolved. The primary
concern of Legislators and other interested persons was the
questlion of equalization of school aid. The majority of the
provision of fhe financilal formula of the 1949 school code
seemeq to have been workable. But over a period of years

there had been a number of changes 1in the financial formulas
and the amount of money appropriated, especially in the area

of equalization aid.

. The ability of a school district to provide adequate or
equal educational opportunity to 1ts citizens was dependent
on a matter of geography. In other words, educational
opportunity was dependent on the worth of the real property
within school district boundaries. .Since the value of prop-
erty varied widely from extremely poor'to‘affluent;-the-
amount of funds avallable for education variéd wldely. This
resultéd in school programs whlch varled from limited to
comprehensiveQ Therefore, the primary purpose £6r state
equalization aid‘was to asslst the less able districts wilthin
the state 1n an effort for them to offer at least a minimum
program, but hoﬁefully a comparable program to the wealthief
districts. |

The proposedlschool finance plan recommended for the
1970 school code had several similar goals to the 1949 'school
code flnance plan, but the code also attempted to resolve the

unanswered problem‘of equalization'of school aid. The

recommendations ihcluded: 1) to provide greater quélity of
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opportunity through more comparable efforts on the part of

taxpayers across the state 2) to lend reasoning to the
application of the additional financlal alds provided at state
level and 3) to simplify the program so that not only could
it be easily understood by professionals and lay people as
well, but elso could lend itself to computerization. But more
important than the actual provisions of the finance section
were the political forces which had influenced the work of
the Committees on.Education in creating the finance provisions.
Those political forces included the Education Committee Chair-
men, lobbyists, professionals, and electXon €onsiderations.
.The most significant political force acting on the
Committee appeared_to be the upcoming election of 1970.
A thorough analysis Qf the impact of the impehding election
of 1970 will be made because despite a threatened veto and
cries by House and Senate Republicans that the bill was
fiscally irresponsible, the Rules Commlttee announced that
they were goimg to pass it.46 The prime poinﬁ of contro-
versy was the.20 millien in additional funds the code would
have obligated‘in advance for the next fiscal year. Propon-
ents of the two-year formula stated thet ﬁhere were insuffic-
ient funds‘to achleve equalization the flrst year.
Originally; the bill contained a five-year formula, but com-
promise had been made in a conference committee. House

minority floor leader James Connor, Republican from

46 ’ ' o
‘Daily Eagle (Enid), April 9, 1970, p. 1.
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Bartlesville, stated that he would have supported the code and
, 47

its finance formula on a one-year basis. The Senate

minority floor leader, Denzel Garrison,‘Republican from

. Bartlesville, tried to return the bill to committee to fesolve

. . Lg
the confliet over the finance formula. The question that

must then be raised 1s, wilth the controversy that surrounded
the finanee section_of the code, what overfiding factors
resulted in its passage? It is posSible that the'answer

~to the question.was closely tied to legislative leadership
and to the 1970 gubernatorial election.

From the inception of the 1970 school code, and whenever
the code was being discussed, several Legislators' names
had always emerged and seemed to play an influencing role on
the Educatioh Committees as they werked on the school code.
These were Representative Lonnie:Abbott, Democrat,;Pontotoc
County; Senator George Miller, Democrat, Pontotoc County; and
Senator Al Tefrill, Democrat, Comanehe County.

Representative Lonnie Abbottvwas perhaps the most.
adament,spokesman,fer the code. In 1969 House Resolutilon
1010 was adopted, directing the Leéislative Council to make
an extensive study of the common sChool,laws with the thought
toward_codificatien. The-resolutionvwes introdueed‘end ‘

'sponsored by Representative Abbott and Senator:Miller, both-

Y : . : v
u8Daily Herald (Sapulpa), April 9, 1970, p. 1.

Oklahoma Journall(Oklahoma City), April 10, 1970, p. 1.
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of Pontotoc County, and the ensulng study by the Legislative
Council on schools was.chaired by RepresentatiVe Abbott. Once
the Council's study had been concluded, a school code bill was
introduced iu the House of’Representatives by Abbott et. al.
Through the course of the Legislative process, the guldlng '
force 1n the House of Representatiues for the school code bill
was Representative Abbott. Even when a conference committee
was appolnted to resolve differences on the sohool code, |
Representative Abbott was appointed as one of the conferees for
the House ovaepresentatives. While the school code was
béing,cdnsidered,.there were two apparent-reasons for
Representative Abbott's visibility and influenoe as an
operatlve polltical force conoerned with the finance‘section of
the school code. Flrst, Lonne Abbott was Chalrman of the House
Commlttee on Education and*therefore‘would autbmatically hold
a posltion of visibility on‘any,educationalyissue. “That reason
for such visibility will become apparent as‘the positioh and
slgnificance of the Educational Committees in the Oklahoma
Legislature is'examined ih a subsequent chapter. But it'will
be sufficient to simply note that the Education Committees ave
only surpassed by four toufive other committees in the.amount
of legislation'considered by cOmmitteest- By‘logic,'the‘more
legislation committees cons}der, the hore visible their members'
wlll become to the medla and publio.

Second, and very important,’Lonnie Abbot'uas employeo by’
the Oklahoma Eduoation AssociatiOn as a field‘representative,

and the Assoclation was primarily recognized as the lobby for
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common school education in Oklahoma. To add further significance,
one of the major legislative goals of the Oklahoma Education
Association in 1970 was for a major revision of the state school
finance formula.' Obviously, then,rLonnie Abbott's activities
regarding the school code were self-explanatory.

Two Senators played a significant role as an influence on
the Commlttee on Educatlon as work proceeded onbthe finance
section of the school code. One was Senator George Miller,
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Education. The fact that
Senator Miller was Chairman obviously placed him in a position

to influence the course of a bill through committee. But also

significant was the fact that Senator Miller represented
Pontotoc County, the same county as Representative Abbott.
In other words, Representative Abbott was the prime House
sponsor for the code, but he could not influence the course
of the school code once the code reached the Senate. The
fact that the chairman of the Senate committee was from'the
same county as Representative'Abbott might have strengthened
the bill's chances in the Senate 1f one can assume that
1egis1ators from the same county tend to have similar parochial
political interests. Indeed, the two men were both staunch
supporters of the bill.

Another legislator Who had a pronounced influencevon
the finance section of the school oode was Senator.Al Terrill,
Democrat, of Comanche County. His influence was‘felt-for
 two reasons: first, Senator Tb®ri11'is recognized as a

1eader and champion of common school education in the
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Senate and‘in Oklahoma, and second, Senator Terrill was in
a leadership position by virtue of hilis belng the majority'
floor leader.inbthe Senate and a ranking member of the Edue-
ation Committee.  By virtué of these two reasons, one could
speculate that other memberé of the Education Committee and
other 1egiSlators not famlliar with the complicated 1ssue of
. school flnance lookedlto Senator Terrill for guldance on the
issue of common schbolifinance.

A further influence on the Commlttees on Education
during the consideration of the school code was the Legls~
lative leadership. The leadership had expressed a favorable

nod for the committee and ultimate 1egis1ative passage of the
masslve code. Senate President Pro Tempore Finis Smith,

Democrat from Tulsa, stated that the recodification of school
laws Wﬁs the greatest single?piece of 1egislation‘; . ..1in
years. ? House Speaker Rex Privett, Democrat from Maramec,
sald the codevhad the support of all educators with whom he
had talked, together with the education commission.50 Senate
Pro Tempore Finish Smith was quoted on aother occaslon as
saying he feit personally committed to fulflll the code's
financial formula and find the money to do it.51'

The Oklahoma Education Assoclation, the recognized lobby

for common school educatilon, alsd Influenced the Committees

T5
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51
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‘on Education as they wofked.on the schoel code of 1970.

The Associlation had adopted several legislative goals for the
197Q Legislative session, twovqf which related to common
school finance. The first was a mjaor revisioh ef the state
school finance formula, that equalized educational oppor-
tunity, and the second was a new foundation aid program which
would have assured a minimum expenditure per pupil in average
daily attendance equal to the‘natienal average. These goals
obviously reflected a supportive position by the Association
for the code, including the finance articie._ In examining
what types of inflﬁence the Aseeciation could_exercise oh the
Committees on Education to encourage passage.of the school
code, several should be noted. First, andvalready-in opera-~
tion, was sanctions. The Association placed Oklahoma on

, sanctions.twd years earlier,,and the purpose of sanctionel
was to discourage educators‘from seeking employment 1in
Oklahoma because of the'State‘sipoor salary and supportive
program for education. 'Second, if organized; the membership
of the Associatien'eould constitute a large political bloc of
vetes, and third, could apply pressure‘uponplegislators through
local teechers within the community and county. Foﬁrth, as
already discussed, the Chairman of the House Committee on ..
Education was empleyed by the Association and therefore gave
the ASsoeiation a significant input on the deCisions made by
the Legislatureiregarding education. The seeondvinfluence,
that of.educaters, being a petentiallyllargebpolitical bloc

of votes, was thought to be one of the prime reaSonsvfor the
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election of the Democratic candidate for Governor, David

Hall. PFinally, the finance section of the school code itselfl,
as 1t was 1initially proposed was written by a task force
commlssioned by the O.E.A.

The final political force that probably influenced the
Committees on Educatiog as they worked on the school code of
1970 was raw politics.b2 The prgposed massive school code,
with the new financial plan, was:passed by the Democratically
controlled Legislature and vetoed by Republican Governor
Dewey Bartlett. The passage of the code by the Leglislature
occurred just a few months prior to major statewide elections.
The elections included the Governorship, 1in which I1ncumbent
Republican Dewey F. Bartlett was epected to file for re-
election.53 In addition to this statewide election, all House
of Representatives members and numerous Senate members were up

54
for re-election, and most were expected to file. The

52
The election considerations as an influence which
operated on the Committees on Education while they worked
on the school code of 1970 i1s only conjecture on the part of
the researcher and 1s based upon his actual presence with
the Education Committees as a staff member while they worked
on the code.
53
Incumbent Dewey F. Bartlett, Republican, was defeated
in 1970 by the smallest margin in state history, 2, 181 votes,
by Oklahoma's 20th Governor, David Hall, Democrat.
54
The members of the Education Committee on Revision
and Codification of School Laws from the House of Represent-
atives who filed for re-election were: Lonnie L. Abbott,
Ada; Lou S. Allard, Drumright; Jake E. Hesser, Stillwater;
Jack L. Lindstrom, Lawton; Martin Odom, Hitchita; and
Pauline Tabor, Durant. From the Senate were: DBryce Baggett,
Oklahoma City; James E. Hamilton, Poteau; Gene Howard, Tulsa;
John Luton, Muskogee; Jack Short, Oklahoma City; and Albert
E. Terrill, Lawton. °
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school code then could become one of the gubernatorlal campaign's

hottest issues as Legislative leaders tagged the code as one of

the most important pileces of legislation sent to an Oklahoma
55

governor 1n many years.

Some observers believed if the Governor, Dewey Bartlett,

vetoed the bill, it was certaln to become an issue with which

the Democratic nominee for governor would seek to harpoon
Bartlett in.thé general election campaign.56 However, this
1s gross speculation for it is‘impossible to determine how
the voting public felt about the code. There was political
controversy, however, primérily over the financé plan, when
the governor publicly expressed opposition to thé finance
section of the cody by stating that the "finénce provisions
called fof an additional $20 million for the second year of
the code,"57 “and he further stated that "the legislature
nshould therefore not commit the next governor to such an
addiﬁional expenditure."?s_ Winstbn Howard, State Budget
Director and Governor_Bartlett's appointee'to the position,
étated that the $20 million for the first year of the

. finance section of the code was laready in the budget, but

the second year of the bill could not be financed under the

. 59 ,
present tax structure. As a result, Governor Bartlett
55 _ : ' - :
Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), April 29, 1970, p. 1.
56 ' S ' -
Ibid. _
57 : .
Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), April 9, 1970, p. 1.
58 T | | ,
Ibid.
59

Oklahoma City Times (Oklahoma City), April 9, 1970, p. 1.
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suggested the finance section of the blll be stricken and
given an in-depth interim study prior to the 1971 session.
Senate Pro Tempore Finis Smith countered with the argument
that the code was already the product of two years of interim
study at a cost of $2O,OOO.60 Other legislative leaders who
were proponents of the finance plan stated that there were
insufficient funds to achleve equalization thé first year and
that to achieve the bill's conce£t the Legislature needed
to commit itself to more funds for equalizatlion the second
year.6l The fact that school finahce became a political
issue in the election of 1970 is beyond dispute. Whether
the finance section of the school code was deliberately
manipulated as a political issue by the Democratic
legislation or bj the republlican governor i3 pure spec-—
ulation.

Though Abboft, Miller, and Terrill were adament Legis-
lative spokesmen for the school code, these legislators

and other members of the Committees probably looked to

professional educators for much guidance on the issue of

62
school finance. The professional educators' opinions and
60
Ibid.
bl v
Dailly Hewrald (Sapulpa), April 9, 1970, p. 1.
62

The following were some of the professional educators
who assisted as resource persons and perhaps also influenced
the Committees on Education as they worked on the school
code: Dr. D. D. Creech, State Superintendent of Public
Instructlion, Dr. Charles L. Weber, Director of the Flnance
Divislon, State Department of Education, Dr. Q. D. Johns,
Assistant Dean of the College, University of Oklahoma, and
Dr. Richard Jungers, Professor and Director of Education
Extension, Oklahoma State University.
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recommendations were stated in a number of reports and
minutes,6u and as the filnance section of the school code was
proposed thier recommendations were a clear influence on the
Committees as they worked on the school code. For example,
Dr. Creech and Dr. Weber had discussed with the task force the
need for revision, modernizatibn, and simplificatibn of the
foundation aild program.65 The need for revision, moderniza-
tion and simplification was also stated’by Dr. Richard
- Jungers and Dr. 0. D. Johns. Jungers and Johns noted in an
address to the Legislative Committee on Revision and Codif-
ication of School Lawé that the development‘of a new_finance
plan would-simplify the program so that not only could it be
easily understood by professionals and lay peopié, but also
could lend ifsélf to computefization.66

The task force for the Oklahoma Commission on Education
made two recomﬁendations to the Governof and Legislature
involving incentive aid. They were:

(1) A flat grant to all school districts an amount

of mohey equal to Eight Dollars (8.00) for the first one mill

levied and Six Dollars (6.00) for each additional mill levied

by the district of the fivé mill emergency and ten mill

63 .
First Annual Report, Oklahoma Commission on Edu-
cation, (December, 1969), pp. 12-21.

Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes, October 30,
1969,6and November 13, 1969. o '

5 : » .

First Annual Report, Oklahoma Commission on Edu-
cation (December, 1969), p. I13.

6 o
: Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes, October 30,
1969, p. 2.
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local support levies.
(2) Amend the Oklahoma Constitution Article X,
Paragraphy 9d to read:

In addition to the levies hereilnbefore auth-
orized, any school district may make a levy for the
benefit of the schools of such district, in an
amount not to exceed fifteen (15) mills on one
dollar valuation of the taxable property in such
district when approved by a majority of the electors
of the district voting on the question at an
election called for such purpose by the board of
education or upon petition signed by ten percent

- of the electors of the district; and, when approved,
shall be made each fiscal yedar thereafter until-
repealed by a majority of the electors of the dis-
trict, voting on 89e question at an election called
for such purpose. ' :

Dr. 0. D. Johns and Dr. Richard Jungers provided the
Special Committee on Revision and Codification of School
Laws wilth their recdmmendations for the finance article of the

68

school code. ~In part, Dr. Jungers had noted to the commit-

tee that the major‘départure from the then present. flnance program

was in the ‘equalized percentage matching provision.

. . .the State Legislature has committed itself to
an incentive aid of $98.00 per pupll by the fiscal
year 1970-71, for every district that levies the
five mill emergency levy. In this way the wealthier
districts can levy five mills, receive the same in-
centlve per pupil as does the less able district.
The less able district generally must levy all
additional mills allowable to offer a program which
1s below the level of program that the wealthy dis-
trict can provide wilith the five mills. The proposed
plan would distribute the available state contrb-
ution on an equalized basis on all mills levied by the

67 . :

First Annual Report, Oklahoma Commlssion on Edu-

cation (December, 1969), p. 16.
68

For detailed expianation of the proposed school
finance_plan, see Appendix.
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‘local district. The equalization would be based on a
percentage grant that would be inversely proport%onal
to the districts' net equalized value per child. 9

Further election considerations were evidencéd as the
Oklahoma Education Associétion delegate assembly, composed of
some 500 school officials, héd endorsed a resoiution urging
the»govérnor to slgn the school codé primarily because the
code héd provided significant financilal supﬁort for common
schools. The_resolution noted that the school code passed
the House of Representatilives by é 75415 vote'and cleared the
Senate by a 41-4 majority‘ahd therefore should receive the
signature of the Governor.70 The Oklahoma Education Assoc-
iation even hinted in the resolution-that the Association
- would remove shcool sanctions,~imposéd'early because of Okla-
homa's present weak educational program, ivaovernor Dewey
Bartlett wbuld-sign the SChool code; |

When Governor Bértlett Vetoed the school code, a torrent
of criticism from the code's backers Was Set off and political
forces .began to make allliances for the Governor's defeat for
re-election. For‘examplé, Senator Al Terrill, majority.
leader, célled the governor's action "an open and defilant

refusal to obligate this state for an investment in 1its most

‘ , 71 : :
precious commodity, its young people." The Oklahoma
69 | |
Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes, November 13,
1969. ‘
70

Oklahoma City Times (Oklahoma City), April 24,
1970, p. 1. .

: 71 S : ' . . ‘
Oklahoma Journal (oklahoma City), April 30, 1970, p.
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Education Association President Dorothy Barnett said "the
governor may have set back educational progress for year's."72
Dr. Scott Tuxhorn, a Republican and the governor's appointee
as state school sﬁperintendent, sald the bill was not peffect
but that Bartlett should have signed it.73 : Another criticism
was leveled at the governor by David Hall, announéed candidate

for governor, in which he stated "using a fountain pen as his

weapon, Governor Bartlett has ro%bed Oklahoma children of their
to quality education . . . ."74
In defense from the arry of criticism, Governor Bartlett
cried "politics" and then defended his veto of the school
code. He first stated that "the legislature has saddled the
next governor with a $20 million tax increase,"75 secondly
that his office had not been informed during discussions of
the code, and finally that some lawmakers had political

‘ 76
motivations to embarras him and the teachers of the state.

Summary

In this chapter, some observations were made regarding

the 1949 and 1970 school codes. But primarily the chapter was

72
Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), April 25, 1970, p.
1.
73
Oklahoma Journal (Oklahoma City), April 17, 1970,
1.
T4 \
Tulsa World (Tulsa), May 1, 1970, p. 3.
75 o
Daily Oklahoman (Oklahoma City), April 17, 1970,
p. 2.

76
Ibid.
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concerned with an examination of the political‘forces which
inFTuenced the Committees on Educatlon as they worked on both
codes.

| The most intefesting observation about the school codes
was their_parallelism; Both codes.were initiated by recom-
mendation from a preceeding legislative session, required a
conference committee, and averaged the same length of time in
the legisletive process.

A number of political forces'were examined to demon-
strate fheir probable influence on the Committees on Education
‘as they worked on the school codes of 1949 and 1970. Those
forces included governors, committee'chairmen, the legislative
leadership, lobbyilsts, constituencies, professional educators,
and election considerations. ‘The significance cf these
forces was apparent_as.on any'given school issue ceftain
problems emerged, and consequentlylpolitical alighnments
were made for either the péSsage'or defeat of the issue.

The implication should be clear, that many school needs in.
either the program or brick and mortar aree were not
necessarily decided on "pure" educational value, but on
the polifical,ability of given interests to obtain the

resources.



CHAPTER IV

THE OKLAHOMA LEGISLATURE'S COMMITTEES ON
EDUCATION: THEIR EXAMINATION AND
‘ACTION REGARDING THE PROPOSED

COMMON SCHOOL CODE OF 1970

The leahoma Legislature; like any other legislature,
is a complex institution. With a.House composed of 101
membefs and a Senate composed of 48 members, the legisla-,
ture presents a diffenentiated structure of roles ahd
subsystems for the performance of its many and diverSe leg-
islative tasks. Many of these tasks are performed in v
committees, and therefore committees playa significaht role.
A good example was‘the proposed school code of 1970, in
which members of the education'committees authorized a new
public school eode, passed oﬁ its'appropriations,,and |
approved changes in the laws affecting public schools.

Thevnormal process for most major 1eéislation that is»
enacted by the Oklahoma State Legislature follows a distinct

pattern. First, a study proposall is recelved by the Leg-

1

The study proposal regarding the codification of
public school laws was a result of House Concurrent
Resolution 1010 of the First Session of the Thirty-
second Legislature, 1969.
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islative Council2 and assigned to the appropriate committee.

The first task of the committee is to screen the proposal and
to weigh 1ts relative importance. Upon analysis, the com-
mittee will either reject the proposal or study it more
intensively. If the latter is true, the study program
-Includes public hearings, consultations with governmental agen-
cies affected, and independent faCt-findihg and research. ‘The
individual committee recommendations then constitute the
recommendations of the Legislative Council to the next regular
session of the Oklahoma Legislature.

Once these council recommendations have been received
by the Legislature, they are drafted in proper bill forﬁ and
can be introduced in the House or Senate. The bill then

3

receives.a number~ and is read for the first time by title
only, and after its second réading, the bill is réferred to

an appropriate committee.for consideration;u Thfough commit-
tee hearings, two or more‘sides;to the proposal in question
discuss the pafticular parts of the‘billmthat are questlonable.
This is a vital part of thé process and allows for‘diffenéncés
‘of opinion to be airéd, as well as compromises to be added tQ
or,deletedbfrom the bill. The bill is then given one of

>many possible récommendations--"ao pass," “dé pass as amended,"

2 v

See Appendix H for the history and statutory respon-
sibilities of the Oklahoma Legislative Council.

3 ' i ‘ _

The proposed common school code of 1970 was intro-
duced 1in the House of Representatives and received bill
numbeﬂ 1590. '

See Appendix I, J, K fof House oprepresentatives
and Senate rules on committee names; membership, and -
procedures.
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or "do not pass." In the case of the proposed common school
code of 1970, both the'House of Representatives and Senate
Committee on Education recommended a "do pass as amended."
But prior to examining these committee amendments, two questions
must be raised: (1) wasvthe committee system in the Oklahoma
Legislature a cruclal area for the performance of legislative
tasks related to the recommended common school code of 19707?
and (2) were the major educational decisions related to the
recommended common school code of 1970 made in the Interim
Committee on Reuision and Codification of School Laws of the
1970 Oklahoma Legislature and the Education Committees of the
Second Session, Thirty—second Legislature? Another major
question raised by the examination of the school code of 1970:
What role does the committee system play in common school
policy decisions made by the Oklahoma Legislature?
This,question‘will be analyzed by an examination of a
'number‘of factors: 1) vthe House of Representatives and Senate
a).work loads, b) referral of bills and.joint resolutions to

2 ¢) action taken on education bills

the Education Committees,
and JOint resolutions,6land 2) whether substantive issues.

(related only to the propOSed‘common school code of 1970: were
made in the Interim,‘Housevand‘Senate Committees on Education

or in the Committees of the‘Whole.

5 .v : ' . : »
See Appendix L and M on reference of bills to stand-
ing c%mmittees of the House of Representatives and Senate.

See Appendix N and O on action taken on bills referred
to standing committees :
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While not specifically referring to education, one must
recognize that the work load of the Oklahoma Legislature is
demanding. The term "work load" refers to the disposition of
legislative bills, their introduction, report by committees
and third reading. From 1968 to 1970, the House of RepresenJ
tatives introduced 1,102 bills, reported 786 bills by
committees, and gave third reading to 722 bills. During the
same period the Senate introduced 984 bills, reported 768 bills
by committees, and gave third reading to 723 bills. When
third reading of a bill is made, the bill is sent to either
the Senate or House of Representatives, depending on its
origin, for consideration. Therefore, in addition to consid-
ering_their own legislative measures, both .the»Senateiand
House of Representatives must cOnsider each other's legis-
lative measures, and this process increases their respeotive
work loads. DQring this period, if the volume‘of legislative
bills was an indicator of legislative work load,'obviously |
Oklahoma legiSlators gave a considerable amount of time to.

!

public service. .However, of this work load, for the same
period of time, how many legislative measures were referred
to the Committees on Education° L

In 1968 the House of Representatives Committee on Edu-

cation received 40 bills, only exceeded by four other

- .
.There were a total of 196 Legislative days from 1968
to 1970 to consider the 1ntroduction, report by committees,

and third reading of all bills in the House of Represent—
atives and Senate
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committees 1n number of bills received for actioh.8 The

Senate Committee Qn.Education, in 1968, received 49 billls,

only

exceeded by three other cdmmittees in number of bills received

for action.9' In 1969, the House of Representative Committee

- on Education was fifth in number of bllls recelved for action,

while the Senate Committee on Education_was fourth in number

of bills received for-action.ll In 1970, similar results

were noted. The Heuse of Representatives Committee on Educa-

tion was third in the amount of bills received for ection12

13

and the Senate Committee on Education was fourth.

What is the significance of the work load -and number of

bills referred to the Oklahoma Legislative Committees on

Education? An assumption could be made that it establishes

the importance of these committees. This assumption is

8

Those committees were. Budget and Appropriations (131

bills), Judiclary (89 bills), Revenue and Taxation (64 bills),

and Jurisprudence (52 bills).
9
Those committees were Judicidry (13N bills), Appro-

priations and Budget (114 bills), and: Governmental Affairs

(82 pbills).

10 - =
Those committees exceeding the Educatlon Committee
(56 bills) were Judiciary (177 bills), Appropriations and
Budget (154 bills), Business Relations (64 bills) and
Governmental Affairs (62 bills).

11 ‘
" Those committees exceeding the Education Committee
(49 bills) were Judleciary (163 bills), Appropriations and
-Budget (114 bills), and Governmental Affairs (81 bills).

12
: Those commlttees exceeding the Education Committee
bills) were Approprilations and Budget (149 bills), and
Judiciary (117 bills). ’ '

13

Those committees exceeding the Education Committee

(35 bills) were Judiciary (117 bills), Appropriations and
Budget (110 bills) and Business Relations (41 bills).

(38

10
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supported by the fect that for three years only.three to
four'committees exceeded the Education Committees in the
amount of iegislation that was considered. It might be
further assumed that these committees receive a large amount
of attention from the media and public by virtue'of the
number and importance of bilis they consider. Therefore,
these committees on education are among the prominent commit-
tees in theAOklahoma Legisleture on which legislators might
aspire to serve as a member. An finally, i1t could be
postulated that the Education Commlittees are a crucial area
for the performance of legislative tasks. With these assump—‘
tions of the relative importance of the Oklahoma Legislative
Committees on Educetion established, the next.consideration
should beﬁ Are the major educational decisions made in tnese
committees?

First; involvediin this Consideration, will be an
examination of‘the kind of'action'the Education Committees
take on a legislative measure. ‘Any‘committee in theAOklahoma
Legislatute may take one of the following actions. They are
"do pass," "do pass as amended,ﬁ "withdrawn," "without. recom-
mendation," "without recommendation as amendedﬁ and "died in
committee.ﬁ |

Of these possible actions, the "do pass as amended"lu

14

"Do pas as amended" means the committee has made
changes 1n the introduced veérsion of the legislative
measure. :
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and "died incommittee"15 probably would provide a gauge as
" to whether.major educatioﬁal decisions are made in committee.
Iﬁ 1968, the Housé of Representatives Committee on Education
considered 40 bills, and of this total 30 percent (12 bills)
received a "do pass as amended" and 35 percent (iu bills)
"died in committee." The Senate Committee on Education con-
sidered 49 5ills, and of this total 36.7 percent (15~bills)
received a ﬁdo pass as amended" and 24.5 percent (12 bills)
"died in committee." This séme pattern can beAseen in 1969
and 1970. Speéifically, in 1970, the House of Representatives
Committee on Education considered 38 bills, and of this total
4 29 percent (11 bilis) received a "do pass as amended," and |
44.7 percent (17 bills) "died in committee." In the Senate,
the Committee on Education considered 35 bills, and’of this
"tbtal, 51.4 peréént (18 bills) received a "do pass as amended"
and 22.8 percent (8 bills) "died in committee.f
These'statistics support the probable importahce ofkthe
Oklahoma Legislature's_Committees on Education, as few légisf
lative measurés relating to education that are'introduced _
pass‘through the Education Committees wiphout being amended.
Regardléss of whether the amendments are minor or major
changes in the bill, the changes are made in Committee. Or,

in many instances, legislative measures die in Committee and

15 _
"Died in committee" means the committee did
/in com l1d not allow
the legislative measure to be considered beyond the commit-

tee; therefore it would be impossible for th {
measure to become a law. | The ;egislatlve
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never reach the Committee of the Whole for a final considera-
tion.

A second consideration will be the substantive 1ssues
regarding the proposed common school code of 1970 whichvwere
considered in the Interim House and Senate Committees on
Education and the Committee of the'Whole. Of £hese substantive
issues, school reorganization and finance were given detailled
examination in Chapter III, and>the'purpose of that eXamina-
tion wés to show the political forces that influenced the
Commitﬁees on Edﬁcation as they worked on the school code of
1970. Therefore, the other substantive 1ssues of election
laws, per dlem and salary adjustments, transportation, text-
books, and internal school policy matters thatvwill now be
mentioned will.not_be examined in terms of pdlitical forces
that may have éffectea the issues and influenced the Committees
- on Education as they worked_on the code. These issues will
be traced through the Committees on Education and the Committees

of the Whole to show where the educational decisions were made.

Interim Committee Activities Leading To

. The Proposed Common School Code

The Special Interim Committee on Revision and Codifica-
tion of Séhool-Laws determlned at its first meeting to consider
and discuss thé school 1awé section by section for the purpose
of making changes and revisions deemed to be disirable. _In
accordance withvthis purpose, thé spécial committee held thir-

teen meetings in Oklahoma City and had a joint,meeting of the
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Senate and House Committeeé in the City of Tulsa. During the
first meeting, Senator Jack Short, Oklahoma City, suggested
that divisions.withinithe State Department of Educatlon pre-—
pare critiques with suggested changes of present school laws
in their respected areas and submit them to the committee for
'vevall,lzst’l:ion.l6 Representative Lonnie Abbott, Ada, and Senator
Bryce Baggetf, Oklahoma City, suggested representatives from
Oklahoma State University, Oklahoma University, teacher prepar-
atory schools, and the State Regents for Higher Educatién also
should prepare critiques of preéenf_school laws wilth sug-

17

gested changes. 'An examination was then made of the school

_laws by an analysis of each séction of each article of the
school code.18 This was accomplished by utilizing numerous
resource persons and thercommittee member critiques and sug-
gestions.

The changes, deletions,‘and'revisions iﬂ the statutes
relating to schools made by this commit tee Were both substan-
tiﬁe and housekeeping in nature.

Relative to Article I, which involved the scope,
organization, and definitions of public school law, the major

changes which were recommended and adopted by the Committee

included a redefining of the "general fund" of a school
. ——

State Legislative Council, minutes Speciai Committee
on Revision and Codification of School Laws, June 16, 1969,
p. 2-3. . ‘
17
Ibid.
18

The proposed school law changes were made from the
Oklahoma Statutes, 1950 Title 70 "Schools" which encompassed
twenty articles. ' ‘
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district to‘expressly exclude moneys derived from sale of
’bonds'issued under thevprovisions of Section 26, Article X,
Oklahoma Constitution, and providing that expenditures from
the general fund may be capital or noncapital in nature.
Also canged was the redefining of the "building'fund" of a
school district by deleting provislon speclfylng how same
Amay be invested, and declaring said fund to ba a current
expense fund.19 |

Two major changes in the public school laws relative to

elections were found in Article II. One required that all

eléctions in school districts be held at the same time each
year and be conducted by the county election board, with the
affected school district relmbursing the county election
board for the expense of the election.20 The second changed
annual meetings of school district electors in dependent
school diétficté to fourth Tuesday‘iananuary, with the elec-
tion to be.held from 7. a.m. to 7 p.m.21

The public school laws relative to the State Department
of Education encompassed in»Article'III were changed by

increasing per diem compensation of members of the State

-Board of Education from $15 to $25,22 and increasing the

19 :
Oklahoma Legislative Council, minutes Special Commit-

tee on Revision and Codification of School Laws, Septembe
r
5, 1969, pp. 3-5. > oF
20

] Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes Special
Committee on Revision and Codification of School Laws,
September 11, 1969, p. 7. ' ' ’

21 R

Ibid. -
22
Ibid., p. 2.
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salsry of State Superintendent of Public Instruction from
$19,500 to $25,000 per year, and increasing the salary of the
Deputy State Superintendent of Public Instruction from $18,500
to $22,500 per year.23

There were several single major changes which were recom-
mended and adopted in pomerous other Articles of the school
laws. For exampie, in Article VII which involved aﬁnexation
and consolidation, a change provided procedures for when én
independent or dependent high‘sohool district seeks to annex
to abdepeﬂdent grade school district.2“ The procedure pro-
Vided.that when an independent or dependent high school district
séeks to annex to a dependent gradé school district, the
election should be stayed fwenty (20) days after the resolution
or petition is filed. Within this period, the dependent
district can circulate a petition to hold an election to
either of these propositions 1s adopted by a majority of the
gualified electors in the district, then the result shall be
final for at least one (1) year and the first petition or-
resolution shall be dissoived. If no petition is circulated
and no election called or held within said twenty-day period,
the first petition or resolution will then be voted upon.
Another single major change was found in Article-VIII, which

involved transfer.of puplls and provided the procedure for

23

24

Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes Speoiai Commit-
teg on Revision and Codification of School Laws, October 2,
1969, p. 2. . . '

Ibid., p. 4.



119

cancelling a transfer and relleving unearned portion of encum-
brance therefor when residence 1s removed from the transferring

district.25

Two major changes were recommended and adopted 1in Article
IV relating to‘the_county superintendent of schools. One
changed the educational qualifications for county superinten-
dent of schools from standard Bachelor's degree to standard
Master's_degree,26 and the second defined the authority of
deputy county. superintendent in event of 1llness, death or
other disability of county superintendent.27

Still'another major change recommended'and'adopted by
the Interim Committee was in Article XIV, Vocational-Technical
Education, and stated that a treasurer for the area vocational-
technical school board of education could be the county
treasurer or an indebendent treaéurer.28 Also in this same:
article, if area voCational-technical school districts and
~independent sChool districts were coterminous, an .individual
could serve -on beth boards; otherwise‘separate electiohs would

be held.29

The final major change recommended and adopted in the

25 : ,
Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes. i mit—

tee on Revision and Codification of . School LaSgecgg%ogggm;t
1969, p. 2. : ‘ T >

26 7 : :
Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes Special Commit-
tee on Revislon and Codification of School Laws, November 6,
1969, p. 2. S ' '

2T

28

. gklihzma Legislative Council, Minutes Special Commit—

veée on Revision and Codification of School Laws. Sept b

25, 1969, p. 2. | i
29

Ibid., p. 3.

Ibid.
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Special Committee on Revisions and Codification of School
Laws occurred in Article XVIII, the finance section of the

~school laws. A foundation plan was adopted for a four-year

30 The plan estab-

31

period at a cost of 51 miliion dollars.

lished the basic support level per pupll at $250.00.
For each classroom unit in specilal educatlon, a school

32 For

district would be given an allowance of $4,500.
each vocational education classroom unit, a school district
. would be granted an additional $2,SOO.33 Also, school
districts would be allowed 75 percent of the actual.cost of
providing pupil transportation based on the average for that

part six years.3u

The final factor in the foundation program
cost, that of the allowance for minimum costs for administraé
tion, was calculated at $90.00 perlpupil of each of the first
250 pupils with a minimum allowance for,l60 puplils or less
for independent districts.3”

The state participation in this foundation program was
refeffed to as the foundation program income. If was deter-

mined by subtracting from the ébové stated coéts certain

30 : :
Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes Special Commit-
tee on Revision and Codification of School Laws, November
13, 1969, p. 3. -
Ibid., p. 2.

- 32 . o
. Oklahoma Legislative Council, Minutes Special Commit-
tee on Revlsion and Codification of School Laws, November
13, 1969, p. 2. - ‘
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revenues which were called chargeable income. These items
included 15 mills of the net equalized valuation of the
district, 75 percent of the districts' share of the county

36

four-mill levy and the dedicated revenues. The dedicated

revenues are the'diétricﬁs' school land allocations, auto
license,income,‘gross production income and REA income.37
There Were a total of thirteen substantive changes gnd
numerous housekeeping changes reéommended and aaopted'in the
school laﬁs by this interim commiﬁtee. However, there
were a numberJof’Other substantive issues relating to the
school laws debatéd in this committee. But none received
a favorable committee vote‘énd consequently died in the
committee. As a fesult of this .committee's efforts and their
recommendatibns, House‘Bill 1590, entitled an act relating to -
the public schools of Oklahoma, establishing é éode for the

public school system of the state . . ., was introduced in

the second sessidn of the Thirty-second Oklahdma;Legislature.

-House of Representatives Activities on the

Proposed Common School Code

The Oklahoma House of Representatives, Committee on
Education, of the secohd session Thirty-second Legislature
received House Bill 1590, which was the revision and codi-

fication of the public schools made by the Interim Committee,

36

37
Ibid.

Ibid.-
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on January 12, 1970. After the Committee's careful review
and anaiysis, they recommended a "do pass" és aﬁended on
January 29, 1970. Thelr actions were similar to that of the
Interim Committee, in which both made several "housekeeping"
amendments and a few substantive amendments in-the school
lawé.38
The Oklahoma House of Representatives unlike the Interim
Committee oﬁ Education amended the school laws in Article VI
relating to teacﬁers by providing that no school district
sould deduct from a teacher's salary more than that amount
which was pald the substitute teacher due to the absenée of
. the regulafvteacher.. Regarding this same article, the com-
mittee also provided that teachers could be paid in twelve
equal payments'providedbthey:
1) perform sﬁch services durihg the months school is
not ih’session, according to their specified contract
2) attend a recognized college or univeréity for not less
than two months during the summer of every third
year, if required to do so by the board of educationf
The Interim Committee recommended and adopted two criteria
involving the procedure for annexation and concolidation; by

petition of the voters and resolution by the district board,

38 ~ _
The substnatilive and housekeeping amendments adopted by
the House of Representatives Committee on Education were
. reflected in thelr final standing committee report of
January 29, 1970. This report 1s attached to the original
bill and is located in the Archives of the Oklahoma State
Department of Libraries, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.
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while the House of Representatives Committee on Education
added .a third procedural requirement making annexation pos-
sible only if the district to be annexed is-tranéferring 300
or more students.

The fiﬁal‘sﬁbstantive amendment occurred in Article
XVI relating td textbooks. In this article, the committee
made five changes which were not made by the Interim, and
they related to the obligations and responsibilities of
textbook publishers and school districts. Within this
context, procedures were established for’the collection of ole
texﬁbooks by the publishers, school district superintendents
could request examination coples of textbooks, and the State
Superintendent of Public Instfuction could file a complaint

with the Attorhey General for the publisher's failure to

comply with the obligatioh of their contractlon textbooks;
From this examination there wére a total of eight sub-
~stantive amendﬁents‘made by.the House of Represéntatives
Committee on Education and they involved teacher policies,
textbooks, annexation, and consolidation. Although there
may have been other éttempts to amend the séhool'laws, no
written record was.kept of committee activities, exceptvfor‘
the final standing committee report. This report was referred
to the Committee Qf.the Whole of the House of Representatives
. for consideration.
In the Committee of the Whole of the House of Representa-

tives, there were sixty—one amendments consldered to the
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proposed common school codé of 1970.39 From this total,
thirty;threé were passed and ten of those were substanfive in
nétufe and the balance were hdusekeeping amendments to school
laws. |

The House of Representatives Committee on Education
changed the statutofy language of Article II relating to
"elections which dealt with illegal voting in school elections.
This cbmmittee provided a fine of one thousand ddllars and
thirty days in the county jail. However, the House Commlttee
of the Whole reinstatéd the original statutory language which -
stated that such illegal voting practices would be punishable
by'a fine of not less than one hundred dollars and not.more
than five hundred dollars or by imprisonment in the county
jail not to exceed sixty days or 5oth such a fine and

imprisonment.

In Arﬁicle V relating to school districts and boards of
education, the House»Committee,of the Whole made three amend-
ments. These three amendments were unrelated to any Interim
vor House Committee acﬁion, but were only additions to the
statutory language. The first stated that where the charter
of a city which has a school population of 50,000 or more, and
- is not divided into wards, such school district shall be
required tb designate school attendance areas with school
district boundaries as nearly equal in attendance as possible

39 : _

The Committee of the Whole amendments to the proposed
common school code of 1970 are attached to the original bill

and and are located in the Archives of the Oklahoma State
Department of Libraries, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.
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and in number“according to the number of school board members
to be elected, providing that only one person‘shall be elected
from each such attendance area, and shall be a resident of
the afea from whieh he 1is elected. The second provided for
provisions and procedures for recall of local board members.
, Basically,.the provisions and procedures provided for recall
by a majority of the voters seeking to recall the board
member and the election Shall be called by petition ef twenty
percent of the electors. And finally, regarding the powers
of local school districts, an additional power granted by the
Committeerf the Whole was to lease any publicly owned land
needed for school purposes and use any moniles in the general
revenue fund of the district‘evaiiable therefor to construct
improvements thereon.

The statutory language relating to the proVisions for
- teachers to appeal decislons byvthe Pfofessiona;-PraCtices

Commission and State Board of Education was amended by the

House Committee of the Whole. These provisions'were found in
Article VI relating to teachers and stated that an appeal
may be made by thebteacher to the district .court within thirty
days after the decieion of the commiseion and State Board as
prescribed by the State Administrative Procedures Act.

Through Artiele VII regarding the transfer of pupills,
two amendments to former Interim and House Committee action
were made by the House Committee of the Whole; ef which both
were reasons for transfer. The Article stete that if the

health of a child is hindered by attendance in the district in
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which he resides or if.without a transer, there could be a
detriment to the child's behavior, then transfer was allowable.

New statutory language was inserted by the Committee of
the Whole 1nto Article IX regarding transportation. It pro-
vided that it shall be unlawful for any school bus driver,
whether an employee of a school district or an independent
contractor operating a bus for any school district, to over-
load any school bus used to furnish transportation to school
children. Overloading was defined to mean the transportation
at any one time of a greater number of children than there is
space provided in the bus for every child to be seated.

Two amendments to the Interim Cdmmittee recommendation
were made to Article XVIII regarding the finance section for
educational improvement, one involving teachers' salaries and
the other~calculatioh of average dally attendance. The former
provided . . . "For each additional month employed, the addi-
tional salary shall be célculated on the basis of one tenth
(1/10) of the minimum'teaéher's salary as prescribed by thé
school code in effect for the school year. the teachef is
employed." . . . The latter»pfoVided that when there have
been unusual decreases in A.D.A. in districts having military
installaﬁions,‘the district's’state aild shall notAbe changed

for a period of two (2) years thereafter.

 Senate Activities on the Proposed

Common School Code

On January 17, 1970, Engrossed House Bill 1590 was
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received by the Senate'and on January 18 the bill was assigned
'tb the‘Senate Committee on Education. After careful analysis
and review; this'committee also recommended a "do pass" as
amended pn March 24,‘1970. However, the substantive amend-
ments invschool'laws made by this committee'were far more
. numerous than those made by both the Interim and House Com-
" mittees on Education. In addition to the substantive
amendments, there were also a number of "housekeeping" amend-
ments to the school léws made by the Senate Committee on
Education-.40

The Senate Committee on Education amended'the statutory
langUage and the Interim Committee recomméndation relative to
Article II of the School laws Which relatéd to elections by
providing'that: All elections held for the purpose of elect-
ing a member or memberé of the board of education of area
school distribts, and all elections held in such districts
for theipurpose of Voting'on the. question of making any levy
or levies authorizedjby Article X, Section 9B, of the Oklahoma
Constitution, may be held on the fourfh Tuesday in February
of each year. It shall be the duty of the board of education
of each such area school>district to call the élections

herein provided for and to fix the place or places where such

MOThe substantive and housekeeping amendments adopted
by the Senate Committee on Education were reflected in thelr
final standing committee report of March 24, 1970. This
report is attached to the original bill and is located in
the Archives of the Oklahoma State Department of Libraries,
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. ‘ : :
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elections snall be held, by appropriate resolution of the
board. Further,kthe filing for office of members of the
board of education of an area school district shall be made
with the county election board or the county wherein super-
vision of the area school district is located. If the area
school district lies‘in more than:one county, the county
election board wherein the filing is required to be made,

as above provided, shall notify the county election board of
the other affected county or counties of the names of the
candidatesbfiling for the election, the levy or levies to
voted on, the places such electlons will be held in each
'such_county; and other information as deemed necessaryito
enable such other county election boards to conduct such
election. In this same area, the Committee amended only the
statutory language relating.to4scnools by increasing the filne
for Vetingvillegally in school elections from $500.00 to
$1,000.00. | -

In Article III relating to»the State Department of
Education, theicOmmittee amended the statutory_langdage,
interim Committee reeommendations‘end House‘ef,Representative
amendments regarding the qualification requlrements of county
and district Superintendent of schools and principals by
allowing an "administrative certificate™" es an alternative
qualification to hold such a position. Amendments to the
statutory law written by the Houee of Representatives regard-
ing the reasons and procedure for recall of school boerd

members was deleted completely from Article V, relating to
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school districts and boards of eddCation, by the Senate
Committee on Education. Also deleted from_this same artlcle
was the House.of Representatives amendments to the statutory »
1angﬁage relating to filling of unexpired terms for board
members and new language added as follows: .If a vacancy
occurs on the Boafd of Education leaving an unexpired term
of more than ohe year, this position shall be filled by
appointment by a majority of the‘remaining board‘members,
until the next annuélbschool election, at which time the
position will be filled by election for fhe unéxpired term.
Within this same article, the Senate Committee on
Education madé three other substantive ameﬁdmenté'to the
school lawé, all of which related to iocal school board

meetings and theilr memberg' compensation. They changed the

- per diem from $50.00 to $25.00 per meeting, changing number

of‘school board meetings with éompensatibn from eight to
vfour,_and adding.the following laﬁguage: If a school dis—'
trict has an average dalily attendance of‘less than'forty'
thousand (40,000), each member of the board of education of
such district may be paid from the district'sAgenerél fund a
ber diem of Ten Dbllars ($10.00) for each fegﬁlar, special or
adjourned meeting of the board of education thét he attends,
but not for mofe than fdurb(M) meetings in any calendar -
month, These amendments to’thebschool laws were again
alterations in the statutes, Ihterim Committee recomméndations,

and House of Representatives amendments.
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New language was also added to Article V by the Senate
Committee on Educationdwhich stated: In determining the
eligibility of the school district to make an emergency levy
under the provisions of}Section 9 (d) of Article X, Oklahoma
Constitution, as amended, the 1legal current expenses of the
district shall be all the expenditures from the GenerallFund
fo the district during the'preceding'year, except (1) expendi-
tures for transportation of pupils, (2) capital outlay, (3)
debt service, and (4) the amount appropriated from any pre-
vious emergency levy and the Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250.00)
per capita cost_fixed'by said Section 9 (d):of Article X, Okla-
homa Constitution, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956,
‘is hereby increased to One.Thousand Dollars‘($15000.00) for
the fiscal yéar ending June 30, 1963, and said sum of One
Thousand Dollars ($1,000.00) shall thereafter be increased or
decreased by the State Board.of EdUcation in proportion to the
increase or decrease 1in the per,capita income of Oklahoma
citizens.

In‘Articie VIvthe anneXation’and consolidation procedures
for independent'or dependent high school districts éeeking
to annex to a dependent grade school district adopted by the
Interim Committee and affirmed by the House of Representatives
was completely deleted by the Senate Committee

The minimum average daily attendance. requirement of
twenty, set by the House of Representatives, was amended by

. the Senate Committee;to be twenty-five.
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There were six substantive amendments by the Senate Com-
mittee in Article VII, relating to transfer of pupils.
They included striking the language which would prohibit a
school district from recelving transfer fees of the district
qualified for mofe than twenty-five dollars foundation program
- and pef child, and adding the following language:

An application for transfer of a child from the district
in which he resides to another district must be granted if
one or more of the following gfounds is affirmatively stated
in the application for transfer: |

a. The district in which the child resides does not offer
the grade that such child is entitled to pursue; or |

b. The district in which the child resides or the school
he attends thereiﬁ does not offer a subject that the child is
eligiblé to take at'the‘time he is_eiigible to take 1t; or

¢. The child has_attended school 1In the district to
which the transfer isISOughp during the school year next pre-
ceding the school year for‘whichlthe.transferiis,sought; or

d. The good health of the child requires such tranéfer
éndva Verifiéd statemént-to.that éffect by a person licensed
to practice the healing arts is submitted with the applica-
tion; or o

e. Such transfer is requested by a parent or legal
guardian of the child, or any -person haying actual custody
_of the child; or |
f. The abpropriate school of the distriét‘to which

the transfer is sought is closer or more accessible to the
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residence of the child.than the school he would otherwise
attend in the district in which he resides; and substitu-
‘ting the following language:

Transfers shall be éffectlve for a period of not less
than one (1) full.school year and the transferring student
may not rescind the transfer without the written consent of
the receiving district and the sending district. The
receiving district shail have the prerogaﬁive od desig-
nating which school within its district such transferring
student shall attend and this may be done on an individual
basis or by general rules and regulations adopted by the board
of such receiving district. Provided, however, that the
receiving dlstrict may decline to accept any transfer student
if, in thé opinion of the board and superintendent 6f such
recelving distriét, to do so wduld result in overburdening
the facilities, personnel or other educational resources of
the recelving district, and if the district in which»the child
resides does offer the grade which the child is entitled to

pursue. Substituting the following language it was also stated

that: If any district‘frdm which transfers have been made
shall fall, neglect or refuse to make an effective appropri-
ation_of the ﬁransfer feew réquired by law or shall fall,
neglect or refuse for any reason whatsoever ﬁo pay the same,
then the State'Bbard ofvEducatibn and 1its Einance‘Division
shall, upon the writtenvrequest of the districtvreceiving
such trénsfers and eﬁtitledAto such transfer.feés, with-

hold the amount of such transfer fees-from'any State Aid
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otherwise due and payable to the séid Aistrict from which
transfers have been made and shall make payment of the amount
thereof directly and forthwith to the district réceiving
such transfers and entitled to such transfer fees for the
account of the district from which such transfers have been
made. Provided, however, that the district receiving éuch
transfers shall give credit on such transfer fees to the
district from which such transfers have been made for all
amounts received as State Aid, auto license and farm ftruck
tax and gross production tax by reason of the inclusion of
such transferred students in the computation of pupils in
average daily attendance in the district to which the students
have transferred. Many of the Senate Committee actions in
Article VII were amendments to the statutes, Interim Com-
mittee recommendations and House of Representatives amend-
ments.

Regarding Article IX which involves transportation, the

Senate Committee made only one substantive amendment. The

amendment was a substifution of language to theVStatute

which stated: The operation of said vehicles by school dis-
tricts in transporting school children shall be deemed a
proprietary function of government and not a public govern-
ment function and an action for damages may be brought
against a school district under the provisions of this section.
All amendments made by the Interim Committee and House
of Representatives relating to Article XVI, the textbook
article, were deleted by the Senate Committee, and the orig-

inal statutory language was reinstated.
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The most dramatic amendments made by the Senaterccurred
in Article XVIII relating té the finahce section for school
improvement. In this Article, the'committee changed several
of the Interim Committee and House'of RepreSentatiVes
amendments.‘ Regarding the formuia for flnancing public‘
schools, the basic foundation support level was changed as
follows: 1970—71 from $250.00 to $575.00, 1971-72 from
$260.00 to $595.00, 1972-73 from $270.00 to $610.00, 1973-T74
from $280.00 fo_$630.00. The average expenditure for pupil
' transportation was changed from 75% to 50%. The size cost
adjustment which included.district average daily attendance
calculation criteria and maximum amoﬁnt allowable was com-
pletely deleted.

| New language regarding the formuia for determining
average assessment and sales ratio was inSerted into Article
XVIII and.read as folloWs: With each déed or other instrument
of conveyarice tendéred to the county clerk for filing and re-
cording there shall'be submitted a statement in writing and
under oath by the granteé or other‘recipient of such éonvey-
ance of thevaétuai césh consideration for such deed or
instrument of cbnveyanqe and the asséssedrvaluation as of the
date of the deed or other instru mentlof conveyance and the
assessed valuation as.of_the,date of tﬂe Aeed or other.
'instrument; The sfatementbshéll‘be ﬁade upon fdrms to be
prescribed by.the Oklahoma Tax Commissidn. Oné copy thereof
shall be transmitted by the cbuntylblefk to the county asses-

sor and one copy shall be transmitted to the Oklahoma Tax .
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Cqmmission. If such consideration was not wholly in cash,
then the statement shall set forth the uhpaid balance of any
mortgage debt assumea or to which the property is subject,
and any other thing of value constitgting Consideration in
the transaction. The Oklahoma Tax Commission 1s hereby
authorized and directed to make ruleé and regulations to
require a full, éomplete and accurate statement of the bona
fide conslderation in each such transaction.

In the Committee of the Whole of the Senate, there were
two améndments'considered to the propdsed common school code
41

of 1370. From neither were passed. These'were substantive

' amendments related to the finance section of the proposed
code. Thesebamendments wefé extremely significant,_bééause
the finance section of the prqposed.code was the heart of the
entire bill. The faét that they falled provides some indi-
cation of the strength-of the committee.

If a éhecklist were devised from the above study of the

Committees on Education and the Committeevof'the Whole
activities relating to substantive issues discussed
regarding  the proposed common school code of 1970 it

would look like’thé-fbliowiﬁg-chart:

The Committee of the Whole amendments to the proposed
common school code of 1970 are attached to the original bill
‘and are located in the Archives of the Oklahoma State Depart-

ment of Libraries, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. These amendments -
are also printed in the Senate Journal of the year in which
the 'bill was enacted. : .
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House of Committee
Interim Representatives Senate of the
Substantive Issue(s) Committee Committee Committee Whole
1) Redefining of o
certain educational - X X X NC
language '
2) Procedural changes

in election laws X X X NC

3) Per diem and . 4 :
salary adjustments - X . X X NC

4) Procedures for
annexation and
consolidation X X X NC

5) Changing of
educational re-
quirements to
hold educational

of fice . X X ' X NC
6) Procedures: . '
for transfers X X X NC

7) Filling of unexpired
terms on boards of

education ‘ : ‘ X NC

8) New financial for-
mula for support of - .
public schools X ' X , X NC

9) Redefining teaching .

responsibilities X X - X
10) Changing of text-

bodclmﬁ ' : X : . X : X ' NC

11) Changing of trans- v .
portation laws , ‘ - X NC

X - amendments made in committee or Committee.of the Whole

As the chart reflects, thé majority'Of.the'amendments to
the proposed common school code of 1970 were made within the
committee system of the Oklahoma Legiélaﬁure and few amend-
ments wére_madé in the Committee of the Whoie. Therefore, |

it 1is safe.to assume that key common school policy decisions
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were made in the committee system of the Oklahoma_Legislature.

Of the amendments made by these committees, some conclud-

ing statements are in order:

1)

2)

3)

The House of Representatives genefally accepted the
recommendations of the Interim Cemmittee on revisions
and codification of school laws.

The Senate Committee on Education made some dramatic
changes in almost all amendments made by the Interim
and House Committees on Education.

Numerous kinds of substantive issues were consid-
ered. Regarding each, meny political forces»'
probably operated on the Education Committees, such
as rural and urban constituencies, lobbyists, gover-
nors, committee chairmen, legislative leaders, and

election considerations.

Each of these statements could be developed into numerous

studies regafding political forces that influenced committee

activities in the Oklahoma Legislature, but our purpose was

simply to demonstrate that many key decislions are made in

committee,.

Summary

Two questions are raised in this chapter.. Was the

committee system in the Oklahoma Leglslature a crucial

area for the performance of legislative tasks related to

the recommended school code of 1970 and were the major

educational decisions related to the recommended common



138

school'code made in the Interim Committee on Revision and
Codification of School Laws of the 1970 Oklahoma Legislature
and the Education Committees of the second session, Thirty-
second Legislature?

In answering these questions, an examination was‘made of
the overall work lead ef the Legislature, the‘nﬁmber of
bills in the Education Committees, and the action taken on
education bills. In addition,‘the Substantive issues re-
lated to-the proposed common school code were traced through
the Interim, House, and Senate Committees on Education and
"the Committees of the Whole. Through the examination,
determination was made that the work load of the Legislaﬁure
was.demanding, and that the Education Committeee received
and acted upon a large majority of legislative-bills in any
.given legislative year éndilegisletbrs probablyiaspired to
serve on these cpmmittees because of the signifieant amount
of legislation the Education Committees addressed. Fihally,
i1t was determined that mueh of the action which occurred in
the Education Committee was‘nqt altered in the Committee of

the Whole.

The last statement 1s perhaps the most significant.
By tracing substantive issues through the legislative
process, the first queetion of the committee‘system of the
Oklahoma Legislature as being fhe crucial_area-for the per-
formance of legisletive tasks wae answered affirmatively
and supportedl The second question of whether major

educational decisions related to the school code were made
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in thé Committees on Education was also answered’affirmatively
and supported. But Chapter III had shown that there were a
number of political forces thét influenced the committees as
they worked on the school code. Thereere, the questlon must
be raised, even though the declisions were made in committee,
were the committees mérely a mirror for those forces or did
thé committeeé_provide real leadership in'educational change?
To put the question another way, Was the Legislature a
reactionary body or did they take a leadership role in

educational decisions related to the school code of 19702



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

The politics of education is a new ahd still largely
|
uncharted area of research. Few €ducators, and even fewer

citizens, recognize the relationship of politics to educa-
tion.

Several scholars have attempted to show that relation-
ship. For example, Roald Campbell stated that educatilonal
policy making at all governmental levels is immersed in
politics and Roscoe Martin pointed out that politics may be
a way of looking at the public school system and its manage-
ment. Ralph Kimbrough noted that if the educational leader
has opinions about educational policies and tTakes action,
politics is involved. What these scholars have attempted to
say 1s simply that there exlsts a vital and longstanding
connection between polltics and education. That connection
is further documented by noting thatvthere are 17,000 local
school districts in the United States, and the government of
education in each of these local districts is somewhat
unique. There are also the other entities of federal, state,
city and county government which might be involved in the

government of educatilon.

140
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When declisions are made by these various entities of
government, controversy usually occurs. These controversies
are generated by demands upon government and generally these
demands are greater than the resources. Therefore, when
entities of government begin to convert the demands into
public policy, controversies arise as to which demands (edu-
cation, hospitals, health, highways, etc.) will get the
attention'of legislative policymaﬁers. Another significant
consideration 1s that as demands on avallable resources
grow, education, 1ike>other institutions, will have to com-
pete for what 1is avallable.

In reference to the Oklahoma Legislature, few legisla-
tors would question their responsibillity for conversion of
serious demands of their constituents into public policy.
‘Regarding educational policy this study found that conver-
sion of demand to policy occurs in the committee system.
However, the commlttee system, as powerful as it i1s, 1s not
a free agent. It 1s subjected to a myriad of forces which
attempt to influence 1ts work. The forces that influenced
the Committees on Education as they worked on the common
school codes of 1949 and 1970 were examined in this study.
Those forces included governors, committee chairmen, legis-
lative leaders, lobbyists, rural and urban constlituencies,
and election-year politics. Finally, the importance of the
committee system in the Oklahoma Legislature was examined.

This study revealed that the Legislature was involved in the
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educational decision-making process and that involvement was
primarily reflected through the activities of the Committees
on Education.

If indeed, education and politics are inseparable, the
major speculative question raised by this work is: "What
possibilities exist for school reform?"

The Oklahoma Constitution contains language to the
effect that the Legislature has thé responsibility for main-
taining a thorough and efficient system of public educatilon.
In fulfilling this obligation, the legislature has generally
enacted statutes regarding the structure, policy and finance
of common school education. But the' state provisions in
these areas generally have fallen far short. The legislature
then is confronted with perplexing problems as they seek to
satisfy the constitutional mandates and court decrees rela-
tive to good schools for all. To further complicate, state
financial resources are limited, and therefore, legislation
enacted regarding common schools is based upon political
responses to educational needs. These responses are often
generated without adequate theoretical and policy framework
derived from empirical research. Those political responses
to educational issues could be classified as neutral, favor-
able, or negative, and are made because "political" consider-
atlons were involved in the educational decision-making
process. In other words, an educational policy only has
value if that policy will gain a majority of legislative

votes for its passage. Generally, to obtain a majority of

s



143

votes on any legislative issue, compromises and trade-offs
are inevitable.

The compromises and trade-offs on legislation are
usually a result of the strength of political forces which
influence legislators as they work on a major piece of legis-
lation. Those forces were evidenced in the common school
codes of 1949 and 1970, where governors, committee chairmen,
legislative leadership, lobbyistsi professional educators,
constituencies, and election considerations had provided con-
siderable influence for the passage of the school codes. If
political forces have a significant impact and influence on
legislators, as they apparently do, then the Legislature is
basically going to be a reactionary body rather than a leader-
ship body in the educational decision-making process.

If meaningful school reform is to occur, it 1s most likely
to come from those who know something about the needs of the
schools; that is the professionals. If this study demonstrates
anything, 1t demonstrates that the professionals, although they
had significant input into the school code of 1970, were not by
any means the most significant political force. All too often,
there exists a wide division among professional educators as
to what is good for education in Oklahoma. Consequently, their
political influence 1s weakened by their diversification of
views and they are only able to achleve limited goals. Other
forces probably less informed, were responsible for modifica-
tion of the code. The result was a change surely, but not
sweeping reform. Thus, the key feature of the school code,

that of equalization of school finance, was modified to the
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extent that it did not provide the deep and sweeping reform
advocated by the experts. The Leglslative committees appeared
to be guided in their actions as much by political considera-
tions as by the real need for a comprehensive restructuring

of school finance.

A major implication of this study would seem to be that i1f
carefully researched reform is to occur, it would be ﬁecessary
for the professionals to exert much more political power than
they were able to in the school code struggle. Educators then
can only achleve an expansion of thelr goals in proportion to
the amount of influence or power they are able to exert on the
legislative committees and Legislature. Further, educators
who would 1like to change the pattern of education, which nor-
mally involves increased expenditures, will be compelled to
negotiate with Legislators who are pressured by other interests
that desire other goals. However, the effectiveness of educa-
tors in using polltical techniques and in penetrating govern-
mental systems to obtain their desired goals seems limited.
This limitation seemed apparent as other political forces had
a greater influence on the school code. If this is true it
seems unlikely that educatlional reform willl come in the near
future, as the Legislature and 1ts Important education com-
mittees will bow to pollitical forces, necessitatling compro-
mises which will result in a fragmented system of common school
education in Oklahoma. That system will feflect the vested
interests of those political forces which hold the greatest
political considerations will continue to deter the Legislature

from bold and aggressive action.
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ENROLLMENT IN GRADES K-12 OF REGULAR DAY SCHOOLS: UNITED STATES,
PALL 1958 TO 1978 |
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TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION AS A
PERCENTAGE OF GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT:
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The Proposed School Finance Plan

Basic Principles

Examination of the present schdol finance plan reveals that
there are many inequities 1n the educational opportunities existing
ih the various districts in'thé State. Furthermore, most of the
districts having the severest limits on educational opportunitiés
are asking thé citizens to make a greater financial sacrifice to
attain these limited opportunities.

One of the major goals in the development of the new finance
plan was to provide greatér quality of oportunity through more
comparab le efforts on the paft of taxpayers across the State.

The present finénce plan is geared to bench-marks dating
back to 1963-64 béSed on the overall plan developed several decades
- ago. Increases in financial efforts by the State have tended to
widen, rather than narrow the gap between the relatively poor and
relatively rich districts. Consequéntly,'a further goal in the
development of a new finance plan was to lend reasoning to the
application of the additional financial aids prdvided at state
level.

The present_finance plan has undergone adjustment over the
years wilth éincere effort to improve eduCationbin‘the State.
Through these adjustments, the plan has become difficult to
administer and extremely difficult to understand. Therefore,
another goal in the development of the new finance plan was to
simplify the program so that not only could it be easily under-

stood by professionals'and lay people as well but also could lend



160

itself to computerization so that there could be a rapid calcula-
fipn of the aids due.to the districts in the state.

Adjustments are constantly necessary in all states. There fore
a major'goal sought iﬁ the new finance plan was to develop a pro-
cess through which’changes in financial allocation could be made
without destroying the principles of equality of opportunity and
effort while still maintaining the basic simplicity of the plan.

Several handicaps exist in the development'of any new finance
plan. In Oklahoma, constitutional limits restrict changes that
can be made without constitutional amendmenf. The proposed new
finance'plan is devised to operate without constitutional change
and still attain the goals which ére set fbrth in.previous para-
graphé. Even desirable minimum'efforts at equalization, to say
nothing ébout optimum equalization, require considerable increases
Ain state appropriations. Efforts at equalization shbuld not
reduce exemplary prbgrams to mediocrity but rather must direct
inadequate programs toward excellence., The'prdpesed new plah isi
designed to ‘continue the trend toward upgrading aid to léss able
districts over a period of years as additional funds become avail-
able. This may be'accomplished ﬁithout distorting fhe principles

on which the plan is-developed.
Basic Procedures

State parti&ipation in educational financing in Oklahoma as
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proposed by the new finance plan would be based on two aspects.
The foundation program aspect is simllar to the minimum program
concept used in the. present finance program. It 1s based on the
constitutionai'provisiohs establishing the major changeable costs.
The foundation pfogram concebt is still favorably consldered by
most present day experts 1n educational finance. Consequently,

no provision for constitutionalAchange 1s included in the proposed
.plan. Unfortunately, constitutional provisiqns set changeable
income at a réte too low to establish an adequate foundatlion base
support. However, the second aspect of the proposed plan is
designed to provide an equitable matching plan which estéblishes
a level of staté support which is inyersely proportional to the

'equalized property value ih each district.

The Foundation Program. The cost of the foundation program
is determined by granting a‘base support level per pupll which
"would be uniform in éll districts, This represents a mojor>depar—
ture from the preSent minimum‘program concept. The pupil would be
used as the unit fdr determining need whereas the presént program
uses the teacher it to estabiish_the cost. Several other
factors are 1ncluded in establishing the foundation program cost.
These are special education; vocational eduéation,vtransporta—
tion, and minimum cost of administration.

Current testing of the overall plan established the basic
support level per pupil'ét $250. This level is used because in
relétionship to the equalizing matching grants, atrealistic total
per pupil income'should be reached. For each classroom unit in

special education, a district 1s given an ‘allowance of $4500. This
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sum is selécted because of the fact Spécial educétion classes must
have a smaller pupill/teacher ratio. This represents an increase

in financial aid to schools which provide the speclal education
programs. Fof each vocational educatlon classroom unit, a district
is granted ah additidnal $2500. This amount 1s based on present
practicé in vocational education and grants aid in about the same
proportion as‘is granted ﬁnder the present system. Districts
opérating a state appr0ved vocational’technicél schooi would not
receive this grant because they are reimbursed for these teachers‘
through the Department'of Vocational_Education. The proposed plan
provided that school,districté be_allowéd 75 percent of the.actual
cost of providing pupil transportatioﬁ based on the average for
the past six years. Many students of educationai finance feel that
probably all eXpenditures for transportation should be allowed on
a minimum program. However, some sharing of the cost by the local
Aunit should provide the restraints needed to prévent unwarranted
expenditures. The'final_factor in;the foundatioh program cost,
that of thé>allowande for minimum costs-for administration, 1s
calculated at $75/pupll of each of the first 250 pupils.

State participation in the foundatlion program is determined
by subtractingbfrom,the foundation program cost, as described
above, certain.revenues which Will be -called chafgeable income.

The total of the‘éhargeable income is referfed to as the Foundation
Program Income. Thése items include 15 milis'of the net equalized
valuation of the‘district, 75 percent of the districts' share of
‘the County four-mill levy and_the-dedicated revenués. The

dedicated revenues are the districts' school land allocations,
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auto license income, gross production income, and REA income. All
the miscellaneous revenues previously charged are not considered
chargeable in the new'program. There 15 one major departure from
the present minimum program income plan. The amount of money
chargeable on the 15 mill provision is based on an equalized
district net valuation. The equalized valuation 1s determined by
adjusting the districts real preperty value (as determined by
county assessor) to the value that would result if the real property
were assessed at the state average sales to assessment rate. This
provision is included hecause much of the inequity that exists in
the present program results from the wide range in assessment
practices. A district in a county that under assessess recelves
more state aid proportionateiy than does a district in a county
that assesses above the average.

The Equalized Percentage Matching Program. The major depar-

ture from the present finance program 1s in the equalized percent-
age matching provisionf At pfesent; the State Legislature has
committed itself to an incentive aid of $92 per pupil by the fis-
cal year 1970-71 for every district that levies the five-mill
emergency levy. In this way the wealthier districts can levy

five mills, receive the same incentive per pupil as does the less
able district. The 1ese‘able districts generally must levy all
ellitional mills allowable to offer a program which is below the
level of program that the'wealthy district can provide with the
five mills. The proposed ‘plan would dlstrlbute the available state
contrlbutlon on an equalized basis on all mills levied by the local

district. The equalization would be based on a pereentage_grant
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that would be inversely proportional to the districts' net equalized
value per child. |

The formula for determining the equalized percentage matchlng,
grants is similar to that used in Rhode Island, New York, and
several other states. It 1s somewhat difficult to explain to
- persons not familiar with school financing. In principle, it
.aécomplishes the task of equalization of effort. For each district,
the net equalized value per ADA is determined by dividing the ngt
.district equalized.value (as explained in the foundation aspect
of the plan) by the district average daily attendance. A state
net valuation is determined by dividing the totalAstate net valua-
tion by the state average daily attendance. This produces a
district wélth ratio (high for wealthier districts and’ low for
poor disﬁricts). This district wealth ratio is cohvefted.to a
district local support level by multiplying it by the percent of
local support the‘state would determine. The plan is presently
being tested with a 65% local and 35% state contribution. Should
‘the legislative increase the amount of state ald, this percentage
ratio could be changed to a proportion likeh60% local to U40% state.
The formula the@_would prorate the additional money on an equal-
ized basis. To determine what a district's state support level wo
wouid be, its locél support_level'would‘be subtracted from one.
The formula becomes operational by converting the support levels
to dollars per puplil in averagé daily attendance per mill. This is
best explained by showing the actual calculation for the staté. |
In 1968-69 the state net valuation per puplil in average daily at-

tendance was $6098. One mill levied on this valuation would produce
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$6.098 per ADA. Since the matching ration of 65% - 35% 1s being
used in the testing, the district would have available $9.381 for
each mill for each ADA. This amount is referred to.in the formula
as the equalized percentagé matching support level. To determiné
how much of this the state would contribute, the $9,381 1s multi-
plied by the district's atate support ratio. This product, the
dollar amount per mill pér pupil that the state would pay the
district, is referred to as thebequalized peroentage matching grant.
This amount multiplied by 20, the number of mills a district may
levy above the 15 nills chargéable In the foundations program,
equals the anount the‘district would receive per ADA. Then fur-
ther multiplication by the district's ADA would equal the district's
total equalized percentage matching grant. The foundation aid
added to the equalized percentage matching grant would be the total
state aid pid to a district. .

The formula as described would bring about full equalization
on the millagé beyond the foundation program. Because of the.wide
range of ability and the limited finances avallable at. state level,
the proposed planAas now being.tested provides that no district
state éupport level would be calcuiated at less than ;30 and none
could be higher than .55 wilth the hope that enough money may be
available to help the poor districts, now or later, by raising the
.55 allowed as maximum.

- The program is being tested by comparing aids districts would
receive under the proposed plan to what they would receive 1f the
present plan_were projected to 1970-T1 commitments. To accomplish

this projection, $40 per ADA is added to the district*s foundation
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and incentive ald. This is done to account for the additional
incentive_moneytths legislature has promised to the schools.

As stated earlier in tﬂis report , no new finance program should
~reduce programs already operating at a high level. To assure that
districts will not have theilr revenue level reduced, the save-
harmless factor is made operational through what will be called
the A;factor. The A-factor is calculated by determining the state
aid per ADA for eéch.program. This is a simple compﬁtation. The
calculated state aid is dividéd by.the district's ADA. The state
aid per ADA for the new program is subtracted from the state aid
per ADA for the present program. Obviously, if this results in a
negative humber, thé district Would recelve more through the new
program than through the present program'aﬁd the factor wbuld be
ignored. A positive number would representvphe ald paid above
she calculated aild to be provided by the new plan.

With the growth of the state éCOnomy, in several years there

should be few schools receiving. the A-factbr_adjustmént.
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Title T4,

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec,

Sec.

Sec,

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.,

Sec,
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Oklahoma Statutes 1971 -

451.

452,
453.

sy,
455.
456,

457.
458.

459,

160.
461 .

he2.

Creation; members; chalirman and vice chairman;
vacanciles

Duties of Legislative Council; divisions

Duties with respect to state and local governments
and enforcement of law

Oaths, subpoenas; witnesses; production of papers,
books, etc.; depositions; contempt proceedings on
noncompliance; fees and mileage of witnesses
Duties of state and local officers, boards, etc.
Executive committee; standing and special com-
mittees; expenses; pér diem

Messages by Govefnor to Council

Secretary of Council; research work; services of
state libfary ahd'departments in leglslative
research; employment of assistants‘and research
agenbies |

Minutes of meetings; reports to legislature;

‘attendance by legislators

Recommendations of Council
No compensation; expenses; powers of chairman and
vice chairman

Meeting place; office space

Prefiling of Bills and Joint Resolutions: .15 0.5. 1971, Sec.

26.11-26.14

Fiscal Notes: 75 0.S. 1971, Sec. 26.31-26.35
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Timetable Schedule for Legislative Procedures: 74 0.5. 1971, Sec.

26.21

Data Processing Specilalist: 74 0.S. 1971, Sec. 118.14; 74 0.S.

Supp. 1972, Sec. 118.9a; 62 0.S. Supp. 1972, Sec. 41.41
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The following Standing Committees shall be elected by

‘a majority‘of the Senate and no additions shall be made to

any Committee except when a two-thirds (2/3) majority of the

Senate agrees thereto:

18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

Agriculture
Appropriations and Budget
Banks and Bankiﬁg
Commerce

Constitutional Revision and Regulatory Services

.County, State and Federal Government

Education - Cbmmon
Education - Higher

Elections and Privileges
Employment and Printing
Engrossedband Enrolled Bills

Environmental Quality

'Govefnmental Reforms

Industrial and Labor Relations
Insurance
Judieciary

Municipal Government

0il and Gas

Parks, Forestry and Industrial Development
Professions and Occupations
Public Safety and Penal Affairs

Public and Mental Health
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23. Revenue and Taxatilon

24, Roads and Highways

25. Senate Administration |
26. Social Welfare |

27. Soii and Water.Resources
28. Wildlife

(a) The Committee on Rules, in all future organizations
of the Senate in subsequent sessions, shall have a total mem-
bership of twenty and the threé‘members of the Senate with the
most seniority shall be members of this Commlittee and the
seventeen remaining members shall be elected as herein provided.

(b) No member of the‘Senate Shall serve on more than four
standing Committees, however; membership on the bommittees of
Employment and Printing, Engfossed and Enrolled Bills and
Senate Administration shall not count in this limitation.

(¢) The Committee o6n Rules, by a majority vote, may
recommend the use Of'special forms and equipment to expedite
the work of the Senate. |

(d) Names of House authors shall not be added to nor
‘strickén'from-any measure ‘lodged in the Senate éxcept when
accompanied by a request in writing signhed by the House member
or mémbers whose names would be added or stricken from-such
measure.

(e) Any measufe which shall have been considered and
action taken thereon by a Committee during the first regular

session, resulting in action thereon to postpone consideration
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indefinitely, shall not be considefed ae pending and shall not
be'considered further by said Committee during'the 2nd regular
session. All measufes pending be fore Committees»during the
2nd regular-sessionAand not disposed of by the Committees
will be stricken upon adjournment Sine Die.

| (f) Any business, bill or joint resolution pending in
the Legislature at the final adjournment ofdthe 1st Regular
Session of a Legislature shall carry over with the same status
to the 2nd Regular Session, provided, however, that this Rule
. shall not apply to bills and resolutions pending in a Confer-
ence Committee at the time of said adjournment.

(g) Any measure which has been on General Order on the
Senate Calendar during the 1st Regular Session and no dispo-
sition made as set out in Rule (e) may be referred within
five (5) legislati?e'deys to General Order by the President
Pro Tempore at the COhvening Cf.the 2nd'Reguler Sessidn or
at any time upon appfoval_of a majority of the Commlittee to
which it was referred.

(h) The Legislative Council,may‘autherizevorhcqnduct
interimvstudy on any meaSure not previously disposed of as

set out in Rule (e), if properly authorized.
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Section 1: Appointment of

(a) The followiné standing committees'shail repdrt upon the

subjects named and such other matters as may be referred to fhem:
1. Agriculture | |
2. Appropriations énd Budget

3. Banks and Banking

4., Business and Industry

5. Constitutional Revision

6. County, State, and Federal Government
7. -Criminél Jurisprudence

8. Education;-Common

9. Eduéation, Higher

10. Elections and Privileges

11. Engrossed and Enrolled Bills
12. Environmental Quality

13. Governmental Reforms

14, House Administration

15. Industriai and Labor Relatlons
16. Industrial Development

17. Insurance

18. Judiciary

19. Mental Health and Retardation
20. Municipal Govérnment

21. 0il and Gas

22. Professionsvand Occupations
23. Public Health |

24. Public Safety and Penal Affairs
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25. Public Service Corporations
?6. Recreatlion and Tourism |
27. Revenue and Taxation
28. Roads and Highways
29. Social Welfare
30. Sbil and Water Resoﬁrcés

" 31. Veterans'and_Military Affalrs
32. Ways and Means |
33. Wildlife
34. Rules

(b) (Speaker to assign committee rooms)

Section 2: Membership

(a) Each member shall be eligible for appointment on four
(4) committees. Total.membership on each»commitfeé'shall be
limited to thirty (30).
| () (Speaker to be ex officio member of all standing com-
mittees)

(c) (Speaker Pro Tempore to be ex officio member of all

standing committees)

Section 3: Prdcedure

(a) Do Pass

When any standing or special committee or a majofity of the
members .thereof return a bill with the recommendation that 1t "Do
Pass", the same shéll be printed and placed on the Calendar under

the heading, "Bllls on General Order."
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(b) Do Not Pass

When any standing or special committee returns a bill with
the recommendation that it "Do not Pass", if accepted, this shall
oonstitute final action unless majority and minority committee
‘reports be filed.

(c) Majority and Minority Reports

When there 1is a mojority and minority committee report- the
bill shall be read at length and five (5) minutes shall be allowed
eech side to debate the question on the reception of the majority
“or minority repdrt. If the majority report is such as to reject
the bill and minofity report is such as to accept the bill, the
question shall be put 1n the followihg_form: "Shall the Minority
Report be substituted for the Majority Report?" and the Chair,
upon the request of any member, shall explain the effect of thev
adoption of the motion. If such motion prevail, the blll shall be
printed and placed on the Caleﬁdar under the heading, "Bills on
General Order," and shall have the same status as‘if reported fa-
vorably by the committee. | W

. If the majority report 1is such as to entitle the bill to

further consideration, then the Chair shall put the question in the
_following form: "Shall the Majority Report prevall?" and further
procedure shall be had as hereinabOve set forth.

(d) (Resolutions referred to committee)

(e) (Finaltdate for submitting Standiné Committee Reports)

(f) No committee shall sit during the‘seesion of the House

or Committee of the Whole without speclal leave.
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Section 4: Investigation

(a) No committee of the House df Representatives shall conduct
~any investigation into any department, institution, or busineSs,
or concerning ahy 1ﬁdividual, or have authority to subpoena wit-
nesses or administer oaths to such witnesses, of incur any expense
in any investigation Uhless first aﬁthorized by a resolution or
~a bill of the HduSe in opeﬁ session authorizing the same; provided,
this shall not prohibit the cﬁstomary hearings on any bill or
resolution referred to such committee by the Speaker in the ordin-
ary course of business.

(b) (Investigation).

(¢) (Conference Committee Reports)

Section 5: Amendménts

Amendments to any bill approved by a standing committee
shall be incorpbrated into the printed bill, the same as 1f
included in the original bill, but'amendments shall be kept in

record form by the engrossing department.

Section 6: Debate

(Author or Committee Chairman to close debate)

Section 7: Press

No reporter shall appear before any committee in advocacy of
-or in opposition to any subject'under discussion before such com-
mittee. A violation of this rule will be sufficient cause'for the

removal of Such reporter by the Speaker.
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Section 8:  Withdrawal of Bill from Committee

When under proper order‘of business a motion 1s made to
withdraw a blll from comﬁitfee for consideration or to refer to
another committee, the same shall be iIn order and debatable and
five (5) minutes each allowéd the proponents and opponents of the
motion; such motion shall require a two-thirds vots of those elected
fo and constitutihg the House. Thebchairman of any standing or
special committee may at any time move the reasSigning of any bill
assigned to his committee when he shall have asceftained that the
assignmeht of.such bill to his committee 1s inappropriate; such

mbtion shall require a majority of those present and voting.

Section 9: Public Hearing Notice

Upon Written.request by an House mémber for Public Hearing,
notice of date and time of such hearings shall be publicly announced
by the committee_chairman; and such time and date shall not be less
than three (3) législative'days erm déte such requeSt was recelved

by such committee.

Section 10: Peﬁding.Legislation at.AdjournmentYOf First Regular

Session

Any bill'or joint resolution pending 1n the House at the final
adjournment of the first regular session of a legislative term shall
carry over to the second'regular Session with theAsame status as

if there had been nd adjoUrnment; prbvided, however, this Rule
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shall not apply to bills and resolutions pending in a Conference

Committee at the time of sald adjournment.
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NAME

Baggett, Bryce

Breckinridge,
Peyton A.

Crow, Herschal

Hamilton, James E.,
Vice-Chairman
Howard, Gene C,.
Keels, J. Lee
Luton, John D,

McGraw, Joseph R.,Jr.

Martin, Ernest D.
Massey, John-

Miller, George A.,
Chairman
Murphy, Robert M.
Porter, E. Melvin .
Short, Jack M.
Smalley, Phil
Stansberry,
Richard D.
Terrill, Al

SENATE

ADDRESS

Oklahoma City

Tulsa
Altus

- Heavener

Tulsa

Oklahoma City

Muskogee
Tulsa
Ardmore
Durant

- Ada

Stillwater

~~ Oklahoma City
. Oklahoma City
‘Norman ’

' Oklahoma City

Lawton

COUNTY

Oklahoma

Tulsa

Cotton, Jacks
T1i1llman
LeFlore,
Sequoyah
Tulsa
Oklahoma
Muskogee
Tulsa
Carter, Love
Atoka, Bryan,
Johnston,
Marshall

14

DIST. POL.

b1
38

on,

.25

4
36
Ly

9
39

Coal, Murfay,‘

Pontotoc
Payne

.Oklahoma

Oklahoma

- Cleveland

Oklahoma
Coman.che
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'HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NAME

Abbott, Lonnie L.
Allard, Lou S.,
Chairman
Anderson, Robert E.
Bean, Lewis
‘ Bengtson L.H., Jr.
Boren, David L.
Briscoe, Bill

Browers, Clyde E.
Clemons, A.J.
Coffin, Donald
Conaghan, Brian F.
Cox, Barbour

C. Ww.
Leslie Guy
Jack M.

Doornbos,
Ferguson,
Harrison,

Hesser, Jake: E.
Hill, Ben H.
Jones, William G.

Lindstrom, Jack L.I.
McKee, Marvin .E.

Murphy, Mike
Odom, Martin

Payne, Gary E.

Spearman, C.H., Jr.
Tabor, Pauline,
Vice Chairman
Vann, Charles W.
York, Marvin B.

ADDRESS

Ada

Drumright

Enid
Pawhuska

Oklahoma City

Seminole
Claremore

Sand Springs
Midwest City
Guthrie
Tonkawa
Chandler

Bartlesville
Tulsa -
May

Stillwater
Tulsa
Wilburton

Lawton
Guymon

‘Tdabel

Hitchita

Atoka

" Edmond

Durant

Pauls Valley

Oklahoma City

- COUNTY - DLST.
Pontotoc 25
Creek,

Ok fuskee 29
Garfield 41
Osage 36
Oklahoma 89
Seminole 28
Nowata,

Rogers 9
Tulsa 66

" Oklahoma 95
Noble, Logan 31
Kay 38
Lincoln,

Logan 32
Washington 11
Tulsa 79

" Dewey, Ellis,

Harper, Roger

Mills 59
Payne 34
Tulsa 73
Haskell,

Latimer,. :

" Pittsburg 17
Comanche 64
Cimarron,

Texas, Beaver 61
McCurtain 1
- McIntosh,

Okmulgee 15
“Atoka, :

Marshall,

Love, .

Bryan 20
Oklahoma 81
Bryan 21
Garvin 23
Oklahoma 92
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" MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE SENATE

2nd Session of the 31st Oklahoma Legislature(1968)

"REFERRAL st

Number Senate House
' of Products Products
COMMITTEE Members SB SJR Total HB HJR Total Total
Judiciary 13 60 2 62 67 5 72 134
Appropriations and
Budget ’ 16 57 1 58 56 56 114
Governmental Affairs 13 43 12 55 22 °5 27 82
Education 18 28 2 30 19 19 49
Business, Industry and ,
Labor Relations 13 34 34 15 15 b9
Revenue and Taxation 7 20 20 17 ’ 17 37
Health, Welfare and » : ' :
Veterans' Affairs 13 22 22 12 2 - 14 36
Committee on Committees _
and Rules’ - 16 17 § 26 6 1 7 33
Agriculture 6 20 20 g 1. 10 30
Conservation and | 7
Economic Development 9 18 18 10 10 28
Roads, Highways and . .
Public'Safety 20 15 15 10 10 25
TOTAL REFERRALS . ‘ 334 26 360 243 14 257 ‘ 617

lIncludes joint reference to two or more committees;
excludes re-reference to same committee.
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MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE SENATE

1st Session of the 32nd Oklahoma Leglalature(lona)

REFERRATLSsd

1Includes Joint reference to two or more committees;

396

excludes re-reference to same committee.

Number - Senate House
of Products Products :
COMMITTEE Members SB SJR Total HB HJR Total Total
Judiciary 9 91 2 93 69 1 70 163
Appropriations and
Budget 18 60 60 53 1 54 114
Governmental Affairs 9 he 2 48 33 33 81
Education 17 25 2. 27 20 2 22 L9
Roads and Highways 14 22 1 23 19 2 21 Iy
Revenue and Taxation 7 29 1 30 13 13 b3
Constitutional Revisions ' _ o
and Regulatory Services T 10 16 26 7 '8 15 b1
Business Relations 9 20 20 14 14 34
Agriculture 8 20 1 21 11 11 32
Municipal Government 8 20 20' ! by 24
Finance and Commerce 9 14 14 6 6 20
Public Afféirs | 7 9 9 il 11 20
‘Public Health 10 13 13 6 6 19
Conservation and .
Economic Development- 9 13 13 4 4 17
Rules 15 y L9 1 10 14
TOTAL REFERRALS 25 421 279 15 | 294 715
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MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE SENATE!L

2nd Session of the 32nd Oklahoma Legilslature(1970)

REFERRATLS?

Number Senate House
of Products Products

COMMITTEE Members SB SJR Total HB HJR Total Total
Judiciary 11 62 5 67 L6 4 50 117
Appropriations and .
Budget 18 61 61 Yo Yo 110
Business Relations 9 29 29 12 12 b1
Education 17 23 23 11 1 12 35
Governmental Affairs 9 21 1 22 8 8 30
Constitutional Revisions
and Regulatory Services 7 8 14 22 3 7 29
Roads and Highways 13 16 1 17 12 12 29
Revenue and Taxation = 7 16 2 18 7 7 25
Public Health 10 113 1 41 5 19
Agriculture 8 9 9 7 7 16
Finance and Commerce 9 9 9 6 6 15
Municipal Government 8 6 6 i L 10
Rules | 15 6 & 3 3 9
Conservation ahd
Economic Development 9 5 5 2 2 7
Public Affairs 7 2 1 3 3 '3 6

TOTAL REFERRALS 284 27 311 178 9 498

linciludes only measures introduced in 1970.

2Includes joint reference to two or more committees;

excludes re-reference to same committee.
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MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
- TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2nd Session of the 31st Oklahoma Leglslature(1968)

REFERRATLGSHT

Number House Senate

‘ of Products Products
COMMITTEE Members HB HJR Total SB SJR Total Total
Appropriations and ' :
Budget ‘ 30 66 2 68 62 1 63 131
Judiciary 19 b7 1 48 ho 1 41 89
Revenue and Taxation 19 50 3 53 11 11 6U
Jurisprudence 7 37 2 39 12 1 13 52
Education, Common 19 30 30 9 1 10 ho
Social Welfare and
Public Health 16 - 18 1 19 11 11 30
Legal and Fiscal :
Advisory : 8 17 1 18 6 6 24
Governmental'Reform 9 10 : 10 13 13 23
Banks and Banking 20 13 13 4 o1 5 18
Insurance 28 9 ' 9 9 v 9 18
County, State and .
Federal Government 15 91 10 8 8 18
Constitutional v :
Amendments 9 14 14 3 3 - 17
Agriculture ' 11 7 7 9 -9 16
Public Safetyband
Penal Affairs 12 7 1 8 6 6 14
Wildlife 19 8 1. 9 5 5 14

lIncludes Joint reference to two or more committees;
eéxcludes re-reference to same committee.
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REFERRATLSI

Number House Senate
of Products Products

COMMITTEE Members HB HJR Total SB SJR Total  Total
Roads and Highways 18 10 10 3 3 13
Water Resources 13 9 9 2 11
Ways and Means 45 6 1 7 3 1 ] 11
Elections and Priviieges 9 5 5 6 6 11
Industrial Development
and Parks 21 2 2 6 1 7 9
Rules and Procedures 21" y y 2 2 y 8
Education, Higher 25 2 1 3 3 3 6
0il and Gas 22 4 4 2 2 6
Profeésional and
Occupational =
Regulations 8 6 6 6
Urban Affairs 13 3 3 2 1 3 6
Business and'Industry 10 > 2 2 2 l
Municipal Government 11 1 - 1 3 3 l
Labor Relations 11 y Y y
Veterans and Military .
Affairs 5 1 -1 2 2 3
Mental Health and ' ‘
Retardation 12 1 1 1
Congressional and
Legislative Redistrict-
ing 19 0
Research and
Investigation : 9 o 0

TOTAL REFERRALS 388 29 417 241 13’ 254 671

lIncludes Joint reference to two or more committees; -
excludes re-reference to same committee.
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‘MEMBERSHIPFOF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE. OF REPRESENTATIVES

.lst Session of the 32nd Oklahoma Legislature (1969)

REFERRATLSIL

Number - House Senate
of Products Products

COMMITTEE Members HB HJR Total SB SJR Total Total
Judiéiary , 19 l2b 1 121 55 1 56 177
Appropriations and | .
Budget 24 85 1 _ 86 66 2 68 154
Business Relations - 21 54 54 10 10 A6M
Governmental Affairs 14 b3 4 u7 15 15 62
Education - 27 37 4 41 13 2 15 56
Constitutional Revisions _
and Regulatory Services 16 20 22 ) 5 3 8 50
Révenue andvTaxation 27  33 lr 34 15 15 49
Roads and Highways 17 24 1 25 10 16 35
Agriculture o 20 20 1 21 9 1 10 31
Public Health 15 17 1 18 8 1 9 - 27
Conservation and
Economic Development 24 12 12 12 S 12 24
Finance and Commerce 20 16 N 16 8 8 24
Municipal Government 12 13 13 g9 g9 22
Public Affairs 10 .5 5 3 3 8
Rules 27 1 1 1 -1 2

TOTAL REFERRALS 499 37 536 239 10 249 785

IInciudes joint reference to two or more committees;
excludes re-reference to same committee.
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MEMBERSHIP OF AND REFERENCE OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

TO STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2nd Session of the 32nd Oklahoma Legislature (1970)

REFERRATL 82

Number House Senate
of Products Products
COMMITTEE Members HB HJR Total SB SJR TQtal Total
Appropriations and
Budget 26 79 4 83 66 66 149
Judiciary 16 66 4 70 hL 3 7 117
Education 27 26 26 10 2 12 38
Business Relations 20 29 29 9 9 38
Revenue and Taxation 27 23 23 8 3 11 34
Governmental Affairs 14 2i 1 22 10 1 11 33
Roads and Highways 18 19 19 11 1 12 31
Finance and Commerce 20 18 18 13 13 31
Constitutional Revisions |
and Regulatory Services 14 6 8 14 9 6 15 29
Agriculture 20 12 1 13 8 8 21
Public Health 15 9 1 10 7 1 8 18
Conservation and
Economic Development 24 7 1 8 1 1 9
Municipal Government 12 5 5 3 3A 8
Public Affairs 11 5 5 1 1 2 7
Rules 28
TOTAL REFERRALS 325 20 345 200 18 218 563

lTnciudes only measures ihtroduced in 1970.

2Includes Joint reference to two or more committees;

excludes re-reference to same committee.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES

2nd Session of 31st Oklahoma Legislature (1968)

Percent
"Of Total
Total - Number of Bills and Referred
Re- Joint Resolutions to
COMMITTEE ferred Action HB HJR SB SJR Total Committee
Appropriations : :
and Budget 131 Do Pass 28 2 19 - g 37.40
Do Pass as
Amended 27 38" 1 66 50.38
Died in :
Committee 11 5 16 12.21
Education, - o
Common 40 Do Pass 10 3 1 14 35.00
' ' Do Pass as : :
Amended 8 4 12 30.00
Died in
Commit tee 12 2 14 35.00
Governmental o o
Reform 23 Do Pass 4 9 - 13 56.52
Do Pass as ; ‘
Amended 5 3 8 = 34,78
Died in o
Committee 1 -1 2 8.70
Judiciary 89 * Do Pass 14 19 1 34 38.20
‘ : ' Do Pass as -
Amended 30 -1 18 L9 55.06.
Died in
Committee 3 3 6 6.7k
Jurlsprudence 52 Do Pass 16 2 6 1 25 48.08
: Do Pass as .
Amended 17 6 23 Ly 23
Do Not Pass 1 1 1.92
Died in .
Committee 3 3 5.77

This table Includes bills referred to second committee and shows
final action on bills recommitted to the same committee.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES

lst Session of 32nd Oklahoma Legislature (1969)

Percent
o Of Total
Total ' _ Number of Bills and Referred
Re- Joint Resolutions to
COMMITTEE ferred Action HB HJR SB SJR Total Committee
Appropriations
“and Budget 154 Do Pass 33 1 20 1 55 35.71
Do Pass as
Amended 37 33 70 45 .45
Alive in '
Committee 14 13 1 28 18.18
Do Not Pass 1 1 .65
Business . .
Relations 64 Do Pass 10 2 12 18.75
_ Do Pass as
Amended 7 2 9 14.06
Alive 1n :
Committee 36 6 42 65.63
Do Not Pass 1. : 1 1.56
Constitutional
Revisions and
Regulatory ,
Services 50 Do Pass 4 3 3 2 12 24.00
Do Pass as
Amended 5 6 1 1 13 26.00
Alive in ‘ :
Commlittee 11 13 1 : 25 . 50.00
Education 56 Do Pass 13 2 8 1 24 42,86
' Do Pass as .
Amended 11 1 3 15 26.79
Alive in

" Committee 13 1 2 1 17. 30.36
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES?!

2nd Session of 32nd Oklahoma Legislature (1970)

Percent
: Of Total
Total Number of Bills and Referred
Re- Joint Resolutions to
COMMITTEE ferred Action HB HJR SB SJR Total Committee
Appropriations ‘
and Budget - 149 Do Pass 19 17 36 24,16
Do Pass as :
Amended 43 2 41 86 57.72
Died in
Committee 17 2 8 27 18.12
Business :
Relations 38 Do Pass - 7 7  18.%2
. Do Pass as
Amended 10 1 11 28.95
Died in :
Committee 12 .8 20 52.63
Education 38 Do Pass it b 2 10 26.32
Do Pass as
Amended 9 2 11 28.94
Died in
Committee 13 u 17 .74
Judiciary ' 117 Do Pass 8 4 20 2 34 29.06
‘ : Do Pass as : _
Amended u6 19 1 66 56.41
Do Not Pass o1 1 2 1.71
Died in
Committee 11 b 15 12.82

lIncludes only measures introduced in 1970.

This table includes all action on bills and joint resolutions
referred to two or more committees and final action on bills
recommitted to same committee.
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Percent
Of Total
Total Number of Bills and Referred
Re -~ Jolnt Resolutions to
COMMITTEE ferred Action HB HJR SB SJR Total Committee
Governmental - _
Affairs " 62 Do Pass 17 1 8 26 41.93
: Do Pass as '
Amended 8 8 12.90
Alive in '
. Committee 18 3 7 28 45 .19
Judiciary 177 Do Pass 21 20 1 U2 23.73
Do Pass as
Amended 55 1 23 79 44,63
Alive in : _
Commit tee 431 10 51 28.81
Do Not Pass 3 2 ' 5 - 2.83
Revenue and :
Taxation 49 Do Pass Yy 9 13 26.53
Do Pass as
Amended _ 5 2 T 14.29
Alive in ‘
Committee 23 1. 4 28 57.14
Do Not Pass 1 1 2.04

The table includes bills referred to second committees and shows
final action on bills recommitted to same committee.
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SENATE
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
"REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES

2nd Session of 31st Oklahoma Legislature (1968)

Percent
. Of Total
Total : Number of Bills and Referred
Re- n _ Joint Resolutilons to
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee
Appropriations
and Budget 114 Do Pass 28 1 14 " 43 37.72
Do Pass as
Amended 28 37 65 57.02
Withdrawn 2 2 1.75
Died in .
Committee 1 3 ' 4 3.51
Business, Industry, , : '
Labor Relations 9 Do Pass 12 11 23 b6 .94
Do Pass as
" Amended 9 3 12 24,49
Withdrawn 1 1 2.04
Died in '
Committee - 12 1 13 26.53
Education 49 Do Pass 5 1 9 15 30.61
Do Pass as
Amended 11 1 6 18 36.73
Without
Recommendation 1 » 1 2.04
Withdrawn 1 2 3 6.12
Died in
- Committee 10 2 12 24,49
Governmental ' '
Affairs 82 Do Pass 13 2 11 3 29 35.37
' Do Pass as
Amended 23 7 9 2 41 50.00
~ Withdrawn 2 2 2.44
~ Died in ' '

Committee 5 3 2 10 12.20
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Percent
: Of Total
Total Number of Bills and Referred
Re- . Joint Resolutions to
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee
Judiciary 134 Do Pass 20 1 21 42 31.34
Do Pass as
Amended : 26 1 34 3 6U 47,76
Withdrawn 1 1 .T5
Without
Recommendation 1 1 .15
Died in
Committee 13 11 2 26 19. 40

This table includes bills referred to second committee and shows
final action on bills re-referred to the same committee.
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SENATE

ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES

1st Session of 32nd Oklahoma Legislature (1969)

. Percent

Of Total
Total Number of Bills and Referred
Re- , Joint Resolutions to
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee
Appropriations
and Budget 114 Do Pass 14 21 1 36 31.58
’ Do Pass as
Amended 43 30 73 - 64,04
Alive in '
Committee ' 3 2 5 4,39
Constitutional
Revisions and
Regulatory - ‘
Services 41 Do Pass 1 1 3 5 12.20
Do Pass as
Amended 4 3 1 8 19.51
Alive in . , o
Committee .3 12 3 6 - 24 58.54
Withdrawn 2 1 3 7.32
Without . B
Recommendation . 1 1 2.44
Education 49 Do Pass _ 3 8 2 13 26.53
: Do Pass as
Amended 12 2 2 , 16 32.65
Alive in _ , '
Committee 10 ~ 9 19 38.78
Without
Recommendation :
as Amended 1 1 2.04
Governmental
Affairs ) 81 Do Pass 011 1 21 33 4o .74
Do Pass as
Amended 10 1 8 19 23.46
Alive in

Committee 25 b 29 35.80
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Percent
Of Total
Total Number of Bills and Referred
Re- : Joint Resolutions to
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee
Judiciary 163 Do Pass 30- 1 36 67 41.10
Do Pass as
Amended 29 23 52 31.90
Alive in '
Committee 31 1 10 1 43 26.38
Withdrawn 1 .61

1

The téble_includes bills referred to second committees and shows
final action on bills recommitted to same committee.
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SENATE
ACTION TAKEN ON BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

REFERRED 'TO STANDING COMMITTEES

2nd Session of 32nd Oklahoma Leglslature (1970)

" Percent
- _ Of Total
Total Number of Bills and Referred
Re- Joint Resolutions to
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee
Appropriations _ _ : .
and Budget 110 Do Pass 19 20 39 35.45
Do Pass as
Amended 39 29 68 61.82
Withdrawn 1 1 .91
Died in '
Committee 2 2 1.82
Business
Relations 41 Do Pass 9 7 16 = 39.02
Do Pass as .
Amended 9 4 13 31.71
Withdrawn 1 1 2.44
Died in :
Committee 10 1 ‘11 26.83
Constitutional
Revisions and
Regulatory . v
Services 29 ° Do Pass 1 2 2 2 7 24,14
Do Pass as
Amended 6 10 1 17 58.62
Died in _
Committee 1 2 1 1 5 17.24
Education ’ 35 Do Pass - 5 2 7 20.00
Do Pass as
Amended - 10 7 1 18 51.43
Without ‘
Recommendation 1 1 2.86
Without
Recommendation
as Amended 1 1 2.86.
Died in

Commi ttee 7 1 8 22.85
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Percent
: Of Total
Total Number of Bills and Referred
Re- : Jolnt Resolutilons - to
COMMITTEE ferred Action SB SJR HB HJR Total Committee
Judiclary - 117 Do Pass 20 2 21 b3 36.76
_ Do Pass as
Amended 25 3 21 4q 431,88
Without
Recommendation 1 3 it 3. 42
Without
Recommendation
‘as Amended 1 1 .85
Withdrawn 1 1 .85
Died in

Committee 16 2 1 19 16.24
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VITA
Michael J. Hopkins
Candidate for the Degree of

Doctor of Education

Title: OKLAHOMA COMMON SCHOOL CODE OF 1970
Major Field: Secondary Education
Biographical:
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