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INTRODUCTION

Recent investigation reveals that the equalization

of educational opportunity, the equalization of school



school support •. It is worth while, therefore, to study

recent school legislation in order to discover the major

trends ~nd to reveal the progress being made in solving

the major school problems.

viii



A. The Problem

used. The bill proposed that a sta te-vlide amusement tax be

J, ~

: J J~' ~ J

1

form the outstanding public school finance legislation in the

For purpose of illustration Iowa bill No. 215 may be

I. S:HE PROBLELT, SIUILA::"l ,STUDIES, SOUROE, AND

CLASSIFICATION OF DATA

The purpose of this thesis is (a) to present in concise

United states during the year 1931, (b) to present the out-

The phrases "outstanding public school finance legis­

la tion" and. "bills of major importance!! used in this stucLy

more equitable methods of apportionment of state school funds.

refer to those bills vThich provide (a) 2.n appreciable increase

in the amount of school IunQS, (0) new sources of school

revenue, (c) more equitable methods of school support, or (d)

standing proposed public school finance legislation which

failed to be enacted by the state legislatures of 1931, and

(c) to reveal trends in such legislation o

on the basis of teaching units. The measure proposed that the

fund so apportioned should replace an equal amount of local'

taxation~ It was estimated that approximately !;)2,500,OOO would

be raised by the tax. Applying the above criteria for evalu~

ating legisla;tive measures it will be r~~'~l'i~;: /~e:ciil/::~h~'t 'il~e' I,owa

levied the proceeds of which should be apportioned to schools

\ .



Bills of this type are considered to b~ of such importance
I

.1 as to be worthy of careful consid_eration from state legis-

latures, school officials, and all others interested in school

.f
i.

2

bill is a bill· o~ major importance since it proposes an

appreciable increase in state school funds to be derived from

a new source of taxation~ T~e bill also provided a more

equitable method of apportionment and for lessening the burden

of local taxation.

finance throughout the country. Bills which do not carry any'

of the provisions mentioned above may be considered of minor

importance. Bills which are of purely local interest and bills

providing routine appropriations and authorizations will ordi-

narily be omitted.

B. Studies Of A Similar Nature

While there seems to be no limit to the amount of material

published treating upon school finance problems, it is apparent

that very few stUdies have been made which present a summary of

the legal efforts of state legislatures to solve their school

finance problems.

A review of school legislation during the period 1926-1928

has been prepared by Ward W. Keesecker of the United states

Office of Education. l This review briefly summarizes all the

laws enacted by' state legisla tures during the biennium which'

directly effect the public schools. The general trends in

school legislation are revealed,

1
Ward W. Keesecker, Review of Educational Legislation,

1926-1928, U. S. Bureau of Education Bulletin, No. 27, 1929.
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In a series'of articles written by Dr. Richard B. Thiel

and published in the Nation's Schools two articles deal with

recent laws and ordinances appertaining to schools and edu­

catioh. 2 . In the first artiele the ~~iter points out the

important factors which influence educational legislation and

reveals general tendencies in recent school legislation. In

the second article the writer gives a brief digest of recent

school laws which he considers distinctively important and

progressive.

The Research Division of the National Education Associ-

ation published a summary of state school legislation enacted

by state legislatures of 19293 and also a similar summary of

state school legislation enacted during the year of 1931. 4

The publications mentioned above include all types of

school legislation and are not limited to anyone phase of

school legislation as the author has proposed to do in the

present study. These publications do not include the legis­

lation which was proposed but failed to be en~cted by state

legislatures.

2Richard B. Thiel, "Recent Progress in Educational
Legislation, " Nation' s Schools, Vol. 1, (February, 1928),
PP. 6'7-69. "A Resume of rlecent ConstructiV'e Educational
Laws,".Nation's Schools, Vol. 1, (March, 1928), PP. 29-34~

3National Education Association, Division of Research,
State School Legislation, 1929, Studies in State Educational
Idministration, No.1, (December, 1929).

. ~ational Education Association, Division of Research,
state School Legislation, 1931, Studies in State Educational
Administration, No. p, (February, 1932).
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thesis is based were seoured from the reoent school codes

C. Source And Limitations Of Data

Aid for Public
~193'O'-31,
Indiana university,

the State Department of Education.

~. W. Holmstedt, Bills Providing State
Schools Introduoed in the State Legislatures
Mimeographed Report:-(BlOomingion, Indiana:
1931).

The objective data upon which the preparation of this

adjourned and, therefore, does not give the final decisions

of the respeotive legislative bodies upon the proposed bills.

major bills introduced into state legislatures of 1930-31,

providin~ state aid for public sChoois. 5 This mimeographed

summary was prepared before the state legislatures of 1931

Dr. R. W.·Holmstedt has prepared a summary of the

of the several states, from educational bulletins published

by various state Departmen ts of Education, from reports of

investigating committees and commissions, and from personal

letters from state Superintendents and Assistant sta~e

Superintendents of Public Instruction~

A request for detailed data was sent to the state Depart­

ment of Education in each of the forty-eight states. In a few

cases the material requested was not available for distri­

bution, this was especially true of bills which received very

little legislative attention. Reports of certain survey and

. investigating commissions were not available. In most cases

where such material was not available brief digests of the

pr.oposals were sent in a personal reply from some member of
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D. Classification Of Data

For purposes of classification the states will be

divi ded into three groups. The fir s t group will include

those states which reported no proposed nor enacted school

finance legislation and those, states in which measures of

only minor and local importance were brought before the

legislative bodies. The second group will include those

states in which bills of major importance were proposed but

failed to be enacted. Measures of less importance enacted

in these states will be included. The third group will

include those states which were successful in enacting school

finance measures of major importance.



-,

II. ANALYSIS OF DATA

state legislatures met in regular session in forty-four

of the forty-eight states during the year 1931. The state

legislatures of Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Virginia

met in regular session in 1930.

Of these four states it is significant to note that in

1930 the General Assembly of the state of Kentucky enacted §

bill establishing an equalization fund and providing a method

of apportioning said fund. l The act provided that the

$1,250,000 appropriated for the equalization fund be used to

aid those weak distric.ts which after having levied the maximum

school tax provided by law are still unable to provide an edu­

cational program at the level or standard fixed and prescribed

by law. The state of Mississippi had an equalization law in

operation prior to 1930. Louisiana and Virginia have made no

provision for the equalization of educational opportunity. A

study of methods of financing a minimum state educational pro­

gram is now in progress in the state of Virginia and reports

lLaws' Relating to Education in Kentucky Enacted by the
1930 General AssemblY::- (Frankfort:lCentuclcy: State BoardOf
Education), PP. 3-5.

6
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TABLE I

A. states Included In The First Group

North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South DaJm ta
1'exas
Vermont

Massachusetts
Minnesota
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

1. Arizona. The State of Arizona reported no proposed nor

enacted legislation in 1931 pertaining to public school finance.

Of the forty-four states in which the state legislature

STATES IN WHICH NO IvIEASUR3:S OR ONLY MEASURES OF
MINOR IMPORTA}TCE ~RE CONSIDERED

and reeommendations will probably be presented to the legis­

lature of 1932. 2

2Annual Report of the Superintendent of ~blic Instruction
~ the Commonwealth of Virginia, School Year 1930-31, State
Boa~of Education Bulletin, Vol. 14, No.3, p. 94.

met in regular session in 1931, a number reported no pUblic

school finance legislation, while several states reported the

proposal or enactment of measures which were of only minor

and local importance.

A study of the present school laws of these states

will reveal that some of them have already provided rela­

tively sound and satisfactory methods of support for their

schools While still others maintain their schools by an anti­

quated and inefficient system.

Arizona
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Georgia
Maine
Maryland
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3
School Law of Arizona, ~' Seotion 2817, p. 142, and

Seotion 2821,-p7 145.

4"Biennial Survey of Education, 1926-28," !I.. §.. Office
o~ Education Bulletin, No. 16, (1930), p. 473.

2.• California. The state of California provides approxi­

mately twenty per cent of the total cost of her pUblic schools.

This state money is derived largely from state school taxes and

appropriation from the general state fund. 4 The method of

appropriating §Ud apportioning state school funds in California

is rather complex. Briefly, state school fund.s are largely

apportioned to all school corporations, regardless of wealth,

as specific quotas or definite grants per item of approved cost

and upon the basis of teaching units.

Certain minor changes in the school finance laws of

California were made by the 1931 legislature. An act was

Arizona provides no state equalization fund. Never­

theless, she attempts to equalize school revenues and school

burdens by certain policies. An ~ppropriation of the amount

of $25 0 00 per pupil in average daily attendance is made from

the general state fund for school purposes. This money is

apportioned to counties on the basis of average daily

attendance: Arizona guarantees from state, county, and

district sources the amount of $1,500 per annum for every one­

roam rural school and $3,000 for every two-room rural school.

The law further provides that every county must levy a county

school tax, which together With the county share of the state

school fund, shall provide not less than $45.00 nor more than

$80'~OO per pupil in average daily attendance in all other

sohools. 3
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passed 1Nhichprovided for the appoitionment of (i'700.00' from
t

the state school fund and ;;'~'700.00 from the county elementary

school fund for each new elementary school the year follorJing

its organization. 5 The amount of :.~j2,200 is alloweel from the

state high school fund and ~?1,000 from the county high school

fund for each nevI high school clistrict org8.nized. ~\.n appro-

priation of ~~1550.00 fi~om the state and ;!;i250.00 from the county

for each of grades nine to tvrelve is allovred on account of such

grades maintained. in any high school ane!. an equal amount is

allowed for each of grades thirteen and fourteen in junior

college maintained by a high school dis tric t. 6

.An act VlaS passed by the California legislature which

stipulated the rnaximum tax rates for certain items of school

cost in school districts. '7 Another bill providecl that school

bUdgets be published. 8 A series of bill~3 topel~mit county

boards of supervisors to revise district bUdgets was defeated

by the legislature. 9

3. uolorado. Colorado levies no st~te tax providing

current revenue for public schools nor do the schools have

any claim on any portion of the proceeds of any state tax.

5"California Educational Legislation, 19~51, 11 California
Schools, Volume 11, No.6, l June, 1931), S. B. No. 847, p. 263.

6Ibid ., S. B. 832, P. 264.

7Ibid.,S. B. 831, p. 266.
8
Ibid., S. B. 950, P. 26'7.

9National Education Association, Division of Hesearch,
state School 'Legislation, 1931, ~tudies in state ~ducational
Administration, No. 6, (February, 1932), P. 8.
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The state laws provide, however, that if in any county the

maximum county school tax levy of five mills is insufficient

to provide funds to pay a minimum teachers salary of ~!j75.00

per month the state Superint endent shall apportion from the

State Public School Income Fund a sum sufficient to cover

the deficiency.lO

The last legislature of Colorado defeated a resolution

to submit to a referendum vote an amendment to the state
·11

constitution making the levying of income taxes valid.

An act was passed by the 1931 legislature of Colorado

providing a new salary schedule for county school superin­

tendents. 12

4. Connecticut. An act passed by the last General

Assembly of Connecticut provides that tovm eligible to claim

reimbursement for high school tUition and transportation are

to be determined by average tax income instead of valuation. 13

Formerly towns were classified into nine classes upon the

basis of assessed valuation. The new act provides for the

classification of tovms into fourteen groups based upon annual

tax income. Heimbursement for salaries is to be made in inverse

proportion -to the average tax income of towns according to class.

1°F. H~ Swift and·.13. L. Zimmerman, State School Taxes and
School Funds and Their Apportionment, U. S. Bureau of Education
Bulletin, NO.~, (1928), p. 54.

IlNational Education Association, .Q.E. cit., p; 9.

12School Laws Enacted ~ the Twenty-Eighth General Assembly
of the State or-colorado, Colorado Department of Education,
IT9m, :p~ 3;-

13nLaws Relating to Education," Connecticut School
Document ~o~ 2, 1931, Section 201, PP. 90-94.
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The State· of· Connecticut lends little support to public

education~ In addition to the apportionments to tovms with

a limited tax incmfie special state aid is provided for more

nee dy towns.

5. Delaware. The State of Delaware is perhaps the most

outstanding example of a state having provided adequately

for the support of its schools. Since the Delaware Plan for

financing schools was introduced in 1921,14 Delaware has been

able to maintain her schools and assist materially in the b'liild­

ing program and, at the same time, cut the income tax by fifty

per cent and relieve all districts of paying the principal on
. 15

their bonded indebtedness. Delaware is the only state in the

Union devoting all the proceeds of an income tax to its schools.

In 1931 a new budget act was enacted in Delaware which es­

tablished the principle of differentiation in the appropriation

of state school funds. In 1929 the budget provided that after

certain state-wide activities were taken care of the remainder

of the appropriation should be based on a straight net enroll­

ment basis. ~he new bUdget changes this to say that ~:~90.00

shall be allotted for each pupil in the lOth, 11th, and 12th

grades; $82.50 for the 7th, 8th, and 9th grades; and the re­

mainder on the enrollment in the first six grades. The esti­

f~gureis $68.50 per pupil. 16

14
School Law of the State of Delaware, 1921.----- --- -

l5John Shilling, A Brief summarf of the Accomplishments
of the 1931 General Assembly for Pub ic-EQUCation, Mimeographed
Report, -neI'aware State Department of Education, (1931), p. 3.

16Ibid• t P. 3.
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and educational need. Educational need is measured in terms

$362,000 above that of 1929 to a total of $3,612,000 for each

of the years 1932 and'1933. 1?

Another act was passed by the Delaware legislature which

makes the state Treasurer the Treasurer of all school dis-

The general state school bUdget was increased by, ,

17 John Shilling~ £E. cit., p. 1.

18I'bJ.° d 2_., p••

tricts in the state, including Wilmington; heretofore the

Special Districts and Wilmington did not use the State

Treasurer for" a distributing agent. lS

6. Geor~iao In 1926 the legislature of Georgia passed

an act requiring that there be provided, in addition to the

regular school fund, an equalization fund. In addition to an

annual appropriation of approximat ely ::~l, 000,000, the original

bill provided that the proceeds of a tax of one-half cent per

gallon on gasoline and one cent per gallon on kerosene be de­

voted to equalization. The plan for apportionment provides that

this fund be distributed among counties and independent systems

of the stat e on the basis of the ir relative financial ability

of teaching units. Teaching units are determined by dividing

the average daily attendance by thirty, except in counties

in Which the average daily attendance is less than one and

five-tenths children per square mile. In such counties the

average daily attendance is divided by twenty-fi vee An allow­

anoe of $600.00 is made for each teaching unit. In order to
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rates fr om one to five per cent on indi vi dual income s and four

per cent on corporate incomes: 2l

sha.re in the equalization fund the looal oorporation must levy

a general property tax of not less than five mills, and must

maintain sohools not less than seven months. The state appro­

priates from the equalization fund sufficient funds to meet the

defioienoy of looal funds. 19

The 1931 legislature of Georgia: levied an additional tax

of one oent per gallon on gasoline the prooeeds of whioh will

go to the equalizati on fund. 20

The existing inoome tax law of Georgia was extensIvely

revised so that it may oontribute sUbstantially to the support

o~ education in the state. The new inoome tax law carries

A resolution was adopted by the last legislature which

provided that a constitutional amendment Which would permit

a classification of property with a lower rate on intangibles

be submitted to a vote of the people of the state. 22

'1. Maine. The 1931 legislature of Maine defeated a

resolution to submit to a referendum vote o~ the people an

amendment to the state constitution making income tax valid. 23

No other legislation was reported:

19:a:: Reid Hunter, "Georgia's Plan for Distribution of
Hej;' Equalization. School Fund," American School Board Journal, .
yol; '16, (March, 1928), p; 40.

20NationalEducation Association, .2E,. cit., p. 10.

2lIb J.°d 9_., P••

22Ibid., p. 10.

23Ib J.°d., p .. 9• •



14

the year 1931~

Approximately thirty per cent of the total school

revenue is collected and distributed by the state~ Of this

state school money approximat ely three-fourths is devoted to

general relief and the remainder is devoted to equalization.

8. Maryland~ The state of Maryland enjoys the distinction

of being one' of the few states of the Union which has worked

out a scheme of financing public schools in a sound and relativ­

ly satisfactory way. Maryland began to formulate her plan for

equalization of educational opportunity about twelve years ago

and the legislation of 1922 brought into existance the so-called

Maryland Plan for Equalization. It has been so satisfactory as

to need no change since that time. 24

9: Massachusetts. The state of Massachusetts reported no

proposed nor enacted pUblic school finance legislation during

The general state school fund of Massachusetts is raised

largely by a tax on incomes and is distributed in the form of

reimbursements for money expended by cit ies or tovms for salaries

of teachers. principals, and superintendents. A portion of the

fund is distributed to each school corporation. regardless of

wealth, on the basis of a graduated salary schedule. The re­

mainder of the fund is distributed to poor towns in inverse

proportion to the tax income per pupil in average membership. 25

24"Equalizing Educational Opportunities in Maryland, IT

Maryland School Bulletin, Vol. 12, No~ 1. (September, 1930).

25Massachusetts General Laws Relating to Education. 1927,
Chapter 70. Part It Section 1-7, Part II, Section 8-18, pP:-!1-14.
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10 0 Minnesota. The 1931 legislature of Minnesota

adopted a resolution to submit to a referendum vote of the

people an amendment to the constitution making income taxes

l Od 26va J. •

The state of ]finnesota provides approximately twenty

per cent of the total cost of her public schools. A special

state aid fund is maintained from appropriations from the

state revenue f~U1d. This special state aid is intended to

assist in providing equal educational opportunities, to assist

poor districts in providing a minimum educational progra~m, to

provide teacher training in high schools, and to award superior

efficiency and educational progress. 27

11. Montana. In 1927 the state of Montana created a state

common school equalization fund and made the state BOard of

Education the Common School Equalization Board. This act made

it mandatory that the state Board determine the minimum edu-

cational program to be equalized. The equalization fund

consists of fifty per cent of the annual proceeds of the state

inheritance tax, the proceeds of all oil license taxes, and

the proceeds of that portion of the tax on metal mines formerly

credited to the common school interest and income fund. 28

The 1931 legislature of Montana adopted a new bUdget act

requiring a un·iform bUdget system throughout the state. 29

26National Education Association, .2l2.. cit., p~ 9.

2~Minnesota School ~, 1927, Section 246, P. 71.

28SchoOL:Laws of the State of Montana, 1931, Chapter 119,
PP. 77;.;7·9.

29Ibid •·· t._ p.102:
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during t he year 1931.

120 Nevada. No measures concerning public school finance

30National Education Association, ££~ cit., p. 9.

31!2 Hampshire School ~, 192'7, p~ 69.

were consi dered by the Gen eral Assembly of Nevada dux ing its

sess ion o'f 1931.

A resolution' to submit to a referendum vote of the
t

people an amendment to the state constitution making valid

the levying of a atate income tax was defeated by the Montana

General Assembly.30

The state of Nevada collects and distributes approxi­

mately one-fifth of the total money expended for schools. The

law provides that a fund be maintained for the relief of poor

districts but the funds available for this purpose are very

small.

l3~ ~ Hampshire. The state of New Hampshire reported

no proposed nor enacted public school finance legislation

All state revenue provided for education in New Hampshire

is covered by one appropriation from the general state fund

to the state Board of Education~ A state equalization fund is

provided to aid districts in wnich a levy of five mills on the

eqUalized value: of property is insufficient to cover the

maintenance costs required by law. 3l

14. ~ Jersey. State funds provide approximately one­

fifth of the total revenue for schools in New Jersey. The

state schools funds are derived largely from a state property
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tax for school purposes. Of the total state revenue for

schools approximat ely one per centis devoted to relief of

poor districts. 32

The State of New Jersey reported no school finance

legislation in 1931.

15. New Mexico. The New Mexico state Department of Edu­

cation reported that no changes were made in the school

finance polici es of the state by the 1931 General Assembly.

The only state tax levied specifi cally for school s in

New Mexico is a one-half mill general property tax. More

than half the total state school money is derived from the

permanent school fund. The state constitution provides that

before apportioning the state current school fund a sufficient

amount should be deducted to be distributed among school

districts in which the proceeds of the maximum tax plus the

regular quota of current school fund is insufficient to

operate schools for five months. 33

16; New York. The state of New York lends liberal

financial support to her schools. All of the state school

money is appropriated out of the general state fund. The

proceeds of a state income tax serve as a source from which

appropriations are made o The state support amounts to about

twenty-seven per cent of the total cost of the public schools. 34

Approximately three-fourths of the state school money goes to

32New Jersey: SChool~, 1925, Article 17, PP. 163-174.

3300nstitution of New Mexico, Article XII, Section 4:
Compilation of the PuEYic"'School Laws of New Mexico, 1915, p. 110.

34nBiennial Survey of Education, 1926-28,Tf U• .§.. Office of
Education Bulletin, No. 16, (1930), p~ 473.
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general support of the common schools while the remainder

is devoted to equalization. There is a decided tendency

toward equalization in the apportionment of the fund devoted

to general support since it is apporti oned to districts in

inver se proporti on to the assess ed valuation of property

wi thin the district: The equalization fund is largely appor­

tioned on the basis of teaching units: 35 '

The 1931 legislature of the State of New York appropri­

ated $10,000.00 "for the purpose of making a survey of the

present methods of apportionment o~ state funds, the use

and effect of such apportionment and needed ch~~ges in method

of apportionment n •
36

17. North Dakota~ The state Department of Education of

North Dakota reported no proposed nor enacted public school

finance legislation during the year 1931;

Very little state support is given the public schools in

North Dakota; State funds for public education are largely

derived from the permanent school fund and school lands. No

provisions are made for state relief' of poor districts or for

equalizati on.

35F. H: Swift and B. L. Zimmerman, State School Taxes and
School Funds and Their Apportionment, U: S. Bureau of Education
BUlletin, No:'"29, (1928), p~ 282:

36Charles A: Brind, "Educational Legislation of 1931,"
University of the State of New York Bulletin' of Schools,
Vol: 17, Nos. I6=17, (1931), pp7"202-203.
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18. Oregon~ -The 1931 legislature of oregon proposed a

referendum on the entire abolition of state property tax but

this was defeated~37

The schools of Oregon are organized on the county unit

plan. The state provides Ii ttle school support and provides

no relief for poor districts.

19; Rhode Island; No school finance legislation was

enacted nor pxoposed by the last legislature of Rhode Island~

state support to public education amounts to only

approximately fifteen per cent of the total cost: 38 While the

state laws provide for an equalization fund the amount of such

funds available are so small as to be negligible. The distri­

bution of the fund is left largely to the discretion of the

state Board of Education~

20. South Carolina. The last legislature of South Carolina

levied a tax on the production of electric power Within the

state. The proceeds of this tax will serve only as ~ source

from which state school money may be appropriated. 39

The major portion of the state educational fund of South

Carolina is devoted to equalizatio~~ Equalization 6rants

appropriated from the general fund are designed to even the

inequalities in taxable wealth: After re~uiring each county

to use its three mill constitutional tax and to levy a four mill

37NationalEducation Association, 2.E.~ c'it., p. 10.

38"Biennial Survey of Education, 1926-28," U• .§.. Office
.2! Education Bulletin, No. 16, (1930), p. 473.

39National Education Association, Division of Research,
state School Legislation, 1931, Studies in State Educational
Administration, No~ 6, (February, 1932), p~ 10.
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ad valorem tax,' the state supplements these two sources of

revenue by direct state appropriation and pays the salaries

of all public school teachers under a given schedule for

the first six months, providing the district or county run its

schools for an additional month. 40

21. South Dakota. The only financial legislation passed

by the General Assembly of South Dakota which might effect

the pUblic schools was an amendment to the state constitution

providing for a classified property tax. The amendment was
L1·lsubmitted to a referendum prior to 1931. ~

South Dakota has no fund knovm as an equalization fund.

Each rural school whic:h meets state requirements is entitled

to receive from the state a flat annual grant of $150.00. The

state makes annual grants to consolidated schools in the form

of flat quotas, the amount of the grant depending upon the

class of the school: 42

22. Texas; The 1931 legislature of Texas levied a tax on

cigarettes the proceeds of which will be used for school

purposes~43 This is 'the only school finance legislation

reported.

The State of Texas levies an ad valorem tax and a poll

tax for schools. One-fourth of the proceeds of the occupational

tax is credited to the state school fund: Appropriations are
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al so made to the' sta te school fund from the general revenue

fund. The state school money is largely distributed to school

districts on the basis of enruueration. The law provides for

special aid to rural districts but the method of distributing

the aid is prescribed at the time the appropriation is made

and is not the same each year. 44

23. Vermont. The 1931 legislature of Vermont enacted a

new income tax law and also provided for a reduction in the

state general pnoperty tax. The schools have no specific

claim to any part of the revenue derived from the income tax. 45

A state general property tax for schools provides approxi-

mately forty-five per cent of the state school fund of Vermont.

Another forty-five per cent is derived from appropriations from

the general revenue fund. The proceeds of certain minor license

fees provide the remaind.e::c of the fund. School districts are

divided into seven groups according to the amount of funds

raised by local taxation which are expended for school support.

A portion of the state aid is apportioned to these districts

in inverse proportion to the tax incmne according to group. A

part of the state aid is apportioned as grants for administration

and supervision, grants to stimUlate school work, and as
46equalizati on grant:s.

44Constitution of Texas, Article VII, Section 3: Texas
Public School Laws, I929, p. 1.

45National Education Association, ££. cit., p. 9.

46Vermont School Laws~ 1925, Section 1366-1367, p. 68,
and S'ecti on 1369-1370,--P:-69:--
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11ABLE II

cluded.

Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
i.Vyoming

Michigan
Nebraska
Uhio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Tennessee

STAT]~S IN -WHICH IMPORTANT MEASURg;3 JERE PROPOSED
BUT WERE NOT ENACTED INTO LAW

47Alabama School Law, 1927, No. 382.

B.-states Included In The Second Group

effecting schools which were enacted into law will be in-

School finance measures of major importance were intro-

duced in the 1931 legislatures of sixteen states but failed

to be enacted into law. :ehe measures proposed in each of

these states will be considered in this section. Certain

measures of less importance and measures only indirectly

1. Alabama. Under a law enacted by the Alabama legislature

in 1927, an equalization fund of $900,000 was created. 47 This

equalization fund is apportioned on the basis of teacher units.

One elementary teacher unit is allowed for each one-teacher

school where consolidation is impractical. In other schools one

teacher unit is allowed for each thirty pupils in average daily

attendance in grades seven to twelve. One helping teacher is

allowed for each 75 teachers in a county with a minimum of one

helping teacher to each county.

Alabama
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas

\
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amount spent on salaries must equal at least seventy-five

per cent of the curren t operating expenses. The salary

schedule adopted by the state Board of Education serves as

This law requires that before the schools of a county
f

may participate in the equalization fund the county must

levy and collect a county school tax of fOlIT mills and in

each district a tax of three mills must be levied. The

a basis for determining the minimum program to be equallzed.

duced measures which v~uld have greatly increased the funds

distrubed. However, the Alabama Education Association intro-

From the cost of the minimum program is subtracted the amounts

yielded by a three mill county tax, a two mill district tax,

and all other funds available for schools. The difference

48personal letter from Dale S. Young, Director, Division
of Research and Information, Alabama state Department of Edu­
oation, Fileq, in office of the Graduate School.

pre sent school finance polici es of the state practically un-

is the amount to be received from the equalization fund. In

addition to the equalization fund an annual appropriation

from the general state revenue fund is apportioned on the basis

of aggregate attendance.

The Alabama legislature of 1931 was as}::ed to leave the

the state. Measures introduced also provided for state aid in

the transportat ion of pupil s. These measures were defea te d by

the legislature. 48

available for the eqUalization of educational opportunity and

for the provision of school buildings in the rural sections of
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The legislature enacted a law imposing an annual store

license tax 'which is steeply graduated on the basis of the

number of stores operated in the state by anyone person or

organization. '1.
lhe legislature of' Alabama also enacted a

new income tax law but this was later declared unconstitutional.

An inheritance tax meaSUl'e ~~s submitted to a vote of the

people of Alabama and subsequently ratified by them. 49

2. Idaho. ln 1929 a county equalization tax bill Bas pre-

pared in ldaho but this bill was never l')resented in the le8'is-

lature. ~he bill provided for the clistribution of the county

equalization fund on a weighted pu~il basis. lt also provided

tha t the minimum and maximnm number of lJupils in one-room

c·oschool s for whic h money mj. sht be appol~tioned be determined. D

ln 1931 certain measures were presented ~lich would have

provided neVl sources of state school revenue 3.n<1 ne'\7 methods

of apportionment but these measures were defeated. 51

fhe legislature WaS successTIll in enacting a neB income

tax law.' 'l'he revenue derivecl from this SOlU'C6 vrill serve

only as a source from Which state school func1s may be appro-

priated. fhe office of ;:state l'ax Uommissioner \'18.S created to

administer the new income tax law. 52

49N~tional'Education Association, ££. cit.~ P. 9.

50National ~ducation Association, Division of Hesearch,
state School 1.egislation, 1929, 8tudies in :::>tate bducational
Administration, No.1, (December, 1929).

5lpersonal letter from M~~tle Harney Davis, Superintendent
of public lns truction of the iitate of ldaho.

52National ~ducation Association, Division of ~esearch,
state School Legislation, 1931, Studies in otate ~ducational
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The regular session of the 1931 legislature in Illinois

the submission of a (letail eel lJUdget by the board of school

but the three bills were defea ted. The revenue (1eri ved from

these nevI taxes Was to go to the state school func1. 54

that this amount will no t actually be addecl to the state f s in-

estimated that this ta:x vvill gi ve the state about :~~)30,000,OOO

additional income annoo11;)7". Baclcers of the bill claim, hovrever,

and as high as sL"{ per cent on inco1:1es over ~?25,000. It ViaS

of 1932 en income tax law was passed. The new law provides

for a tax of one per cent on individual incomes up to ;,;;1,000

in a special session of the legislature in the early months

defeated a measure providing for a state incomE) tax. Hovrever.

T~e legislature of idaho enacted a measure requiring

3. Illinois. Bills levying a tax on tobacco products.

trustees to the County 8uperintendent and. to the state Board

of Educat ion. 53

store license tax were proposed in the Illinois legislature

a tax on grain controcted for future (1elivery. an(l a [;'rs.c1uated

Jesse J. Brown, in Sangawnon County Circuit Court. An appeal

come. They claim that property tax i'Vill be reduced by a simile.r

amount. 55 This income tax law was held unconsti tutional by JUdge

Administration, No.6, (February, 1932), p. 10.

53SchoolLaws of the state of Idaho, 1931, Part V, P. 41.---- - -
5~egislative Synopsis and Digest of the Fift~-seventh

General Assemb1~, State of IIIrnois, S. B.~, P. 5; S. B. 135,
P. 58; S. B. 46 , P. 146.

55
Terre Haute~ Newspaper, '(February 23, 1932).
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may be macle.

tax vdll serve as a source from vrhich school appropriations

certain significant changes in the methods of school support.

The recommendations of the comnission were embodied in a bill

The program provided that each school corporation in the

state should be entitled to receive from the state the sum of

al opportunity in the state which was introduced in the General

Assembly of 1931. 57

prOViding an extensive progTem for the e~ualization of education-

,
Should the law be deolared valid the schools will have no

4. India~. The 1929 legislature of Indiana authorized

the creation of a cOITmlission for a survey of the problem of

state aid for pUblic schools. This co~~ission reco~nended

definite olaim to any yart of the income tax receipts but the

$800.00 per year for each elementary teaching unit and the sum

of $1,040 per year for each higb school teaching unit. In

addition it provided that the state pay fifty per cent of the

approved transportation cost of each school corporation.

The measure provided the following bases for computing

P. 7.56Indianapolis News Newspaper,. (April 18,1932), CQlunill 8,

57
State of Indiana, Report of the Commission for a Survey

£!~ Problem of State Aid for Public Schools, 1931. -

66.from the ruling 'will be macle to the state Supreme Court.

teaching units:

High Schools. Grades ~ to 12. High schools having more than

408 pupils in average daily attendance were to be allowed one

high school teach'ing unit for each 25 pupils in average daily
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attendance. High schools having more than 125 and not more

than 408 pupils in average daily attendance were to be allowed

eight teaching units for the first 125 pupils and one addition­

al unit for each additional 34 pupils in average daily attendance.

High schools having not less than 35 and less the.n 125 PU1Ji1s

in average daily attendance ·were to be allowed. three high

school teaching units for the first 35 pupils and one aclo.itional

high school uni t for each addi tional 18 :9U2Jils in average daily

attendance. A:9Pl'Oved high schools with less thEill 35 pupils in

average daily attendance '.'lere to be allovled three teaching

uni ts.

Elementary Schools Grades 1 to 8. Elementary school cor­

porations fr'1ving an average daily attendance of more th3.n 310

pupils Vlere to be a110Y!8(1 one elementary teachinG" unit for the

first 31 pupils in average daily attendance. School corpo­

rations having more than 175 and no more than 310 pupils in

average daily attencLsl1ce were to be allowed seven units for

the first 175 pupils and one adclitional elemente.r;)T uni t for

each additional 46 pupils. School corp orati ons having more

than 40 but less than 175 pupils in average daily attendance

were to be allowed two elementary teaching units for the first

40 pupils and one additional elementary unit for each addition­

al 26 pupils in average daily attendance. School corporations

having less than 40 pupils in average daily attencLance vvere to

be allowed one unit for the first 20 pupils and one additional

unit for each additional 20 pupils. One-teacher schools

certified by the state Aid Review Board were to be allowed one

elementary teaching unit regardless of the number of pupils

in average daily attendance.



A clause in the bill provided that no school corporation

should be entitled to receive from the state equalization fund

an amount greater than the total current operating expenses

of the corporation for the year irmnediately preceding the

year in Which the apportionment was made~

This measure was defeated in the Senate late in the

legislative session.

Another bill introduced into the Indiana legislature

provided that state aid to poor districts be that amount

which when added to the amount raised by the :~ra.20 local tax

levy would equal $65.00 per elementary pupil and $120.00 per

high school pupil in average daily attendance. This bill

made no provision for state aid in the transportation of

pupils. This bill was also defeated. 58

A bill to limit all bUdgets for 1931-32 to eighty per

cent of the 1930 bUdget was defeated. Another bill limiting

the local tax levy to seventeen and one-half mills was also
59

defeated.

An act providing that an amendment to the constitution

making income taxes valid be submitted to a referendTh~ vote

60was enacted by the Indiana General Assembly. Ylliether or not

the present state constitution will permit the levying of a

state income tax seems to be questionable~

58a. W. Holmstedt, Bills Provi~ing State Aid for Public
Schools Introduced in the state Legislature of 1930-31,
Mimeographed Report~(Bloomington, Indiana: -rnUIana-University,
1931) • . "

59National Education Association, ££. cit., p. 8.

60Acts of Indiana, 1931, Chapter 157, PP. 552-555.-- -



In 1921 an act was passed by the General Assembly of

Indiana providing for a statecornmon school fund to be

i derived from a state school tax on property of seven cents
;j

1 and a state'school poll tax of fifty cents. The bill pro-

I vided that seventy per cent of the fund be devoted to general
I,[ relief and be apportioned to all school corporations on the
!
I basis of enumeration. The remaining thirty per cent of the

fund was to constitute a defic iency funcl and be apportioned

to poor school districts to aid in providing a minimum edu­

cational program.
51

In 1929 this act was amended to provide

that fifty-five per cent of the fund be devoted to general,

relief and forty-five per cent be used as special aid to poor

districts for each of the years 1930 and 1931 and that there­

after the original division of seventy per cent and thirty per

cent be used. 52 The 1931 General Assembly enacted a new act

providing that hereafter fifty-five per cent of the state

common school fund shall be apportioned to all school corpo­

rations as general relief and forty-five per cent of the fund

shall be used in aiding poor districts to provide a'minimum

educational program. 53

Another act passed by the General Assembly of Indiana

authorized the State Superintendent to deduct from the state

common school fund the amount of $250,000 in the month of

,51Indiana Acts of 1921, Ohapter 201, PP. 539-543.

52Indiana Acts of~, Chapter 213, PP. 719-723.
,;' !

53Indiana Acts of 1931, Chapter 153, PP • 556-572.
.
..,
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June, 1~31, and an equal amount in ec'tch of the months of

January, 1932, June, 1932, ancl January, 1933. The money so

deducted is to be used to p~y unpaid claims upon the

deficiency. fund, owed by the state to schools in poorer

school corporations for the school years 1926-27, 1927-28,

and 1928-29. 64

5. Iovra. In I aVIa , Bill SF No. 215, introrlnced into the

last general session of the legislature provideel for a state-

wide amusement tax of one cent on each ten cents admission

or fraction thereof. In the original draft of the bill re-

ceipts were to be distributed to schools on the DQsis of·

average (taily attendanc e but this nas amended to provide for

di stributi on on 8. teacher unit l)8.s is. Provision vras maclefor

such funds to replace an equal amount of local taxation. It

was estimated that school districts would receive about,

::~2t 500, 000 from thi s source. 65

Teacher units provided for in the bill were to be

determined as follows:

Elementary Schools. One teacher unit was allowed for

each one-teacher school regardless of the average daily

attendance. In districts roving an average dailyattenc1mce

of less than 40 pupils were to be allowed not more than two

teacher units~ In districts having over 40 pupils in aversge.

64Indiana Acts of 1931, Chapter 164, PP. 572-573.

65personal letter from R. C. WillimDs, Director of
Research, ,Iowa state Department of 1"ublic Instruction, Filed
in Offi ce of Graduat e School.



daily attendance~ two teachers were to be counted for the

first 40 pupils and one adc1itional teacher was alloYled for

each additional 28 pupils in average daily attendance.

High Schools. Districts having an average daily

attendance of less than 25 pupils in grades six to twelve

were to be allowed two teacher units. ln districts having

an average daily attendance of 40 or less in grades nine to

twelve inclusive, two teachers were to be counted for the'

first 25 pupils and one teacher for each additional 15 pupils.

Districts having an average daily attendance of more than 40

pupils were to be aliowed three teacher units for the first

40 pupils and one additional teacher unit for each additional

23 pupils in average daily attendance. 56

A clause in the bill provided that no school district

should be eligible for an allotment in excess of the amount

received from the levy for general school support together

with the amount apportioned from the equalization fund during

the next preceding year; excepting, however, in cases of

emergency. This act was designated as a replacement measure

and it was intended that the tax imposed by the act should re­

duce the burden of taxation imposed upon taxable real estate

and tangible prop erty.

Another bill proposed in the Iowa legislature, HF Bill

No. 493, was an equalization measure which would have affected

6~. W. Holmstedt, ~. cit., p. 5.'



those distrlctswhose property valuation per teacher unit was

~$900.00 for each elementary teacher unit and :~1,260 for each

67personal letter from R. C. Williams, ££. cit.

68R• W. Holmstedt, £E. cit., p. 5.

below the ~verage of the state. This average property valu­

ation was calcu1at ed to be ~?38,000 per teacher unit. It was

estimated that about :;~8,000,000 would be made available for the

schools as an equalization fund. This bill died in committee.67

The bill propos ed to appropriate :!)100. 00 for each teacher

unit allotted to a school district. It also made available

high school teacher unit in districts in which the assessed

valuation per teacher unit was below the average of the state.

Hig~ school teacher units were to equal one and four-tenths

elementary teacher units. A local tax levy of twenty-five

mills would have been required of each district sharing in the

equalization funcl. rhe difference between the amount raisecl

by the twenty-five mill tax and 0900.00 per elementary teacher

unit and 01,260 per high school teacher unit would have been

provided by the state. To be eligible the district must have

spent at least $900.00 per elementary teacher unit and. :;~1,260

per high school teacher unit. A clause in the bill provided

that the state ?-pportionment of ;.~aoo.oo per teacher unit must

be used. to reduce the property tax levy.68

A law was passed by the Iowa legislature requiring all

taxing bodies to reduce the tax levies for the next two years

by five per cent of the 1930 levy, exempting those school



Previous laws of Iowa provided that certain fines and

distributed to school districts within the counties collected

districts which were not levying within five per cent of the

A hill providing for the levying of a tax on personal

and business incomes was introduced into the Iowa legislature

hut this hill was defeated. The state property tax levy was
70

reduced by two mills.

69
Personal letter from R. C. Willisms, ~ cit.

70
National Education Association, 2E,. cit., p. 5.

71personal letter from R. C. Williams, ibid.

legal limit and those districts in which such levies are

mandatory to pay interest and principle on outstanding in­

dehtedness. 69

entire proceeds of ~~ch funds were distributed in this maru1er.

on the basis of the number of persons of school age. The

forfeitures collected for violations of the penal code be

The 1931 legislature provided that only the net proceeds of

such fines and forfeitures shall be distributed. ~he fund

distributed by the former method recently amounted to $500,000.

It is the personal opinion of the Director of Research of the

Iowa state Department of Public Instruction that the major

71part of this fund will be taken away from the schools •

.6. ~~. The legisla ture of Kansas enacted nothing' of .

any consequence pertaining to school finance. The most

significant legislation was in the form of two resolutions to
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'submit constitutional amendments to a vote of the people at
r

the next general election in 1932.

One of the se would makre possibl e the 1 evying of a 'pro-

gressive and graduated income tax. "It is to be assumed

that the income from this source when secured would be devoted

to the establishment, in part at least, of a state e~ualization

fund. Thi's 'would have to be decided by future legislation. IT 72

The second resolution provides for submitting a consti-

tutional amendment to the effect that the total of all district

taxes should not rise to a maximum greater in rural districts

than one and one~half per cent of the assessed valuation, and

t th t t · b d" t "t 73no more - an wo per cen ~n ur an -~s r~c s.

A comprehensive bill providing state aid for public

schools i~S introduced in the legislat~ITe of Kansas. Diff-

culties in raising needed revenue were involved because of

constitutione~ limitations on taxation. The bill intro&uced

received much favorable attention but failed to pass the

legislature. 74

<7. Michigan. An attempt was made by the legislature of

Michigan to pass a revised "Turner Act lT
, Act No. 116 of the

public school acts of 1929, to distribute the ;;;2,000,000

under the present Turner Act more e~uitably so as to spread

the available funds over more districts. 75

72 .
Personal letter from George A. Allen, Jr., state

Superintendent of Public Instruction of the state of Kansas,
Filed in Office of Graduate School.

73Ibid.
74.;..
-~. W. Holmstedt, ££. cit., p.7.

15personal letter from C. Lloyd Goodrich, Deputy Super-
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An educational survey commission appointed following

the legislature of 1929 recommended the creation of an

equalization fund. Details for administering the fund were

worlced out under the direction of Dr. pe.ul H. Mort. The

plan provided for the apportionment of $1,200 per elementary

class-room unit and ;;pl,600 per high school class-room uni t.

Class-room unit s were to be cornput ed on the basis ofl)Upil­

teacher ratios. 76

The legislature attempted to levy a tax on personal

and business incomes and to levy a tax on tobacco products

but these measures were def'eatecl. A certain amount of the

proceeds from these special taxes were to be placed in the

state equalization fund, and apportioned according to the

plan provided for apportioning the equalization fund. 77

state aid for certain items of school costs were

reduced. State aid for rure.l agricul ture.l schools, or

consolidated agricultural dis tric ts, VTas reo.uc ed from ~1~277, 500

to ~249,750. state aid for county normal training classes was

reduced from $70,000 to $63,000. 78

intendent of Public Instruction of the state of Michigan,
.l!'iled in the Office of the Graduate School:

76F• M. Thrun, School Financing in lJichigan, Michigan
AgricultriralExperiment Station BUlletin, No. 212.

77personal letter from C. Lloyd Goodrich, ibid.

78Ibid.



A meaSure to give the State Tax Comn1issioner power,

on appeal, to reduce or exclude items in any municipal or

school budget was defeated l)y the lo'1ichig:::m legislature. 79

8 e Nebraska. A bill providing for the equalization of

educational opportunity and a plan for reducing local school

tax levies was proposed by the Nebraska School board and
80

School Executives Association. '.che bill provicle(1 for a

minimum program costing i:?800.00 per elementary teacher, ;;.;1,06,0

per high school teacher and one-half the cost of transportation

of pupils.

The nunilier of teacher units allowed for each district

was to be computed as folloTIs: In one-teacher schools one

teacher unit was to be allovred for each 25 pupils in FJ.verf:".ge

daily attendance. 1n el ementc:,ry schools haVing t:;70 or more

teacher~3, two teacher uni ts 'Here to be counted for the first

35 pupil s in average dai ly a ttenclance and one teacher unit

for each additional ;:0 pupils in excess of 35. 1n high schools

With less than 170 pupils in average daily attendance in grades

nine to twelve, t7JO tee.cher units ,nere to be counted for the

first 15 pupils and one acldit ional unit f or each addi tional 22

pupi::Sin excess of 15. High schools hnving from 170 to 305

pupils in average dai ly attend.ance vrere to be allowed nine

79 .
National Education Association, Division of Research,

state School Legislation, 1931, Studies in state Educational
Administration, No.6, (February, 1932), p. 8

80"Equalize Educational Opportunity," Nebreska School
BOard and School Executives Association Bulletin, l1931J.



taxes. This bill met defeat at the hands of the Nebraska

legislature.

tioned to the eli stl'icts on the bG.sis of the :celative cost of

In hL2:h schools ha'"nwc; over
'-' '-

for each acLditional 32 pupil G.

a tax equal to one and seven-tenths mills on the assessed

.It was recomrnend.ed that the necessary revenue for the

entitled. The proposed bill required that each county levy'

all other state ana. county aiel ':Jhich the elistrict :might be

tenths mills on the equalized valuation of the county and

teacher units for the first 169 pupils and one teacher unit

305 pupil s in average claily a ttcmd.anc e one teacher uni twas

program less an amount equivalent to a tax of one and S8ven-

entitled was to be eCd.ual to the computed cost of the. minimum

the minimum program.

valuati on of the c Olmty. The county fun<1 was to 1J8 ap]!or-

to be counted for each 23 pupils.

The amount of equalization aid a district VJas to be

The bill provided that the minimu.m proGrE.Ul1 might be

increased to i;?l,OOO per elemente-ry unit 3.nd. :::)1,330 1Jer high

school teacher unit in 1933; anc1 ~,.a,200 per elementary teacher

county tax rate for the biennium beginning in 1933 v/CtS tvro

the county tax rate proposed VIas tyro and seven-tenths mills •

unit end. ;;?l,600 per hi gh school uni t in 1935. The proposed

equalization fund be derived from sources other tho.n property

and two-tenths mills and fol' the biennium lJeginning in 1935
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An income tax bill 1~S introduced into the Nebraska

legislature eVidently \~th the intention of providing a

source of revenue for the iJroposed equalization bill but

this also met defeat.

:9~ Ohio. On bill brought before the Ohio legislatlu1 e

would have made many che.nges in the methods of financing

educ ation in the state. The IJill provided. that t'lTenty cents

per pupil per clay be distl'ibuted to every school clistrict

81in the state from a large state fund. This bill was a

result of a study by a committee of the leading school men

of the state. The bill met defeat at the hands of the Ohio

legisla ture.

An income tax measure vms introlluced for the purpose

of providing revenue for the proposed state aid bill but

this VlaS al so defeatecl.

A sales tax of two cents per package was levied on

cigarettes. the pToceeds to go to the state equaliz2.tion funo.,.

An appropriati on of ~~9, 800, 000 was macle for state aid for the

next biennium but no Changes were made in the method of

apportioning this fund. 82

The equalization fund is apportioned to districts as

grants to supplement the revenue derived from all otheT

81personalletter from C. D. Hutchins, Assistant AuditoT
of the Ohio State Department of Education, Filed in Office
of Graduate School.

82~.
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sources and to enable districts to maintain their schools on
83the schedules fixed by the state Director of Education.

The Ohio legislature added a classified property tax

amendment to the state constitution. The ffincndment had been

submitted to a referendum vote of the people prior to 1931. 84

lQ. Oklahoma. The recent legisl ature of Oklahoma revis ed

the existing income tax law to provicLe that tlu."ee-fourths of

the income tax proceeds be directed into the state common

school fund and. be dist:ribu ted to school s on the basis of

school enumeration. The new law also reQuires that local

districts reduce the ir levies in an amount equal to the funds

th . d 85us rece~ve •

The Oklahoma le gisla -Cure of' 1927 enacted s'gecial common

school aid (equalization) law providing a fund not to exceed

$1,500,000 to be secured from twenty-five per cent of the

proceeds of a gross proQuction tax. This law provided for

a minimum pro g.cam calling for ~;?l, 125 per el ement,1ry cla ss-

,room teacr:-er ari'o,>an appropriately larger amount per high

school class-room teacher. In order to share in the equa~

1ization fund districts are required to levy the maximum local

school tax of fifteen mills. 86

§~F. H. Swift and B. L. Zimmerman, state School Taxes
~ School Funds.~ Their AfPortionment, u. s. Bureau of
Education Bullet1n, No. 29, 1928), P. 315.

84NatiOnal Education Association, oPe cit., 1'.9.

85Ibid., P. 9.

86F • H. Swift and B. L. Zimmerman, £E. ~., P. 323 •
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A survey commission composed of Dr. PaLu R. Mort and

Dr. George D. Strayer of Teachers College, Columbia University,

and Superintendent Albert So Cook of Maryland, reco~nended a

comprehensive revision of the school finance laws of the

state of Oklahoma.
87

The proposed plan provided for a minimurn

program costing ~~1,150 per elementary teacher unit and ~:a,533

plus transportation costs translated into equivalent teaching

units. It Was recommendecL that the amount per elementary

teacher unit be increased to 1fa,250, ;~1,350, and :'i~1,450 at

intervals of one biennium. The corresponding amount per high

school teacher unit woulcl be one-thiro_ more than the amount

allowed por elementary teacher unit. The progrsID was to be

equalized on a local school tax levy of seven mills. The

measure was defeated by the Oklahoma legislature.

Oklahoma House Bill No. 495, enacted by the legislature

appropriated out of the general revenue fund, not otherwise

appropriated, the sum of ,;~750,OOO for the fiscal year encling

June 30, 1932, and ;~250,OOOfor the fiscal year ending June

30, 1933, to supplement t he special common school equalization

fund. This money is to be distribu ted in the same manner as

the special oommon school equalizat ion funel. 88 This fund is

87 "Financing 'Oklahoma School s, If Oklahoma State Department
of Education Bulletin, (1931).

8S"Digest of School Legislation, Thirteenth Oklahoma
Legislature," Oklahoma State Derartment of Public Instruction
Bulletin, No. 18, (May 22, 1931 •
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apportioned to weak districts, approved by the state, which

are unable to provide a minimum educational program. The

law provides that the maximum expenditure in districts re­

ceiVing such aid shall oe not greater than ~~45.00 per pupil

per year. 89

11. Pennsylv311ia. A commission vms appointed oy the

legislature of 1929 to study school finance in the Co~non-

wealth of Pennsylvania. No important measures were in~ro-

duced into the 1931 legislature as a result of this stUdy,

however.

One bill ·introduced in the legislature provided that a

commi ssion be cre~ted to make 8. stUdy of the cost 0 f 10 cal

government and ways and means of lessening the ourden of the

taxpayers by reducing taxes. The bill authorized the commission

to study the advisal)ility and feasioility of increasing the

area of governmen~8, of establishing larger school units, of

abolishing certain forms of local government, and to study,
90

overlaping functions of local 2,DVernment. This bill was

passed by the legislature but was vetoed by the Governor.

Another bill provided for levying 8. poll tax of :82.00

on each voter within a school district for school pUDposed.. 91

89F • H. Swift and B. L. Zimmerman, ~. cit., p. 325.
90 .

Pennsylvania Senate Bill No. 186, (1931).

91pennsylvania House Bill No. 252, (1931).



This bill was n~ver reported out of committee.

Two House resolutions were proposed but both were

defeated. The first resolution stipulated that the Depart­

men t of Internal Affairs should detelmine theapP110ximate

amount of money which r.light be raised from 8. tax on e8.11 ned

and unearned incomes at a flat rate of two per cent, ~ith

certain eXeml)tions, and also that it determine the amount of

money nov! collected by the counties and the E,tate under the

four mill tax on inte.ngible prolJert:)T inclucling corporate in­

deotedne ss 0 92

The second resolution resolved "that it is the sense

of the General Assembly that it is tho Quty of the Conrrnon-

wealth to ~rovide financial assistance to those school districts

which 8.l'e so financially handicap:~)ecl and c1istressed that the

functioning of the educationol system is seriously interfered

wi th". 93

The general appropriation bill of Pennsylvania included

an appropriation of ~)56,OOO,OOO for public schools. This

amount is approximately the same as that appropriated by

recent legislatures.

12. Tennessee. A rather comprehensive bill insuring

every school district in the state of a minimum educational

92pennsylvania House Resolution li£. 22, (1931).

93pennsylvania House Resolution No. 15, (1931).



program was introduced. into the General Assembly of the state

of Tennessee but the bill met defeat. 94

The bill provided for the appropriation out of the

general state fund a sum sufficient to pay the salaries of

43

the elementary teachers of tho state for the period of e~ght

months in the year. The number of element2.1'y teei.chers in· each

of one teacher to each 30 pupils in average daily attendance

was authori zect to alloYT one or more aQcli tional teachers if,

during the next preceding yesT. The state Board. of Eclucation

There was nothing in the bill to prevent any county or

county and city whose salaries wel~e to be paid by the state

othe.r ne.cessary expenditures such as groundS, building~,

,

in it s judgment, they were necessar;,.,. because of natural

of ;)'750.00 per teacher :Del' ye ar.

under the provisions of this act were not to exceed the ratio

barriers or sparcely settle~ conmmnities. The bill provided

were to make, as nearly as possible, a general minimmD average

City from levying a local tax to pay higher salaries than

those specified in the state salary schedule, to operate their

schools for a longer period than eight months, or to add any

the state in accord with the state's salary schedule estab-

that the salaries of elementary teachers were to be paid by

upon training and efficiencyo The salaries paid lJy the state

94-.-P L. Harned, tlFinancing Public Education, IT The
Tennessee Educational Bulletin, Vol. 10, No.1, (September,
1931), p • 8•

lisheo.. by the state Board of Education and should be based

i I
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repairs, equipment- or transportation.

13. 7rashington. A measure increasing state Sllpport of

education to fifty per cent of the current cost, county

support to twenty-five per cent of curl"ent cost, ancl providing

that the state meet fifty per cent of the cost of transpor­

tation was introduc.ed into the General Assemby of the state of

Washington in 1931. This bill also provided for certain

fundamental changes in the administration of state school

fund s so as to allow f or the wealth of the local districts ancl

to provide an equal minimum educational prOSTE.'-.ffi. This: bill

was passed by the General Assembly but was vetoed by the

95Governor and, therefor e, did not become a law.

An income tax measure was also passed by the legislature

to prOVide state school revenue but this measure was also

vetoed by the Governor. 96

A measure giVing a county tax commission power to reduce

or exclude items of e~~ense in any school bUdget was defeated

by the legislature. 97

14. :crest Virginia. In the writer's opinion the proposed

plan of relief and equalization for elementary and high schools

of West Virginia represents one of the most comprehensive edu-

cational progrwms brought before any legislative body in the

United states during the year of 1931. This plan provided

95personal letter from N. D. Showalter, state Superintendent
of Public Instruction of Washington.

96Ibid •

97National Education Association, 2£. cit., P. 8.
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The relief measure }?rovided that a l' eli ef fund be

teacher in 0.. distl~ict 1J7ith vihich to relieve the local taxes

the minimum school program no district should levy a tax of

funet of approximately ;1~1,500,000. '.the bill provided tllE'.t for

The measure proposed the creation of C.n eClu8.1ization

third. of the total cost of schools.

estimated that this fund ',70uld -'Jl'ovide fo? 8.l?lJroximatel;ST one-

to be distributecl on the besis of teaching uni t~". It was

the amount of money received from the state. This fun(l VIas

proposed to redl1ce the local ta:z levy in exact IJroportion to

rec.;.uireQ to produce tuition anel uaintenance funds. The plan

teacher in a district ancL ;;;575.00 for each high school

four major provisions; first, a relief measure; second, an

districts an aIDount equal to $375.00 for each elementary

est~blished that would enable the state to give to local

equalization meaSl.U'e; third, a consolidated measure; and

fourth, a local supervision measDxe. 98

for a complete program of education. It carried with it

98William C. Cook, Address Before the Education and
Finance Committees of the House and senate, (Charleston,
West Virginia: West Virginia sts.te Department of Educatlon
1931) ~

more than fifty cents for elementary teachers s2~laries end

I maintenance fund combined. The amount of money a district

I was to be entitlec1 to receive fl'om the ec~ualization flmc1 was
:1
'I

ij to be the difference in the cost of the minimum -pl'Og:c;::'.lll anc1

.~ the funds received from the 10cDl tax levy of fifty cents plus



all other funds credited to the tuition and maintenance fund.

The consolidated measure provided for the creation of

a building fund of :jp500,OOO for the purpose of assisting

poor districts to consol'idate and other3 to construct better

school buildings. The present maximmu levy for building

purposes in West Virginia, without the consent of the ~ax

Commissioner and the State Superintendent of schools, is

twenty cents. It has been calculated that this tax rate

will raise only :ip6,000 annually in the wealthiest district

in the state and ~?3,OOO in the average district. Obviously

this is not sufficient to provide adequate school bUildings.

The measure provided for the appropriation of t5225,000

for the purpose of local supervision needs. This fund would

have made it possible for those c"listricts vlhich Il8d exhausted

their efforts and revenues and were still unable to have super­

vision to do so.

It was estimated that 8. total of ~?9,000,000 annually

would be necessary to finance the pro gram and it Has recommended

by those sponsoring the measure that thi s revenue be derived

from sources other than a general property tax. It was suggested

that this revenue might be derived from a commodity tax on

sele cted items inclnding tobacco, bottl ed drinks, amusements,

documents anQ records, and chain stores; an increase of rates on

the most profitable items of gross s8~es; an income tax; and a

scientifically graduated inheritance tax. It 1Nas estimated that

the annual yield of the income tax would be approximately

$4.500,000; the commodity tax, ~p4,850,OOO; the increa,sed rates

on selected items of gross sales, :!ji2,000,000; and the increased



,

inheritance tax rate, ;11;750,000; making a total annual income
r

from these four SOlu~ces of aI'1?ro:;dm~.tely :~n2,100,000.

Bills were introduc'ed provicting for the levying of em

inoome tax, a franchise tax, a graduated chain store tax, a

tax on tobacco snd b ottlec_ drinks, an amusement tax, ancl an

increase in the inheritance tax rate for the purpose of

providing revenue for the proposed nevr school program.

~he entire program including the proposed new taxes was

defeated by the G-eneral Assembly of West Virginia.

15. '/Tisconsin. ~hree significant school finance bills

vvere introduced in the last legislature of 'disconsin. A.ll

of these bills concerned state aiel for high schools and one

of them provided for a general revision of the present income

tax lavrs to prOVide state aid. for high schools. These measures

would have made available approximatel'JT ;1;3,000,000 for high

school ai c1,. 99

One bill prOVided that each high school district should

recei ve from the state the o,ifference between the computed

current operating expense of the high schools and tho 8..BOunt

raised by a local three mill property ta:: l)lus the tui tion

from non-resident "pupils. IOO Current operating e:-=-gens8s ".~!erG

to be determined on the basis of the median current operating

cost per teacher for the state" The number of te8.c}lers to be

allowed a distric:t Yla.S to be determined by clivic1ing the avoT8.ge

99personal letter from J. Callahan, State Superintendent
of Public Instruction of WIsconsin, Filed in Office of G1'8.o.u8_te
School.

lOOR o W. Holmstedt, ££~ cit., p. 11.
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daily attendance' by the median number of pupils per teacher
I !1 for the state. High schools were to be divided into two

groups, those having less than 300 pupils in average daily

attendance constituting the first group and those having an

aver8ge daily attendance of more than 300 pupils consti-

tuting the other. For high schools having less than 300

pupil s in average attendance the median was found to be 18

pupils per teacher. For high school s he. ving over 300 pupil s

in average daily attendance the mecrian VIetS 21 pupils per

teacher. No school was to be allo:wed more teacher unit s than

it actually employed. The computed current operating eY~ense

was to equal the number of tencher units so computed times

the state median current e:~ense per unit in schools of the

two groups.

The current opera tin; e:c~Jen8e stanclal~cls determinecl for

1931 were $2,100 per teacher in schools TIith an average daily

attendance of less than 300 pupils e,nd ,1~;2,400 per teacher in

schools With more tl~n ~OO pupils in average daily attendanoe.

These were the m8Xi.mum amounts "9Tovide( fo:c by tIle le.VI. This

I bill was defea ted by the General Assembly of "[i 8consin.

I Another bill introd.uced in the General Assembly :}l'ovicledI
!

~ that the state appropriate 0soo.00 for each high school and

~ . *25~00for each pupil in average daily attendance in grades

nine to twelve inclusive. A clause in the bill prOVided that

any high school district which closed its schools should re­

ceive $l t SOO toward tuition and transportation costs of



elementary teacher employe d. This bill ':TaS elefea ted by the

clistrict closing its high school VTas to receive not to e::ceed

nrovi sion was made for." .No

general state fund an amount equal to sixty per cent of the

total Sunl e:~ended for operation and maintenance of state

attendance for the school year. The sum of (~50~00 VIe.S to be

from the income tax. There was to be apportioned from the

graded junior hi6TI schools and senior high schools. No school

was to l"eceive more than ~400.00 for each ninth, tenth, and

eleventh gra&e, plus~50.00 for each pupil in average daily

sending pupils to anot her high school district. IOI 'l'his bill

also met defeat-~

subtracted for each transferred pupil. Each hig'h school

General Assem1Jly of 1fTi scons1n.

In 1927, Wisconsin enacted an equalization ia~ for

elementary schools~ Over ~j:)6,OOO,000 annually Y78.S made avail-

01,800 for each gra&e closed. The bill also provided that

the county should pay each district ~250.00 for eaCh

elementary teacher in the st,ate.103

lOlWisconsin Bill No. 242A. (1931).

102Wisconsin Bill No. 721A, (1931).

10~aws of Wisconsin Relati~ to Comnlon Schools, 1928,
Seo tion 20 ~ 245 ~

state aid to high schools at that time.

able for the elementary school eClualization funcl. This amount

was suffio;ient to put an evaluation of :;~250,000 back of every

One bill introduaed ~rovided for a revision of the

present 'income tax law to include state aia for high schools. l02

, The schools were to have prior claim to the revenue received
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were to be determined as follows:

The number of teacher units to be allowed a distric.t

lO~. W. Holmstedt, ££. cit., P. 12.

16. Wyoming; A bill introduced in the legislature of

Wyoming provided for an equalization fund to be financed by
. 104

the revenue derived from a tobacco tax.

The proposed bill provided for a minimum school program

costing ~~l,OOO per elementary teacher unit 8l1d ;:~1,333 per

high school teacher unit. This program was to be egualized

on a local tax levy of six mills. The bill provided that

transportation costs translated into eqUivalent teacher units

be included in the minimrun school program to be equalized.

Elementary Schools. One-teacher schools haVing more

than five and less than 32 pupils were to be allov'iBd one

teacher unit. Schools haVing more than 32 and not more than

one additional unit for each additional fifteen pupils. Schools

156 pupils were to be allowed tVIO teacher uni ts for the first

37 pupils and one additional unit for every aa.oi tional 32 pupils.

In schools haVing more than 156 pupils one teacher unit vms to

be allowed for each 26 pupils.

High Schools. SchOOls having less than 60 pupils were to

be allowed two teacher units for the first fifteen pupils and

haVing from 61 to 165 pupils were to be allo'~d five high school

teacher units for the first 65 pupils and one additional unit

for every 21 pupils in excess of 65. Schools having more than



166 but less than' 445 pupils were to be allowed ten units

for the first 165 pupils and one additional unit for every

additional 28 pupils. Schools having more than 445 pupils

were to be allowed one unit for every 22 pupils. One

elementary teacher unit was to be counted for each ~:'!l, 500

appr oved. transportat ion co st.

State Aid in 1928 was $1,894,217 which was thirty and

seven-tenths per cen t of the total school receipts. The

proposed bill vlOuld have required an 'e stimated increase of,

$39,045 in state aid. The bill was ingloriously defeated

by the Wyoming legislature.

An act passed by the Vryoming legislature provid.ed that

districts not maintaining a four-year high school may levy

an additional two mill property tax for the puxpose of pay­

ing tuiti on of pupil s de sir ing to a tt end other high school

districts o 105

C. States InclUded In The Third Group

Five state legislatures were successful in enacting

school finance measure of major importance during the year of

1931. In the State of Arkansas certain measures were enacted

providing for an appreciable increase in the amount of state

SChool support. In the states of Florida, Missouri, North

Carolina, and Utah measures were enacted providing additional

l05National Education Association, .2:E,. cit., P. 9.



state school sUPP'ort and provi ding for significant changes,

in the methods of apportioning' thes tate school funds.

1. Arkansas o The 1931 legislatvxe of the state of

Arkansas imposed an annual lie ense tax of from (i2.50 to

:~10.00 on slot and vending l1lachines o It is estimated that

about :j~150,000 will be added annually to the eCfnalization

fund from thi s source .106

Arkansas passed a net income tax law in 1929 which

places $750,000 annually in the state Equalization Fund. l07

In 1931 a revision was made in the income tax la\'l and it is

thought that this revision vTill annually acld about :"i500, 000

t th 1 · t . f d 108o e e qua ~ za -~on un.

A new statute will direct the entire l')roceeds of the

sale of state lands into the permanent school fund. Hereto-

f I h If f t h ot . t -'-h· " d 109ore, on y one- a 0 e ~roceeQS wen ~n 0 v ~s Iun •

The cigarette tax in Arkansas was increased to five cents

per package, the proceeds, however, are to be used for build-

. ;n h d t 1· t·t t· 110 An tt t~ngs. igher e uca iona ~ns ~'u ~ons. a emp was

made to levy a tax on the production of electric power in the

106SChool LaV1 of Arkans as, 1931, p. 130.

107Ibid•• P. 130.

108National Ed.ucation Association, Division of Research,
state School Legislation, 1931, Studies in state Educational
Administration. No. 6, (February, 1932), P. 9.

109Ibid •• p. 9.

110National Education Association, ££. cit., p. 10.



counties of the state. The state Board of Education is

the salaries of superintendents of schools in the various

units in each county.

Instruction units are to be determined as follows:

A.ccording to Act No. 492, of 1931 , eighteen-hundredths

of one mill of the state tax levy goes to assist in paying

s -tat e but thi s -wa's defeated. The pr oceeds of this tax was to

be used to retire school district indebtedness. lll

III .
Natlonal Education Association, ££. cit., P. 10.

112~., p~ 8.

113SchoOl ~ 3f Arkansas, 1931, p. 130 and Section 13, p.7.

ll~lorida Senate Bill No. 318.

An act passed by the legislature requires each school

district to adopt and. follow an annual bUdget. 112

the Interest on the State School Fund among the counties of
. 114the state on the basis of instruction unlts.

authorized to pay to each county superintendent from this
113fund not to exceed :jPl,500 annually.

2. Florida. The Florida legislature was successful in

enacting a law proviQ.-ing for the a pportionment of the Public

Free School Fund, the One Mill Constitutional school tax, and

The state Superintendent is authorized to determine the

average daily attendance in the several counties of the state

and from this information to determine the nmnber of instruction
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The Elemen"tary Uni t. In one-teacher schools one

elementary instruction unit is c~ounted for an average daily

attendance of 30 pupils or less. For an average daily

attendance of more than 3J pupils, one unit is counted for

the £ir st 30 pupils and the f'racti onal part of one unit for

the number above 30 pupils in average daily a ttenclanc e. In

elementary schools having two or more teachers and wi th an

average daily attendance of less than 300, two uni ts are

counted for the first 40 pupils in average daily attendance

and one unit for each additional 35 pupils or major fraction

thereof. In elementary schools TIith an average daily

attendance of ZOO or more, one instruction unit is counted

for each 30 pupils or major fraction thereof in average

daily attendance.

~ Junior High School Unit. For the first 30 pupils

in average daily attendance two units are countecl, and :E'or

the number of pupils above 30 and less than 275 in average

daily attendance one unit is counted for each 32 pupils or

major fraction thereof. In junior high schools having an

average daily a.ttendance of 275 or more pupils one instruction

unit is counted for each 27 pupils or major fraction thereof.

The Senior High School Unit •. Schools having an average

daily attendance of less than 250 pupils are allowed three

instruction units for the first 35 pupils and one additional

unit for each 30 pupils or major fraction thereof. Senior

high schools having an average daily attendance of 250 or
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mOre are' allowe_d one unit for each 25 l')upil s or major

fraction thereof.

The total number of instr'uction 1.mits in a given county

is computed by using the elementary unit as a base, giving

each junior high school instl~ction unit a value of one and

twen ty-two hunclred. ths, giving each senior high school in­

'struction unit a value. of one and forty-thl"ee hundredths,

and counting one elementary instruction unit for each ~;a, 500

or fractional part of that S1.UTI spent for transportation of

pupils.

The law provides that the amount of money to be appor-

tioned annually to any sohool must not e:;(Ceecl the total

amount of money e:::{pended for tee.ohers salctries plus an

additional thirty-three and one-third yer cent of such

salaries. In schools where the County Board of ~nstruction

is unable to inm1ediately fi::?:: a minimlU11 salary schec3.ule, the

amount of money to be aplJo:ctionec1 for the school ycya,rs 1931­

32 and 1932-33 is to be a sum not to exceed the total of all

teachers salaries plus an additional sixty-si::: 2_ncl.. trJ'o-thircls

per cent of such sala:cies~ and for the school years 1933-34

and 1934-35 the amount must not exceed the total of all

salaries plus an adcli tional fifty per cent of such salaries.

The actual amount of [aoney to be appo:t'tioned for each

instructional unit is to be cletermined by dividing the total

of all money available under the act for any ono ye8j: by the

total number of instructional units in the state. The State

Superintendent is authorized to appoTtion the availe.ble funds to
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the several counties of the state in proportion to the number,

of instrue:tion tillits in the respective counties.

A bill providing for an inheritttnce tex, the proceecls

of Which will go to the public schools, W2S enacted by the

Florida legislature. An annual chain store license tax

steeply graduated on the basis of the number of stores oper­
115ated by any one ~erson or corporation was levied in Florida.

A tax of two mills Was levied on intangibles in Florida

by the last legislature. A tax vtith rates ranging from ~10.00

to ~1,000 was levied. on capital stock of corporations, and a

tax of one and one-half per cent was levied on the gross re­

ceipt s of pUblic servic e corpor ati ons ..116

Florida increased the ~,soline tax by one cent per gallon,

the extra proceeds to go to schoo13. ~he state motor vehicle

license tax, with an annual yield at present of over ;:';6,000,000

was appropriated to the schools ~117

3~ Missouri. A cormnission was 8~pointe~ in 1929 to make

a stUdy of the school system of Missouri and to reco~nend

methods of improvement. Dr. <.:Xeorge lJ. i::>trayer anel Dr. N. L.

Engelhardt, of ~eachers uollege, Oolmnbia University, were

appointed as directors of the comrnission. As a result of the

survey the most significant school legislation that Missouri

has ever had was enacted by the General Assembly of 1931. 118

116 .
NatJ.onal .ffiducation Association, .£E. cit., P. 10.

11SEbid., p. 10.

117Ibid., p. 10.

118,,1\11" .. f t.!VLJ.SSourJ. .He orms I s School Laws, 1/ Arnerican School
Board Journal, VOl o 83, (July, 1931J, P. 39.



The meesure ena.cte0. ~}l'ovidod for a reorS9.ni za tion of

school d.'istricts and. for the distri"bution of state school
119money.

The laTI :.~.n~oviaes f or the crea ti on 0:: a rodist::.'icting

boe.:r:r.:. of si=-;: members in each county to cLivirle tho county

into pT olJosedenlarged school di stricts. It In'ovide:3 th9.t

the redistricting board sh91l cease to exist when Dlans for

the enlarged districts have been formulated. The proposed

enlaxged cUstricts v/ill only become operative 'Then tho;y are

apl::lroved by the votel~s of the distl~ict.

The nevI Imv provides that c onsolid.atod clistl'ic ts now

in exist8.nce may have the :9I'ivilege of electing to receive

aid. under the pl'ovisions of the nevI la',7 or uncleI' the old la'/{.

The state guarantees to every eli strict the SlUll of ~~750000 for

each el emen tary teaching lilli t, :::)1,000 for o8.ch hi3h school

teaching lillit, and an additional ~nount for transportation

not to exceed $3~OO per month per pupil transported a distence

of two or more miles. This progran is to be equalized on a

local tax levy of twenty cents of the ~100.00 assessea valu-

ation of property within the cListrict. Schools receiving er:!.u8.-

lization aid must operate their schools at least eight months

during the year. The amount to lJe roceivecl by any district from

the equalizat ion fund is the difference lJetrreen the cost of the

minimum educational program of 0750.00 per elementary unit and

l19Revised School Laws of Missouri, 1931, PP. 230-24:1.



is provided in the law;

Elementarl Schools, Grades 1 to 8 Inclusive. Schools

average daily attendance, four teaching units; more than 120

one teaching unit; more than 30 but not more then 60 pupils

haVing not more than 30 pupils in average dail~T attendance,

local twenty cent tax and all other local school fun&s.

The new laYl provides that districts which do not Qualify

to receive aid from the equalization fund shall continue to

The foll0l7ing scheclule for determining teaching units

attendance quota is one and three-tenths cents per day per

pupil in aggreb~te attendance. The teacher quota amounts to

1;)50.00 per teacher receiving a salary of less than;1a,000 and

:::)100.00 per teacher re ceiving a salary of more than :;;1,000.

receive teacher and attendance quotas as 8.t yresent. The

$1,000 per high school unit cilid the srun of tl~ proceeds of the,

but not more than 90 pupils in average daily attendance, three

in average daily attendance, t~o teaching units; more than 60

but not more than 150 pupils in average daily attendance, five

teaching units; more than 90 but not more than 120 pupils in

teaclnng lU1its; more than 150 but not more tban 180 pupils in

average daily attendance, six teaching units; more than 180

and not more tlmn 210 pupils in average daily attendance, seven

teaching units;IDore than 210 and not more than 240. pupils in

average daily attendance, eight teaching units; more than 240

pupils in average daily attendance, one teaching unit for each

32 pupils or major fraction thereof.
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?igh Schools, Grades ~ to 12 Inclusive. Schools having

not less than five or more than 21 pupils in average daily

attendance, one teaching unit; more than 21 and not raore

than 40 pupils in average o.aily attendance, two teaching

units; more than 40 and not more than 65 pupils in average

daily attendance, three teaching units; more than 65 and

not more than 90 pU~ils in average daily attendance, four

teaching uni ts; more than 90 but not more than 115 in average

daily attendance, five teaching units; more than 115 and not

more than 140 pupils in average daily attendance, six teach-

ing units; more than 140 and not more than 165 pupils in

average daily attendance, seven teaching units; more than

165 pupils in average daily attendance, one teaching unit

for each 24 pupils or major fraction thereof.

The measures provides that when the funds available for

apportionment -vvill permi t the minimum guarantee to a district

qualifying for equalization quotas shall be ;;ti900.00 per

elementary teaching unit and ;;;a,200 per high school teaching

unit, and that the attendance apportionment to other districts

shall be increased to two and nine-tenths cents per day. The

$900.00 guarantee is conditional on the employment of teachers

holding a state certificate. For county certificates the

guarantee is; first grade, :t~850.00; second grads, ;~,~825.00;

and third grade, $800.00. In case of a shortage in the funds

the ":funds available will be prorater} on a percentage basis.
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A clause in the new act provides that the state pay

$50.00 toward the tuition of any high school pupil residing

in a district where no high school is me.intained sncl attending

another high school district. It also guarantess a newly

formed consolidated district :1;)1,000 for each school bUilding

abandon as a result of the consolidation. Provision is made

for the closing of schools haTnng an average daily attendance

of fewer than 15 pupil s anel. IOl' the transportation of the

pupils to other schools. Two or more districts are permitted

to combine for school purposes if the school boarels concerned

approve the combinati on.

The law prohibits districts receiving e~ualization aid

from levying a tax of more than twenty cents without a vote

of the tax-payers of the district.

The last legislature of Missouri :9rovided en amencLment

to the income tax law already in operati on. The lavr provides

a new schedule of rates and is a graduated income tax rather

than a flat one. The tax rates range from one per cent on

incomes of ~j~l, 000 to four 1,)er cent on income s aoove ::p9, 000.

The new rate for corporations is two 'per cent on taxable income.

The neYT law provides that should the graduateel rate be de­

clared'unconstitutional the rate on individual incomes will

,be two per cent o Schools have no definite claim to any part

of the income tax proceeds. It is estw1ated that the new

rate will add from ~p5,OOO,000 to ~~6,000,000 annually to the

state revenue.120

120National Education Association, ££. cit., P. 10.
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4. North Carolina. The North Carol-ina legislature of

1931 enacted a comprehensive measure providing for state

maintenance of the six montl~ school term. 121

The sum of ~?16,500,OOO was alJ~9ropriate:l for the six

months school Iund for the year ending June 30, 1932, and

a like sum for the year ending June 30, 1933. An additional

appropriation of ~?150,000 was me..de to be used as an emergency

fu..'l1 d.

The state guarantee s every county 8nd di strict in the

state a six months school term sup:porte~ entirely by state

funds. The law provides that no county shall levy 8n ad

valorem tax for the operati on of the six months school term

at the m:tnimulU state standards. An ad valol'em tax may be

leviecl, vrith the ap:prov81 of oertain count:r 2.n(1. state

offic.ials, in orcler to opel'ate the schools for a longer

period than six months and to provide funds e)~ended for Debt

Service and. Capital Outlay.

Each county and special district ~~ll receive from the

state all funds con~3 idered to be necessary, acconiing; to

state stanclal'ds, for ef1:icient an(; economical operation of

the aix months sohool term, for the folloTIing items of

expenditure: (1) General Control, (2~ Instructional Service

including supervision, (3) Operation of Plant, and (4)

Auxiliary Agencie s inclucling transportation. The objects

l2l nNew School Legisle.tion, n North Carolina Educational
PUblication, No. 159. P. 4.
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of Maintenance- of Plan t and ]lixed Charges are to be financed,

as far as possible, from local oources such as fines,

forfeitures, dog taxes, and other local SO'LlXCeS e::.:cept ad

valorem taxes. In the case of a deficiency in such funds
I

they may be supplemented by the state Board of Equalization

from the six months school fund.

Instl~ctional costs are to be based on the number of

teachers allowed in each l)rOperly constituted district. The

follo;nng schedule of salary costs is prOVided.

The Elementary Unit. Elementary schools having an aver­

age daily attendance during the next ':)~"8cedins year of less

than 35 pupils are alloned one salary cost, however, should

the ayerage daily attendance be less tht3m 22 :?u')ils onl:r

seventy-five ~er cent of one salary cost is all~!ed:

Elemente.ry schools ha yine:: an average d8.ily attendance eluring

the next preceding year between 35 and 45 e.re allov:ecl one or

two teachers, at the discretion of the County Board of Edu-

cation. If only one teacher is employel an additional ten

per cent may be add.ed to the salary schedule anCL if tria

teachers a.re Employed a reducti on of fifteen per cent in

salary cost must be made. The salary cost of t~o teachers is

allowed in any distric,t in vtnich the average number of

elementary pupils attending daily for the next preceding year

was 45: The sala ry cost of three teachers is allo'VTed school s

ha~Ving an average daily attendance of 75 pu:pil s. Schools

having an average claily attendance of 110 pupils 8.1'e 8.110r:red

faux salary ..1-,"" The sal a'l."Y cost of fi ve teachers i e•coel/s. ,..,;
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counted for' districts having an average daily attendance of

145. The salary cost of six teachers is allovTed for districts

haVing an average daily attendance of 180 pupils. Sc~ools

having an average o.aily e.:ttencLanc e in excess of 180 pupils

are e.ll owe d. one ad.d.itional sal":'.ry cost for e~?ch 36 2.')upils

above 180.

The High School Unit. The sala.ry cost of one teacher is

alloweo. each properly constituted. high school clistl'ict in

wh:i:ch the average daily attenclance during the ne::::t :9receding

year was 25 pupils: The salary cost of tyro teachers is

allowed distric,ts in which the average daily attendance is

38 pupil s. Dist::cicts haVing an average de.ily e.ttenclance of

50 areallovJed three salary costs. The salary cost of four

teacher s is counted for cLi stri cts haVing an average daily

attendance of 80 pupils. Schools having more than 80 pupils

in average daily attendance are alloweo. one salary cost for

each 31 pupils in excess of SOl

The e.mount of money to be apportioned for sala::cies is

based upon a state salary schedule already in operation. A

new salary schedule for superintendents based upon population

of the district is pr ovided:

The measure provides for the reorganization of the

schools in each COlli1ty, based on density of popluation,

topography of the country, condit ions of higlwT8.ys, natuTal

barriers, etc:, for the more efficient ane:' economical 0l)era-

ti on o:f the schools:

I
I •
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provide additional state revenue. The former local school

The inc.ome tax on personal income s VIaS increased in or.der to

the Pullman Company, and other companies operated in the state.

rai-lroads, power companie s, t ele-phone and telegraph compani es,

The new meosure requires the purchase of all school,

suppl~es and materials tbrol1.sh a state purchasing agent.

Provision is Elade for the distribution of state school

funds appropriat ed for the purpose of reduc inc the local

cost of the extended term o

122

In order to meet the expense of the state-supported

six months school term, several changes VTere made in the

tax system of the state. An extensive series of franchise

taxes were increased~ The industries affected included

5; Utah. The 1931 legislature of Utah enacted a law

defining a uniform minimum educational program, creating a

tax levy which averaged approximately fifty-one cents on the

$100;00 assessed valuation was replaced by a state-wide tax

o£ fifteen cents. 123

state equalization fund, and providing a method of ap~ortion­

124-ment for the equalization fllnd~ -

122 lfNe'vv School Legisla tion, IT North Carolina ?'clucational
PUblication, No. 159, P. 19.

12~atiohal Education Asscciation, £E: cit., p. 10.

124utah House Bill No. 65 (193l).
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The program provided for a minimtUll school term of
• !

nine months,. the employment of legally certified teachers,
..

and the transportation of all pupils living more than ~NO

and one-half miles from school. Provision vms made for

sChool supervision, health inspection and .supervision, and

for the purchase of necessary instructional supplies~

The State Tax Commission is directed to levy annually

a state tax for district school e~ualization purposes, at

such a rate as will raise the amount of $1.00 for the school

year 1923-33, $2~00 for the school year 1933-34, $3.00 for

the school year 1~34-35, ~~4:00 for the school year 1935-36,

and $5~00 for each school year thereafter for each person of

school age in the s tate as sho'wn by the last preceo_ing school

census •

The law provides that the amount of money to be appor-

tioned to any school district from the e~ualization fllild

shall be the difference between the cost of the minimmn

prog.cam and the sum of all funds availabl e to the 10c21

district including the proceeds OI a local property tax of

five and one-half mills: The cost of the minimum program

is declared to be approximately :)1,655 per school unit:

School units are to be determined as follows: One

school unit is to be allov~d for each one-room school

approved by the State Board of Education. TYrO units are

to be allowed for each two-room school approved by the

State Board of Education. In other schools one school unit
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is al,loYled for each 36 weighted rm-:Jils.

The follo'!,ring weighting's are used. in determining the

nuniber of neighted lJupils. The munbe:.c of pUyils in average

daily attendance in grades one to ei2~t not transported to

school ana enrolled in schools other than one ani two-room

schools are to be counted as ~eighted pupils. The nmm)or

of pupils in average daily attendance in grades one to eiGht

inclusive who are transported two and one-half miles or more

to school are to be mUltiplied by one and forty-seven

hundredths and the product is to be considered as the number

of weighted pupils. The number of pupils in average daily

attendance in gre.des nine to 'twelve inclusive who are not

transported axe to be multiplied by two and seventeen-

hundred ths and. the 1'")1'0 (luct is to be c: ons i dered 9. s the number

of weighted pupils. The nunilier of pupils Who are in average

daily attendance in grades nine to twelve inclusive who are

transported two and one-half miles or more to school are to

be multiplied by two and siA~y-four hundredths and ~he product

is to be considered as the number of ':7eighted pupils.

The new law provides that local districts may maintain

their schools at standards costing in excess of the minimum

program defined by the state~
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III~ Sw\TI.;ARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Three significant problems are involved in the major

bills introduced in the state legislatures of 1931. The

first of these is the problem of equalizing educational

opportuni ty; the second is the problem of equalizing the

financial burden of school support; and the third is the

proolem of relieving property of the excessi ve burden of

school taxes.

Bills were introduced in the legis12tures of sixteen

states carrying provisions for solving the first OI these

problems in a reasonably sound and satisfactory nay.

These measures carried provisions guaranteeing every school

corporation in the state a basic eclucational program or the

mesns of prOViding a basic educational program. Such

measures were defea teel in Indi ana, Iowa, Kansas, I.1ichigan,

Nebraska, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tenness ee, '.:Fashington, "Test Virginia,

Wi sconsin, and ':Jyoming. Me2.sures carrying p:rovisions for the

equalization of educational opportunity were enacted in

Florida, Missouri, North Carolina, and Ut~h.

The problem of equalizing the financial bUrden of

school support is pr imarily one 0 f (1. iscovering sati sfactOL~y

methods for the distribution of school funds. Two basic

methods 'of apportionment of state smhool funds are represented

67
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in the measures introduced in the 1931 legislatures. The

first method is based upon the principle that state school

money be apportioned to all school corporations, regardless

of wealth, ace ording to some measure of educational neecJ.:

The teacher unit based upon pupil-tee.cher ratios is the

most popul&r measure of educational need used at present.

Hmvever, some states use other i terns of ap~)roved school co st

as a measure of need. The proposed program of Ohio called

for a 1)er pupil per day basis of apportionment. The meaSUres

intro due ee. in Indi OOla, Flori da, North Carolina, Ohi 0,

Teilllessee, and 'Jest Virginia are gOOG. examl.Jles of this methoo.

of apportionment.

The second method of apportionment of state school

flli"1cl s is based upon the prine ipl e that the state snpport

that pa rt of t he minimum educ ational progr'am vrhich the local

school cOl~oration is unable to support from the proceeds of

the maximum local tax: levy permi tted by law and all other

revenue available for school purp 0 se s in the distric t. 1'he

measures intro~uced in Iowa, Nebraska, J:lissouri, Oklahoma,

Wisconsin, '.vyoming, and Utah provide good examples of this

method of apportiomnent of state school flUids.

Because of the 1ne'1ualitie s Which exis t in the tax-

paying ability of various sections of any state, measures

which provide for state-wide collection and distribution

of school revenue v~ll tend to equalize the burden of school

support. St~te tax measures were introduced in the legis­

latures of more than half the states in 1931, and such
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measures were' enacted in about one-fourth of the states.,

In solving the third problem, many measures ",rere

introduced provi ding for taxation of S0111'ces of 1,"real th

other than property..1hile themeasl.lTes in Idaho,

Oklahoma, and West Virginia were the only ones vrhich

specifically stated that the revenue derived from the

new taxes was to replace an equal amount of local property

taxation, it is to be assumed that many of the proposed

neW tax measures were intendeo. to relieve prop erty of its

excessive tax burden.

Income taxes proved to be the most popular form of

taxation. New income tax laws or revisions in present

income tax laws were introo.uced in the legislatlu'es of at

least fifteen states. Constitutional limitations on taxation

seems to be the stumbling block for income taxes in many

states. Vmile the legislatures of AlabamR, Idaho, Illinois,

and Vermont were successful in enacting new income tax laws,

the law of Alabama has since been declared unconstitutional

and the legality of the Illinois law is now pending.

The states of Georgia, Missouri, North Carolina, and

Oklahoma were successful in re~ising their existing income

tax laws to prOVide additional state revenue. '.'Tisconsin

failed to make ~ similar revision. Income tax proposals

were defeated in Iowa, Michigan, Nebraska, Ohio, ~,lashington,

and West Virginia~
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Several states attempted to prepare the vray for the

enactment of income tax lavrs at some future time by :91'0­

poetn~ runendments to the st~te constitutions making income

taxe s vali d. The sta te s of India na, K2.nsas, and Minnesota

aclo~Jt ed resolutions to submi tSllch an amend.ment to a refer­

endllln, rrhile Colorado, FloTidC'., Traine, e.nd. Hontc:Clla dofeated

similar resoluti ons.

Tobacco taxes as a source of state school revenue re­

ceived much attention. Arkansas, Ohio, c.ncl Texas enacted

measures levying a te.x on tobacco pro,:i.ucts tho "!-Jroceoo_s

to be us ed for school purpos es, an ct simila:c measure/s were

defeated by the legislatures of Illinois, LIichigan, iJest

Vil~ginia t and ';7yoming.

Chain store taxes for school support were enacted in

Alabarna ancl Florida aml defeated in Illinois and ',fest

Virginia.

The tax on gEtsoline was increased in Georgia, Florida,

and ArkansE!s, the extra proceeds to help SU'PP01"C schools.

Florida and North Carolina enacted measures levying

special taxes on corporations and business organizations

operating in the state.

One must conclude that in the propo sed and enacted

school finance legislation of 1931, there was a general

tendency toward increased gtate support for schools, a

tendency to decrease the local school burden, a tendency

to relieve property of the school tax buxden by levying

new types of taxes, and a tendency to apportion state

school money in such a manner as to more nearly e~ualize

educat ional opportunity and school support~
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School~ of the State of Montana, 1931. Chapter 119,

PP. 77-70, and P. 102.

New Harnwshire School Laws, 1927. P. 69.

New Jersey School Law, 1925. Article 17, PP. 163-174.- ---
Compilation of the Public School~ of New Mexico, 1915.

P. 110.

General School Laws of South Carolina, 1924. pp. 87-92.

School~ of South Dakota, 1925. Chapter 15, PP. 109-112.

Texas Public School Laws, 1929. P. 1.

Vermont School ~,1925. Section 1366-1367, P. 68, and

Section 1369-1370, P. 69.
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School Law of Arkansas, 1931. P. 130.
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Alabama School Law, 1927. No. 382.

School Law of the State of Idaho, 1931. P2Tt V, 1'. 41 •

Revised School Lavl of I,,Iissouri, 1931. PP. 230-241.

Acts of Inclia na t 1921. Ohapter 201, PP. 539-543.-
Acts of Ind.ie.na, 1929. Chapter 213, PP. 719-723.--
Acts of Indiana, 1931. Ohc.'1.pter 157, PP. 552-555; Ohapter-

163, PP. 566-572; Ohapter 164, P1'. 572-573.

. Laws of ?lisconsin Helatine; to Oommon Schools, 1928.

:J
"


	001_L
	003_L
	005_L
	007_L
	009_L
	011_L
	013_L
	015_L
	017_L
	019_L
	021_L
	023_L
	025_L
	027_L
	029_L
	031_L
	033_L
	035_L
	037_L
	039_L
	041_L
	043_L
	045_L
	047_L
	049_L
	051_L
	053_L
	055_L
	057_L
	059_L
	061_L
	063_L
	065_L
	067_L
	069_L
	071_L
	073_L
	075_L
	077_L
	079_L
	081_L
	083_L
	085_L
	087_L
	089_L
	091_L
	093_L
	095_L
	097_L
	099_L
	101_L
	103_L
	105_L
	107_L
	109_L
	111_L
	113_L
	115_L
	117_L
	119_L
	121_L
	123_L
	125_L
	127_L
	129_L
	131_L
	133_L
	135_L
	137_L
	139_L
	141_L
	143_L
	145_L
	147_L
	149_L
	151_L
	153_L
	155_L
	157_L
	159_L
	161_L
	163_L
	165_L

