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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to develop and validate a 

sound plan of reorganization of the public school districts 

in Texas. It may best be stated if considered as two sub-

problems: (l) to develop and validate criteria for reorgani-

zation of public school districts in the light of sound guid-

ing principlesj and (2) to devise a plan for school district 

reorganization In Texas in the light of the criteria es-

tablished. 

Hypothesis 

It was the hypothesis of this study that a plan effecting 

public school district reorganization can be developed for 

Texas and validated by criteria established in the field. 

Need for the Study 

There has been a nation-wide tendency toward consolidation 

and reduction of the number of public school districts in the 

United States. In 1930 there were approximately 127,000 

districts. In 1957 there were 54,000 school districts in the 

United States (5, p. 3). Specialists in the field have esti-
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mated that the United. States should have from 5*000 to 10,000 

school districts. 

The problem of school district reorganization has been a 

major one in Texas for a number of years. The Gilmer-Aikin 

Act (12) made it possible to eliminate many of the dormant 

districts, and made consolidation look more appealing, but it 

did not offer either the criteria establishing desirable 

standards or the technique by which it could be accomplished. 

No state-wide plan has been adopted by the Legislature of 

Texas. The Texas Research League, cognizant of the need for 

school district reorganizations as a means of effecting econo-

mies, has made some general recommendations, but has not 

spelled out criteria from the field or actually noted how a 

state-wide program could be provided (15). 

Numerous studies In the field of school district reorgan-

ization have pointed out that there are certain minimal units 

below which it is unsound both educationally and economically 

to operate an administrative school district unit. The 

National Commission on School District Reorganization, for 

Instance, has recommended, that no administrative unit be with-

out a high school which has at least a total of seventy-five 

pupils per grade level (5). In Texas there is a great number 

of districts which would not meet the requirements of being 

either economically or educationally sound. Not only is this 

condition a great expense to the taxpayer, as the Texas 
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Research League has pointed out, but more important, it has 

curtailed the effectiveness of the services the school could 

potentially provide (16). 

Significance of the Study-

School district reorganization in Texas seems to be 

carried on at the present time in a rather orderless, 

disorganized way. There are various influences or pressures 

which work to bring about school district reorganization that 

are constantly at work. Financial problems of operation, 

needed capital outlay with a prohibitive debt existing in the 

district, lack of specialized services, Improved transportation 

and communication—all these are factors which work for 

school district reorganization. Various consolidations are 

being effected that are educationally and economically sound. 

Others are probably unwise. Certain common school districts 

are becoming independent school districts when actually they 

probably need to be consolidated with other districts. 

The Texas Research League has pointed out that 

consolidation at present is bringing into existence a "hard 

core" of independent school districts, which will be difficult 

to reorganize later (16). It is their point, which seems to be 

well taken, that many of these independent school districts 

are too small in school population. However, with the 

indebtedness they are assuming, and relatively low total 

assessment values, any reorganization of them presents an 



almost hopeless problem. In cases such as these, the 

arbitrary reduction of school districts may even cause greater 

difficulty in reorganizing in a more efficient and effective 

manner. 

This study sets forth various criteria that will be 

useful in determining the reorganization of school districts 

and offers a plan by which this redistrieting could be 

effected in an economically and educationally sound manner. 

This study attempts to consider the conditions and the 

resulting problems peculiar to Texas, and to adopt the 

criteria accordingly, allowing flexibility for certain 

mitigating circumstances, such as terrain and distance. 

De1imltations 

This study does not accept responsibility for concerning 

itself with all factors involved in determining an adequate 

public school administrative district. Only certain of the 

major factors will be considered, to wit: enrollment, 

course offerings, instructional utility of personnel and 

physical facilities, and fiscal factors of the area involved 

will be considered. 

This study is primarily concerned with the problems and 

planning for administrative units, and will not concern itself 

with a detailed study of intermediate districts. It would 

thus be possible to have one high school for a number of 

elementary units, but all in the same administrative unit. 
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Wherein it is pertinent to the consideration of administrative 

organization, attendance units are discussed. 

This study does not accept responsibility for implementing 

the plan in the state of Texas, nor does it attempt to 

validate the particular governmental channel or technique 

best suited for implementation of this plan. This study 

accepts no responsibility for the problem of the integration 

of races in the public school. 

Procedure and Treatment of Data 

Step 1: Development of Guiding Principles 

Two methods of research were used in this study. First, 

philosophical analysis was used to arrive at the principles 

and criteria. Second, descriptive analysis was used to 

effectuate a plan of reorganization and show application to 

school district organization in Texas. 

In order to devise a plan for school district 

reorganization in Texas, it was necessary to develop guiding 

principles to determine the goals for effective, practicable 

school district reorganization. These principles would then 

serve as a guide and a direction to the development of criteria 

for the reorganization of school districts. 

The guiding principles used in this study were developed 

by the Commission on the Legal Structure of Rhode Island 

Public Education. They were selected because they seemed 
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clear and comprehensive. Hie State Department of Education 

of Rhode Island adopted them after careful study (2). Paul 

Mort felt them significant enough to include in a school 

administration textbook as a good example of principles of 

educational administration (10, pp. 142-145). 

These principles were presented to a jury of three 

persons who were asked to consider the appropriateness of them 

as guiding principles for this study. The jury was composed 

of a former deputy state school superintendent, a 

superintendent of an independent school district who has a 

doctorate in educational administration, and a former school 

superintendent who is now a college administrator and who 

also has a doctorate in educational administration. 

The jury was provided with the summary of the findings 

of James K. Kearns. Kearns validated an instrument for 

determining principles of education for public schools (9). 

The three members were also provided with a list of the 

guiding principles selected for use in this study. Each 

member was asked to study the findings to his satisfaction 

and then to determine in his professional judgment whether the 

principles presented were consistent with and representative 

of the validated instrument. All three members of the jury 

gave an unqualified "yes" to this question. Therefore, it 

was assumed that the guiding principles selected for this 

study were educationally defensible. 
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These guiding principles were further validated as being 

sociologically, democratically, and psychologically sound, as 

well as being consistent with sound educational procedures as 

recognized by specialists in the .field. They are stated and 

briefly explained in regard to school district reorganization, 

as follows: 

1. Democracy of control.--In accordance with the 

democratic ideal of giving the people as much possible control 

of the affairs of society--government, education, etc.--the 

school district should be small enough to provide as much 

participation by the public as is consistent with a sound 

school administration. 

2. Democracy of operation.—The school district should 

be large enough to provide an adequate professional staff at 

reasonable cost per pupil. 

3. Adaptability.—The school district should be large 

enough to provide satisfactory professional leadership for its 

area, at a reasonable cost per pupil, and should also be large 

enough to provide a staff and facilities for varied purposes 

and interests of the public which the district serves. 

4. Variability.--The school district should be large 

enough to provide for flexibility of professional services 

at reasonable per-pupil cost. As each district is unique, 

allowance should be made for this reasonable variation. 
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5. Prudence.—Though the "public watch dog" quality 

often found in small districts may tend toward prudential 

operation, the weight of evidence seems to favor the larger 

district as potentially being more consistent with the 

principle of prudence. 

6- Equality.--School districts should be large enough 

to provide a certain minimal opportunity for every child, and 

should be organized, if possible, in such a manner as to avoid 

an inequitable financial burden on any region or community. 

7. Stability.--A balance should be effected whereby the 

district would be large enough to provide strong professional 

leadership at reasonable cost per pupil, yet small enough to 

be democratic as to control. 

8. Justice to employees.—This would necessitate a 

district large enough to allow for individual capacities and 

talents in the selection and assignment of duties. 

9* Simplicity.--School district organization of such a 

nature as to avoid unnecessary duplications, overlapping, and 

ambiguities of professional services. 

10. Responsibility.--The school district should be large 

enough to provide a professional administration and staff of 

sufficient competence to meet the responsibilities of the 

educational program. 
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Step II: Development of Criteria 

Delineation of requirements especially important for the 

minimal efficient public school administrative unit were 

validated by general principles in Step I. Step II develops 

criteria in the field of school district reorganization that 

are consistent with,, and representative of, those principles. 

Any set of criteria to effect an adequate reorganizational 

plan must be comprehensive enough to consider these factors : 

enrollment, course offering, fiscal aspects, special staff 

services, special facilities and materials, school plant, 

school operation and maintenance, school transportation, and 

capital outlay. 

Furthermore, most specialists in the field recognize 

that a community likes to have its own school, to show pride 

in its ownership, and satisfaction in its operation. 

This study attempted to recognize and provide for the 

community-centered or region-centered school wherever it is 

educationally and economically sound to do so. To do less 

than this would be a reversal of the "local control" theory 

under which our schools have generally operated for many 

years. However, under no circumstances was an insufficient 

educational plan developed where a sufficient one could be 

developed, just to assure local control or smaller subdivisions. 

By application of criteria a plan for certain minimal-size 

units was validated. For instance, if research in the field 
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of school district reorganization shows that there is an 

enrollment below which a district tends to be educationally 

and economically inadequate, the plan devised would encompass 

a provision for the consolidation of any such district under 

certain specified circumstances. An example of mitigating 

circumstances which might alter the basic provision could be 

viewed in the case of numerous West Texas counties. Many of 

these sparsely populated counties might fail to meet the 

minimal enrollment requirements and perhaps other standards, 

but would be recommended as separate school districts because 

of the distance factor involved. 

Step III: Development of a Reorganizetional Plan 

The criteria in Step I were adapted to the Texas 

situation, with special consideration to the minimal units 

and its effects upon school district reorganization in Texas. 

A plan has been developed which potentially could serve as a 

state program for school district reorganization. 

An analysis of possible means of implementation of 

Step III in Texas follows the exposition of the plan. Various 

states have effected school district reorganization by 

legislative fiat, amendment of the constitution of the state, 

or by local option. A study of the various aspects of each 

method has been included for implementing the plan of school 

district organization. Such problems as the role of the 
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county superintendent and the minimum foundation program have 

been appropriately treated. 

Step IV: Application of the Plan to Selected Counties 

The consistency of application has been validated in 

terms of the criteria established. The plan has been applied 

to ten selected counties in Texas, representing the various 

regions^ size, population, densities, and wealth. These were 

selected by random sampling! one densely populated and one 

sparsely populated county were used from five general regions 

of Texas. 

Step V: Summary 

The final step in this study was to summarize the find-

ings and to draw conclusions. Findings and conclusions of 

this study were stated. Other recommendations for further 

study,, not in the direct scope of this study, were made. 

Related Studies 

The Texas Research League has done an extensive survey of 

the status of school district organization in Texas. They 

have developed no criteria and have offered no plan for school 

district reorganization, but general' recommendations are 

made (15). 

A study was compiled in the 1958 Yearbook of the American 

Association of School Administrators, School District Reorgani-

zation (l). Though It is not especially written for Texas, 
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nor does it offer specific plans, this volume gives a compre-

hensive overview of the school district situation in the United 

States with recommendations. 

Several federal publications pertaining to school district 

reorganization problems in other states are quite significant. 

In particular, two such studies stand out: School District 

Reorganization--Speclal Series Five, edited by C. 0. Fitzwater 

(6), gives a compilation of recent studies in school district 

reorganization. Fitzwater also edited a later publication, 

Organizing Districts for Better Schools, which is a summary 

of school district reorganization policies and procedures (5). 

The study, County School Administration, by Shirley 

Cooper and Charles Fitzwater, in 195̂ -J concerns itself ex-

clusively with rural education and almost exclusively with 

some type of county unit organization (3). 

Though not strictly pertaining to school district organ-

ization as such, Allen Herndon's study entitled, "An Analysis 

of Certain Factors Associated With Financing Capital Outlay 

for Texas Public Schools," was helpful in developing minimal 

financial standards for school district organization (8). 

Three publications of The Texas Education Agency were 

helpful in understanding the school district organization 

picture. Those publications are: 
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1. Texas School District Maps which specify district 

lines of all the districts in the 254 counties of 

Texas (14). 

2. Public School Directory which lists districts and 

attendance figures for all Texas schools (13). 

3* Annual Statistical Report which furnished statistics 

concerning the financing of public schools in all 

the districts in the state (ll). 
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CHAPTER II 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES OP SCHOOL DISTRICT ORGANIZATION 

Introduction 

Chapter II develops the guiding principles of school 

administration selected in Chapter I. These principles are 

evaluated, with particular reference to school district 

reorganization. 

Criteria for the reorganization of public school 

districts should be developed in the light of recognized 

operational principles of school administration. The factors 

in determining a standard for a sound school district must be 

consistent with the more basic tenets of the field. 

Various operational principles can be drawn from the 

literature in the field of school administration. Basic to 

such principles, however, is the direction of the national 

culture as well as regional, state, and local subcultures. 

It is out of this social milieu that the principles of school, 

organization and administration must come. 

The United States was born of two revolutions : c5ne of 

guns, and the other of ideas. The "idea" revolution came 

first; its origin and most of its provocative thought came 

from European sources. This great disturbance in the 

thinking of man was called the "Age of Reason." Man was 

16 
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given a more important role in the make-up of things; he 

became more than a pawn of fate. The dignity of man and his 

so-called "natural rights" were stressed. The philosophic 

base for more democratic government was established. 

The second "revolution" was the American Revolutionary-

War. Actually., it was an attempt to implement the tenets of 

the first revolution. Though not completely successful, it 

does offer direction for future progress of the nation. 

It is necessary to keep in mind that any social institution 

such as education must be predicated on principles consistent 

with the over-all view of the national culture or the 

subcultures. To ignore the cultural context would be folly; 

no social institution would long survive apart from the 

culture it serves. This is as valid for educational 

administration as any other institutional function. 

Democracy of Control 

The first principle to be developed is democracy of 

control. Perhaps the most "publicized" of all tenets, it is 

the center of increasing controversy today as increased 

federalization seems at times to infringe upon this traditional 

stand. 

The concept of democracy of control has tremendous 

precedent in America, although, as mentioned before, its 

antecedents were of European origin. However, what were 
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visionary concepts to a "walled-in" Europe were implemented 

in the United States. The town meeting of New England was an 

outstanding early example of democracy of control. The usual 

procedure here was for three select men to present the town 

meeting with, for instance, a budget which "any and all 

citizenry present could scrupulously examine, suggest, exhort 

against, praise, and ultimately decide by majority vote" 

(8, p. 149). 

Evidence of "emergent democracy" or local control of 

affairs of the people are myriad, both in the practical 

proceedings of early America and in the statements of her 

leaders. One of the most famous statements of this doctrine, 

if not the most influential, is the Tenth Amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States which implies suspicion at 

too strong a central government and approbation at local 

control. It reads as follows: "The powers not delegated to 

the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it 

to the states, are reserved to the states respectively, or to 

the people." 

The literature in the field of professional education 

reflects the general concern of the nation for local control 

of affairs. Specialists in educational administration have 

stressed the importance of local control in education; Paul 

R. Mort and William S. Vincent share this view: 
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. . . rather than centralize power in the national 
capital, the United States pattern became one of 
establishing small school districts, none larger than 
a county or a city. Within each district a high 
degree of control was placed in the hands of a local 
board of education elected or selected to represent 
the people of the district. This was and still is 
viewed as the safest way to control education in a 
democracy (12, p. 79). 

This view may be shared by school administrators 

generally. Evidence of this is seen in the American 

Association of School Administrators' 1958 Yearbook which 

states: "Confidence has been overwhelmingly expressed in our 

decentralized form of control and operation with responsibility 

lodged at state and local community levels" (2, p. 12). 

George D. Strayer, long a recognized specialist in 

educational administration, reflects this view: 

In our society we place great value upon participation 
of all citizens in government. We have resisted 
attempts to develop a centralized system of public 
education either in the nation or in the several 
states (13, p. 7). 

In speaking of local control of school district 

organization, Paul Mort emphasizes the need for democracy of 

control: 

The political democracy principle requires that the 
exercise of control over policy or action be placed 
as close to the people as can be done feasibly, all 
other principles taken into account . . . to get the 
most out of the high degree of political democracy we 
enjoy in education . . . (10, pp. 138-139). 

This concern with democracy of control is seen at the 

state level as well. The Texas Research League, in their 

study of school district reorganization, echo this view: 
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This traditional concept of local authority, coupled 
with the practical necessity of decentralizing 
educational administration, underlies the accepted 
principle that consideration should be given to the 
desires of local citizens in planning school district 
realignment (14, p. 6). 

Leslie L. Chisholm recognized the tradition of local 

control of education, but warned that the situation is a very 

complex one which should be investigated "rather 

comprehensively" (5, p. 2) because of the changing conditions 

and multiplicity of factors involved. 

Maintaining a balance of all factors without ignoring 

the principle of democracy of control is stipulated in much 

of the literature: 

. . . school government seeks to maintain a balance 
that gives recognition to the needs and interests of 
every group and every individual without infringing 
upon the just rights or neglecting the needs of anyone. 

No group is too small or too insignificant to 
receive a fair measure of consideration in the policies 
and program of the well-governed school. Likewise, no 
group is so powerful or so firmly entrenched that its 
purposes and policies as they relate to education are 
not subject to critical examination (6, p. 87). 

Statements qualifying the subject of democracy of control 

certainly do not vitiate the principle, but they do modify 

it. There are other criteria that should be considered as 

well. For, if democracy of control were the only criterion 

for school district organization, much inefficiency, expense, 

and low-quality education, particularly at the secondary level, 

would surely prevail. 
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Democracy of Operation 

If democracy is a cherished principle of our nation, 

which leads us to desire a fairly high degree of local control 

of education, is it not also logical that this same 

fountainhead principle would lead us equally to desire 

democracy of operation? The very basis of democracy involves 

the concept of equality of opportunity under the law. Not 

only does the citizen wish his fair voice in decision-making, 

but he also desires those opportunities governmental services 

afford. He expects these services, such as education, to be 

meted out with reasonable fairness to everyone at costs that 

are not prohibitive to anyone. It would be quite a denial of 

the principle of democratic operation if school taxes in a 

certain district were tremendously high, relative to costs 

of providing similar educational opportunities in other areas. 

The National Commission on School District Reorganization 

stressed the importance of democracy of operation in school 

district organization, and summarized its findings as follows : 

1. The administrative unit should have enough pupils 
so that the educational needs now existing and 
those likely to arise in the immediate future can 
be met effectively at reasonable cost. 

2. It should be large enough to attract and use to 
good advantage a high type of educational leadership. 

3. It should be small enough and should have a type of 
social organization that will permit people to 
participate effectively in the support and control 
of the school and to share in its activities 
(it P- 86). 
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The concern of the National Commission on School District 

Reorganization with democracy of operation parallels the view 

of the National Association of School Administrators which 

states the needs in even stronger terms : 

This is no time for the perpetuation of outmoded, 
inefficient, weak school districts. Permitting such 
districts to thwart the efforts of people who want 
good schools and are earnestly striving to have good 
schools; permitting such districts to waste the 
financial resources of people when funds are scarce; 
permitting such districts to perpetuate meager, barren 
educational programs at a time when the need for 
highly developed skills, understanding, and ability is 
so great is a false luxury this country cannot now 
afford (2, p. 25). 

Specialists in school finance reaffirm this position. 

Burke speaks of the desire to have local control of education, 

but states: "There should be satisfactory school districts; 

unsatisfactory units cannot adjust; they lack the resources" 

(3, p. 86). Mort and Reusser include "operational democracy" 

as a necessary "common-sense criterion" (11, p. 66) of public 

school finance. 

Democracy in operation means more than simply an equitable 

tax base. It also involves participation and clarification of 

aspects of budgetry and school policy. It implies that maximum 

use of, and concern for, the citizenry in the educational 

endeavor is necessary. As Mort expresses it: "Democracy 

demands that each human being be dealt with by his fellows as 

a living, growing, potentially flowering organism that has a 

right to be a participant in decisions that stand to affect 

him" (10, p. 112). 
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Democracy of operation does not mean simply democratic 

policies of a broad general nature. In the execution of 

policies and principles of educational administration., 

democratic operation is a continuous, almost routine need; 

as Mort expresses it, "in the making of every decision from 

hour to hour and from minute to minute, the administrator 

must act" (10, p. 113). No matter how democratically a plan 

is drawn, heed must be taken of its execution. 

The principle of democracy, both of control and of 

operation, is a prime tenet of educational administration, 

Nevertheless, there are other principles which must be 

considered if a sound educational program is to be implemented. 

Adaptability 

Three principles--adaptability, variability, and 

stability--seem important as guidelines for the execution of 

educational policy generally and school district reorganization 

in particular. Moreover, all three seem to be related to each 

other. All three are facets of adjustment of the educational 

institution to the emerging situation--the modification of 

programs and policies to meet the changing demands of 

circumstance and decision. 

A look at the historical development of our country and 

the present status of our culture would disclose that all 

three are deeply rooted in the history of this nation. 
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Of the three, probably adaptability has the broadest 

applicability. Mort defines adaptability in regard to edu-

cation as the ability of an institution "to adjust to newly 

developing needs within its sphere of action and in its deal-

ings with persons necessarily involved" (10, p. 195). 

Our nation's history has particularly demanded the 

quality of adaptability as compared with more static European 

nations. Ralph Linton, a social anthropologist, expresses 

this view: "The development of new social patterns calls for 

the individual qualities of thought and initiative, and the 

freer the reign given to these the more quickly new adjustments 

can be arrived at" (9> p. 129). 

Certainly American frontier life would be a prime example 

of adjustability. The frontiersman who literally had to 

"live off the land," depending on it for his food, clothing, 

and shelter, without organized social assistance and quite 

often completely dependent on his own ingenuity for survival, 

found that he must make many adjustments. As civilization 

consolidated the pioneer's efforts, and as a semi-frontier 

society, and then a basically urban society followed, the 

need for adaptability remained. It was not always as critical, 

but necessarily was of great value. Traditionally, the United 

States has been a nation which depended highly on initiative 

and ingenuity--two cardinal factors in adaptability. 
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In the field of education adaptability is of vital 

concern. Not the concept of change for the sake of change, 

but a necessary modification of educational policy and pro-

cedures is needed so as to meet the future more efficiently 

and effectively. As Mort contends : 

Certainly the appeal to adaptability is not an 
appeal for change to keep up with the Joneses or change 
for change's sake. Rather it is an appeal to meet 
present needs better or needs as yet unmet. The 
validity of the need is essential. Hie validity of 
the change for improving the manner of meeting old 
needs or of actually meeting a new need is implicit 

(10, p. 198). 

The American Association of School Administrators implies 

a need of adaptability in the educational program: "¥ith 

changing conditions, the emergence of new concepts of edu-

cational needs, and the development of new administrative 

procedures, adjustments in school district organization became 

necessary . . . " (2, p. 20). 

Adaptability means not only adjustment from superior to 

inferior agencies, such as the state, to the local district; 

it also means "leeway for individual communities to furnish 

more than minimum of educational opportunity" (11, p. 67). 

In other words, adaptability is an important aspect of edu-

cational administration concerning interaction to all levels 

of application. It is just as vital, for example, that a 

good policy or procedure originating at a small school district 

be given due consideration in broader application. 
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In summary, adaptability is well accepted in educational 

theory, though not always implemented to the fullest degree 

in school programs. It is extremely important that this, 

principle be seriously regarded in educational administration 

in general, and in school district reorganization in 

particular. 

Variability 

Variability, sometimes called flexibility, is another 

important principle of school administration. This type of 

adjustment provides for sufficient flexibility of services, 

policies, or procedures at reasonable cost per pupil in order 

to insure sound administration. In other words, broad 

policies or practices are varied to fit individual differences, 

or differences in school conditions. Variability may be 

considered in a more narrow sense than adaptability or 

stability. As used here, it refers to administrative 

organization and procedure only. 

Variability is a principle of school administration that 

should be accepted and implemented. For example, in Texas 

the state and federal programs allow for a certain variability 

of services. A vocational agriculture teacher might meet the 

needs of a rural area better than would an industrial arts 

teacher. The local school districts with different situations, 

needs, resources, and attitudes require enough variability to 
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allow for reasonable prudent action that differs from a rigid 

standard or norm. 

One general aspect of our culture has been a drive for 

conformity. Whether from a need of increased efficiency of 

complex social organization, or whether from a generalized, 

not completely explicit feeling of insecurity, certainly 

demands have been made on all social institutions, including 

our schools, for greater conformity or uniformity. Certainly 

some of this movement is logically based on efficiency, 

effectiveness, and justice of operation. Nevertheless, it 

should always be balanced by the proper implementation of the 

principle of variability. In discussing this problem relative 

to the drive for uniformity of our schools, Mort states : 

Our common practices must be examined in order that 
we may discover whether they come from problems which 
are common, or whether they come from a drive for 
uniformity. 

This is not a plea for analysing school 
administration. It is a plea rather for reappraisal of 
regulations and traditions which make for uniformity so 
that those places where uniformity is no longer needed 
may be given proper focus, and that those places where 
uniformity seems to be needed may become the special 
care of administrative officers to see that individual, 
needed variations are encouraged (10, pp. 226-227). 

The American Association of School Administrators' 1958 

Yearbook reflects this same view of variability, explaining 

some of the reasons for the differences : 

Some of the most striking features of local school 
districts viewed nationwide are the great differences 
among them--differences in pupil population, in area, 
in wealth, and in other ways. In a nation which varies 
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so greatly in population distribution, in topography, 
and in many other ways, one would naturally expect 
marked differences in the characteristics of local 
school districts (2, pp. 80-8.1). 

Other specialists studying educational administration in 

general, and school district reorganization in particular, 

state the need for variability. One group study of school 

district reorganization concluded: 

Standards must be adapted to each state in terms 
of the adopted educational program and of peculiar 
conditions within the state; otherwise, the attempt 
to improve the organization of local school units may 
create such strong opposition that the achievement of 
any reorganization will be far removed . . . . 

Local school units are not only governmental 
units for the provision of specified service, but they 
are governmental units for the provision of specified 
services in given localities. Their nature will, 
therefore, be affected by the local conditions under 
which they must operate (l, p. 311). 

George Strayer also feels- that there is a need for 

variability in the administrative structure, but points out 

the need for a balanced program: 

There is great variety in the structure of the 
school system and in its administration among the 
several states of the Union. However, there is 
emerging a pattern of administration which commends 
itself to students of administration and to the laymen. 
The pattern distinguishes among the functions which 
are properly the responsibility of the state, the county, 
and the local offices of administration (13,pp.2-3). 

In summary, variability as a principle of school 

administration is confirmed by many reasonable leaders and 

organizations in. the field of education. Variability should 

not be considered exclusive of other standards or principles, 

but rather should be coordinated with others involved. 
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Stability 

Stability should be an integral factor in school 

administration in general, and reorganizational planning in 

particular. As is true with many words, stability can be 

defined in different ways; it is often taken to mean the 

conservation of the heritage and/or the status quo. In this 

sense it means to many a very conservative quality--a 

restraint upon change and a maintenance of established 

traditions. 

Stability, however, need not be defined so narrowly. It 

can be defined "as the protection of those phases of our 

inheritance that are considered of lasting value; the 

protection of those concerned'1 (10, p. 234). In this sense 

it is a qualified type of conservation, a preservation of 

those aspects of our culture and educational system that by 

its merit should be maintained. With this type of "enlightened" 

definition of stability, even liberal, progressive educators 

could agree. As Mort further states, "it does not deny 

change" (10, p. 234). 

On the other hand, stability does offer protection against 

upsetting, radical-type change. This is highly desirable in 

school district reorganization, according to Strayer, who 

says : "It is obvious that the program provided is a continuing 

one in its ideal development. There are no sharp breaks-~best 

adjustment is to be made in terms of continuity in curricular 

and methods of teaching and financing the enterprise"(13, p. 4). 
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The American Association of School Administrators also 

sees value in the stability that continuity of operation 

offers in school district organization and calls for 

"continuity of leadership and better coordination and 

articulation that continuity can afford" (2, p. 300). 

Other specialists in school district reorganization are 

mindful of the need for stability in the educational units. 

Cooper and Fitzwater list the following as a guiding 

principle: "Administrative control is sensitive to 

established patterns of social organization and social 

values viewing the school, particularly in rural areas, as 

one of the dominant community institutions" (6, p. 92). 

In summary, stability is a principle that offers 

protection for school administration. It does not forbid 

change; it merely means that change must be carefully 

weighed so as to protect the established good of the system. 

The best elements are conserved, in order that necessary 

changes can be accomplished in a responsible manner, thereby 

protecting the educational institutions against hasty and 

imprudent change. 

Prudential Consideration 

Prudence is an important principle of economic s and 

relates most definitely to educational administration and to 

school district reorganization. A school district should be 
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prudently administered; that is, due care should be taken in 

handling the educational program. 

There are several different aspects of prudence which 

should be considered. Generally, these aspects can be grouped 

into two main divisions: (l) prudence of caution, and (2) 

prudence of understanding. 

Under the prudence of caution would come economy, checks, 

balances, authority, and responsibility. Under prudence of 

understanding would follow simplicity, justice (to employees), 

and inertia. This classification of characteristies of 

prudence has been devised by Mort and used by many others in 

educational administration (10, pp. 161-192). In substance, 

prudence is not simply one quality; it is several discretely 

related qualities which inspire caution and understanding. 

Actually, prudence has several different aspects. The 

most obvious is that of economy. Public schools, because of 

precarious financial backing as well as public relations with 

taxpayers, are constantly seeking measures of economy. 

Especially with the increased cost of education, which has 

often meant increased taxes, the assessment of the school 

budget regarding prudent handling of funds has never been 

more Important. A good administrator at local or state level 

should be interested in economy in the educational 

institution. Economy as an aspect of prudence is vital to 

the efficient operation of schools. 
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Checks arid balances are also aspects of prudence that 

should be considered in school district reorganization. For 

a school board to oversee the work of a superintendent should 

be a prudent check on the superintendent. Independent audits 

of public funds offer a check on financial officers of a 

school district. 

Authority and responsibility go hand in hand; it is axio-

matic that responsibility should carry with it enough authority 

to accomplish the purpose for which the responsibility was 

assigned in the first place. Also involved in this quality is 

proper supervision of assigned responsibility. Certification 

and accreditation practices are common examples of this kind 

of supervision. 

Simplicity in school district organization is needed to 

avoid unnecessary duplications, overlappings, and ambiguities 

of professional services, policy., and authority. When it is 

possible that a clear-cut or simple procedure can be imple-

mented to supplement a vague and unnecessarily complex pro-

cedure, it certainly should be done. 

Loyalty in this technical case basically refers to those 

relationships that involve justice to employees. In terms of 

school district reorganization, this means a district large 

enough to allow for proper utilization of individual talents 

and abilities, yet not unmindful, even if the district is 
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large, of individual staff members, their problems, special-

ties, characteristics, and morale. 

Inertia, as used here, simply means not producing sweep-

ing changes suddenly without proper introduction and/or 

development. It does not mean "do nothing" in the sense of 

an inert gas, but rather that action should be taken in such 

a way as to make transition and change as smooth as possible. 

It Is simple prudence, for example, in school district reor-

ganization, to implement policies for change in a manner de-

liberate enough to give the va.rious "publics'1 involved time 

to be informed and develop appreciation for the needed change. 

These varying aspects of prudence are really closely 

aligned. Caution and understanding, out of which all these 

aspects develop, are themselves very closely related. If 

caution Is used, more opportunity for understanding prevails. 

If understanding Is used, the person sophisticated in this 

manner, having knowledge of the pitfalls Involved, will act 

cautiously. Both are but complementary facets of each other. 

Prudence seems to be a useful word In summing up these attri-

butes . 

Ghamberlin and Kindred appreciate this guiding principle 

as related to various aspects In school administration. These 

authors state : , 

It may be said that an effective organization for 
local school control will provide a, unit that is large 
enough to reduce as much as possible inequalities in" 
tax burdens and educational opportunities, to provide 
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capable leadership on boards of education and In the 
office of the superintendent, to place the appointment 
of every teacher and the director of every school in 
the hands of a trained school executive, and to make 
possible schools of effective and economical size 
(4, p. 77). 

The American Association of School Administrators call 

for prudential considerations also. In regard to school 

district reorganization, these administrators point out 

several areas where further prudential consideration is 

often needed: 

The tax base for school support is outmoded and in 
serious need of revision. 

There is not enough money available to schools to 
do what needs to be done. 

Many school districts are too small to use financial 
resources effectively, or to provide high quality 
educational programs (2, p. 13). 

Regarding school district reorganization in the state of 

Texas, The Texas Research League is aware of prudential 

consideration. Speaking of this need in district 

reorganization, the League states : 

It is fundamental to efficient government that 
each unit of government be adequate for the functions 
and. services required for it. When circumstances 
render a local government unit inadequate for the 
performance of its functions, its structure, 
organization, and resources should be changed (l4, p. 8). 

Experts on educational finance state the prudential 

principle, particularly in regard to economic consideration. 

Burke asserts ; "True economy in education is the wise or 

prudent spending of money means, providing and maintaining 

educational services and standards, and making educational 

adaptations . . (3, p. 424). 



Another aspect of prudence Is specified. In summarizing 

the principles of school district reorganization, the value 

of simplicity should be considered. One expert group, making 

such a study, stressed the following idea: 

Care must be exercised in determining and in 
distinguishing the administrative levels, desirable 
responsibilities and corresponding jurisdictions of 
each type of local school unit established. 
Overlapping, conflicting jurisdiction, and ambiguous 
delegation of administrative responsibility should 
be avoided . . . (l, p. 313). 

In summary, it is clear that the principle of prudence 

finds much support in its closely-related aspects from 

specialists in the field of school administration and school 

district reorganization. 

Equalization 

Equalization of opportunity has long been a principle of 

governmental operation in the United States. Dating from the 

Constitution, the American heritage has assumed--at least 

theoretically with some highly outstanding practical 

aberrations--the equal right of opportunity for "life, liberty, 

and the pursuit of happiness." 

This means equality under the law. It has not been taken 

to mean that government should demand equal income for all 

engaged in economic endeavor. This is essentially a 

nongovernmental affair. It does mean, however, that as the 

law affects people it should do so in a just, unpartisan way, 
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with no reference to the person's race, religion., sex, or 

national origin. Equality under the law should mean just 

that. 

The tradition of equality under the law, as a guiding 

principle, was implemented in various ways and to various 

degrees through governmental institutions. One such 

institution of government is the public school. 

Free public education in America carried with it the 

idea of education for the masses; the idea that all children 

from approximately six to eighteen years of age should attend 

school. School laws of any state give ample documentation 

for this through their attempts to establish minimum programs 

and compulsory school laws. The worth of the individual--

each individual--is stressed. If equality of opportunity is 

not the practice, it is certainly the dream. 

One serious question arises. Does equality of opportunity 

under the law mean the same opportunity for all? To gain this 

equality under the law does it not imply a lock-step conformity 

else opportunity could not otherwise be equal? Mort, as well 

as other specialists in school administration, answers 

negatively. Mort contends that equality of opportunity has 

often been misinterpreted to mean a dull conformity. Mort 

protests : 

It is a mistake to take equality of opportunity as 
meaning the right to submit oneself to a common course 
of procedure, whether the course of procedure meets 
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one's needs or not. On the contrary, equality of 
opportunity means the discovery of those who must have 
special considerations in order that they may not be 
denied a fair chance in the race of life. This means 
consideration of home backgrounds which may handicap 
children and youth; it means considerations of native 
abilities. Such considerations will demand that two 
schools in the same community, and even two classrooms 
in the same school, have different materials to work 
with (10, p. 153). 

Certainly the principle of variability, already discussed, 

lends weight to this interpretation. Certainly with cognizance 

of the tremendous individual differences that do exist between 

individual pupils, it would not provide equal opportunity to 

force all to do the same thing regardless of their talents 

and interests. 

Strayer emphasizes this point also: 

Equality of opportunity is not properly concerned 
when it eventuates in Identical opportunities for all 
boys and girls. We know, beyond the possibility of 
doubt, that there is great diversity among the total 
population enrolled in our schools. The greatest 
of all fallacies would be the proposal that all 
individuals might be expected to acquire the same 
degree of skill, of intellectual attainment, or even 
of social understanding and acceptance of 
responsibility (13, pp. 1-2). 

If equality of educational opportunity does not mean 

uniformity of education, then what does it mean? Again, 

Mort clarifies : 

Equality of opportunity has to do with the removal 
of, or compensation for, shortcomings outside the 
control of the individual that stand to keep him from 
having opportunities that society has come to accept 
as normative (10, p. 158). 
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In other words, as defined here, equality of opportunity-

refers to policies and procedures to institute certain norms, 

a certain minimum below which no school district would be 

allowed to go. Rather than a uniform pattern, this 

interpretation of equality merely establishes a floor beneath 

which the particular school district cannot go. On the other 

hand, the district is fully free to improve on the minimum, 

adding in its own distinct way embellishments or refined 

developments as it sees fit. This is not a concept to retard 

growth, limit thinking, and generate insouciance. Ideas, 

variations, and modifications are not less important because 

a minimum standard is present. Actually, the minimum standard 

in many cases means that poorer districts are substantially 

aided by the state or federal government, thus freeing some 

of their scarce money for more individual effort. 

This concept of minimum standards as the method of 

bringing at least a degree of equality of educational 

opportunity has been rather well accepted by educational 

leaders in America. Burke notes the trend to this point of 

view: 

. . . some states had made a crude beginning toward 
equalization of service levels and local tax burdens 
prior to 1900. Most states had introduced equalization 
features into their state and laws before 1920. After 
Maryland inaugurated a program in 1922 based upon a 
state minimum salary schedule and allowances for other 
current expenses with the state making up the difference 
between costs and a local tax of 67 cents a hundred, 
the equalization movement spread rapidly (3, p. 259)• 
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The American Association of School Administrators fully 

affirms the principle of equality of educational opportunity: 

There is no backing away from the commitment to 
the principle of educating all the children of all the 
people., of providing opportunity for every child--no 
matter who he Is or where he lives--to develop his 
potential abilities to the fullest extent (2, p. 12). 

However., in implementing this quality of equal opportunity 

for all, the school administrators likewise look to the concept 

of minimum standards ; "Standards suggested will be guides to 

action rather than final ansx̂ ers and are usually presented as 

minimums rather than ideals" (2, p. 21), 

In summary* the principle of equalization seems well 

established In American culture. Applied to educational 

procedures, such as school district reorganization, it has 

been interpreted in terms of minimum standards. Specialists 

in educational administration are quick to point out that 

equalization is a bolstering of weaker units rather than a 

pattern for lock-step conformity. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented some guiding principles of 

school administration and considered them In regard to their 

acceptability and desirability as related to school district 

reorganization. 

Democracy of control, with its stress upon authority 

being placed close to the people, is a necessary and basic 

principle of school district organization. 
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Democracy of operation is a complementary principle to 

democracy of control. Both place emphasis on the worth of 

the individual and the governmental respect of that worth. 

Adaptability, variability, and stability are important, 

common-sense principles of school district reorganization 

that relate to changing conditions in a changing universe. 

Adaptability deals with innovation and the adoption of it by 

different units. Variability deals with the need for 

flexibility in educational policy and procedures to allow 

for individual differences. Stability, on the other hand, 

deals with the desirability of protection of the educational 

system from too rapid or impulsive change. 

Certain prudential considerations are of value in 

evaluating the characteristics of a good school district. 

Some of the interrelated aspects of prudence considered are 

economy, checks and balances, simplicity, and loyalty to 

employees. These facets deal either with prudential 

considerations of understanding or of caution. 

The concept of equality of opportunity as a guiding 

principle was discussed. As interpreted, it calls for the 

establishment of basic minimal standards to allow for fuller 

opportunity rather than for a rigid conformity. 
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CHAPTER III 

CRITERIA FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION 

Introduction 

Chapter II described and documented certain guiding 

principles of school district organization. 

Chapter III considers the problem of what constitutes 

a good school district, how it should be organized, and how 

to obtain the necessary financial base for that district. 

The major criteria of size, finance, and time-distance are 

studied in detail. 

The relationship between criteria and principles needs 

to be clearly differentiated to avoid confusion in applying 

criteria or principles. To contrast these two types of 

generalizations, it would be well to think of a criterion as 

a rule, having the same relationship that rules usually have 

to principles. In this context, principle is the much 

greater generalization; it is couched in broad terms which 

could be considered of a philosophical order. The principle 

usually does not carry with It explicit procedures for its 

implementation. It is essentially a general guide. 

The criterion or rule is more specifically couched in 

terms that make it more readily applicable. It is more direct, 

43 
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more explicit, and on a lower level of generalization. Since 

it is simplified, explicit, and direct--something that can 

actually be applied now--it is necessarily more arbitrary. 

A standard may be taken in the light of a principle, but 

stated in specific terms which, because of the broad 

construction of the principle itself, allow for other 

conclusions. A standard, rule, or criterion is in the 

direction of the principle, but not the principle itself. 

A person in educational administration necessarily 

cannot go straight to his educational objective, however 

sound and sincere it might be. Criteria must be established 

quite often so as to provide a method by which the goal can 

be obtained. This would seem particularly true in the field 

of school district reorganization, where unsystematized 

development of school districts has led to complex and 

varied reorganlzational situations. 

Actually, concerns over school districts in America and 

the criteria involved can be traced to Massachusetts in 1647 

when a law was enacted requiring towns to establish and 

maintain schools. Hence, the first criterion of school 

district organization--that each town must support a school--

was established (l, p. 29). 

The pattern of American school districts in the late 

eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was an ever-expanding one. 

Literally thousands of small school districts arose. One- and 
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two-teacher schools of neighborhood districts served the 

"simple agrarian economy and way of life reasonably well" 

(15, P. 5). 

Though educational pioneers such as Horace Mann had 

seen the need for more centralization of districts, It was 

the impact of the industrial revolution which really sharpened 

the focus of the problem of school district reorganization. 

C. 0. Pitzwater explains it in this manner: 

The effects of the industrial revolution began 
exerting an accelerated impact upon rural areas around 
1920 . . . the trend toward urbanization and 
industrialization was accelerating and so was its 
influence upon rural life and its institutions . . . 
(15, P. 5). 

States established various procedures for meeting the 

problems of school district reorganization in a changing 

America. Some states reorganized by legislative decree. 

West Virginia in 1933 abolished all its 400 school districts 

and made each of its fifty-five counties the unit of local 

school administration. Nevada took virtually the same step 

{15, p. 11). 

Other states passed permissive legislation and looked to 

local initiative to bring about school district reorganization. 

Under this type of reorganization no locality was required to 

redistrict and no systematic planning could be implemented. 

As a general rule these laws as a means of establishing 

school district reorganization have not been effective. As 

Fitzwafcer states : 
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It has been very difficult to establish stronger 
districts by means of such laws. The procedures 
prescribed have in most instances been cumbersome 
and difficult to set in motion (15* p. 7)-

Another method of reaching desired principles is by means 

of planned programs. These programs vary from state to state. 

Some are totally permissive, some have areas of permissiveness., 

and some are coercive in other areas. An effective procedure 

by which proposals can be implemented may be provided in this 

type of criteria. 

The criteria for school district reorganization discussed 

in this section refer but rarely to optimum educational 

standardsj the emphasis is on minimal standards. This is not 

to say that a school district does not need to consider what 

is the optimum size or, for that matter, maximal size. There 

is some evidence that school districts can be too large, and 

too far removed from the people. The concern with minimal 

criteria in this chapter is basically for pragmatic reasons. 

In the United States in general, and Texas in particular, 

there are a great many districts which probably would fail to 

meet even minimal requirements for a sound school district. 

Since this Is a recognized major problem, the emphasis of this 

discussion will be focused on desirable minimal standards to 

help alleviate unsound school district organization. 

School District Type 

A basic criterion that has secured broad general ac-

ceptance Is that of the comprehensive twelve-year district. 
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This is generally rated superior to various forms of inter-

mediate districts and/or to elementary or secondary school 

districts. 

By a twelve-year program is meant one school district 

which coordinates the activities and programs of the child 

from the first grade through the twelfth grade in one single 

school district. This does not mean necessarily one attendance 

area or school plant, but one basic administrative unit for all 

pre-college public school education. 

In speaking of a comprehensive twelve-year program, most 

specialists in the field do not preclude the possibility of 

having more grade levels than this--nursery, kindergarten, 

junior college, and .adult education. The twelve-year program 

is merely the minimal acceptable level that has been accepted 

as a criterion. Walter Reusser, in speaking of redistrieting 

procedures in Wyoming, lists this criterion first: "1. A 

reorganized school district should be large enough in area 

and number of pupils to offer a complete educational program 

embracing all the grades from first to twelfth" (21, p. 50). 

The National Society for the Study of Education, in its 

Forty-fourth Yearbook, reaffirms this position: "The local 

administrative unit should be large enough to provide without 

excessive cost an adequate educational program for all its 

citizens through at least the twelfth grade" (19, p. 148). 
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Fitzwater, in a special report analyzing sixteen state 

programs of school district reorganization projects, found 

that each recommended the establishment of a twelve-grade 

community-type of district as the solution to the problems 

studied (15, p. 26). 

The American Association of School Administrators argues 

for the comprehensive twelve-grade school district. The 

reasons are many, the administrators say. It is simple; it 

is more democratic; taxes are collected more effectively and 

more Justly; duplication is eliminated; special personnel is 

better utilized; schools are better sized; and the program 

of the whole school is coordinated more effectively. In 

short, the American Association of School Administrators 

concludes : 

The unified, or twelve-grade school district 
which is adequate in size has proven to be the best 
system of school government devised by the American 
people. Its soundness has been demonstrated for 
many years in thousands of communities of various 
sizes and types and in state after state (2, p. 92). 

From the mass of expert opinion and research favoring 

the unified or twelve-grade school, it would seem to be an 

educationally defensible standard. Any plan of school district 

reorganization in the immediate future should be based on this 

criterion as to the type of minimal unit desired. 
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Size as a Factor 

The size of a sound, school district is of prime im-

portance. Probably more is written in the literature on size 

of school districts than on all other characteristics combined. 

In fact, size could be considered the basic factor in develop-

ing minimal standards for worthwhile school districts. This 

does not imply that size is the only criterion, however, since 

other criteria can cause considerable mitigation of the size 

factor. 

Size is of fundamental importance because of the economics 

of educational administration. Without a suitable population 

and area base it is impossible to run an efficient, sound 

school system. In many cases it would be impossible to run 

a school system at all. Suitable size makes it possible to 

have quality education for a large number of pupils; it allows 

versatility, special services, and enrichment programs at fair 

tax rates for the citizen. All programs of school district 

reorganization examined for this study gave special attention 

to the size of school districts. As Walter D. Cocking, a 

specialist on school district reorganization, expresses it: 

The proper size of school districts is so 
importantly related to the efficiency of all aspects 
of the school's work that it becomes of first 
consideration in improvement of any part of the 
program (9, p. 7). 
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If size is of such prime consideration what constitutes 

a "suitable" minimal size for a school district? This is to 

some extent debatable, but estimates of specialists in the 

field have been reasonably close. It must be remembered that 

variability of conditions also must be considered in arriving 

at the ideal minimal size of school districts. 

Actual figures on what constitutes a sufficient popu-

lation base to secure an acceptable school district are ex-

pressed in several ways. Some educational theorists speak 

of a certain population of the area; other writers speak of 

the number of pupils enrolled in the twelve-year system, or 

of the average daily attendance. Figures are often broken 

down to illustrate what the recommended sizes of the elementary, 

junior, or senior high school are. 

Relatively conservative estimates of school district 

sizes are included in a federal survey of school district 

reorganization^ though the emphasis is on larger districts. 

The lowest recommended size is for a group of rural counties 

in Iowa. The surveyors recommended a minimum of ten teachers 

with a reasonable pupil-teacher ratio in the school district. 

This seems at variance with other surveys of school district 

reorganization problems (15> p. 17}• 

Illinois and Wisconsin, with a view to applying standards 

to their rural areas, recommended three hundred pupils for 

senior high schools (15, p. 11?). Miile this is below average 
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of recommended size, it Is considerably above a general figure 

stated nearly a quarter of a century earlier. The specialist, 

Howard Dawson, in 1934 considered one hundred and seventy-five 

pupils for senior high schools sufficient. This number was 

raised to two hundred and ten pupils if it were a six-year 

high school, and two hundred forty pupils for an elementary 

school (12, pp., 39-40). It may be significant that the 

recommendations concerning school district reorganization of 

a generation earlier, even by such an outstanding specialist 

as Dawson, are much more conservative than most of the lesser 

estimates of desirable minimal size. Other studies seem to 

indicate this trend. Although several reasons may be offered 

as an explanation for this difference, when Dawson wrote in 

1934, there was a very large number of extremely small 

districts. The United States was involved in possibly the 

worst depression in the nation's history, and the effects of 

depression were felt in the public schools. Many of the 

services now included as minimal standards, such as guidance 

and health services, were not in general implementation in 

1934. With the growth in population and the increased services 

offered by the public schools, a generation of research and 

experimentation has shown that school districts should be 

larger than originally thought. Certainly the history of 

school district reorganization has strongly indicated this 
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with the consolidation and reorganization of many districts 

and the elimination of a great number of extremely small 

districts. 

The federal survey referred to above contains criteria of 

various states which are higher in terms of pupil population. 

In Pennsylvania, for example, specialists felt that sixteen 

hundred pupils comprised the minimum number for an effective 

school district. California authorities stated that the de-

sirable school district would have ten thousand pupils, and 

that only in the case of extreme population spareity should 

there be a district of less than two thousand pupils (15, 

p. 117). 

Weberj generalizing on research done in Connecticut 

public schools, states that in communities of less than 2,500 

population meager educational programs were usually found 

(24, p. ?l). Woodham confirms this general proposition con-

cerning the lack of economy of the very small school district. 

With regard to costs of maintaining high schools of under 

five hundred membership, Woodham found them prohibitive (25, 

P- 359). 

Mills and listes estimate what would be equivalent to a 

slightly larger population base than Weber or Woodham when 

they call for a minimum of nine hundred from grades one through 

twelve (18, p. 298). Edward Glenn, in a study of Indiana 

schools, felt that Mills' and iSstes' figure was insufficient; 

he set a, minimum enrollment of 1,200 in the first twelve 
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grades--a number he believed would be required to comprise an 

effective school district (16, p. 43). 

Nebelach, in a survey of school district organization in 

Nebraska, set a minimum criterion of two hundred pupils in 

the senior high school. This recommendation would necessitate 

a school district virtually as large as Glenn's recommendation 

for Indiana (20, p. l4l). 

M. L. Cushman, a writer in school district reorganization, 

refers to minimum size for school districts. Although he 

prefers a much larger district, according to his analysis, 

his recommended minimum pupil and teacher figures are : 

Grades 1 - 6 220 pupils, 6 teachers 
7 - 1 2 240 pupils, 10 teachers 
7 - 9 260 pupils, 8 teachers 
10 - 12 250 pupils, 8 teachers (11, p. 313) 

In a survey of a number of states in various parts of 

the country, Alonzo Brisco came to the conclusion that a 

system needed approximately forty teachers to have a "real 

superintendency" (4, p. 217). This would mean approximately 

1,200 pupils per district—in line with much of the research 

quoted in this section, and which is in agreement with the 

recommendation of the Department of Rural Education, as 

reported by Dawson and Reeves: 

A satisfactory district should have at least 
1,200 pupils between the ages of six and eighteen, 
and if possible, as many as 10,000. 

Each elementary school should bring together 
enough pupils so that there could be one teacher 
to a grade; an enrollment of 300 in each elementary 
school would be preferred. 

The high school ought to have between 300 and 
450 pupils (12, pp. 87-88). 
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The American Association of School Administrators, in 

its 1958 Yearbookj seems to place value on a minimum criterion 

of size of 1,200 pupils for a twelve-grade system. The 

administrators state: 

Elsewhere in this report there is a reference 
to a school with an enrollment of 1,200 pupils and 
40 teachers. It is well to emphasise here, as Implied 
in the first citation of this example, that this is 
only a minimum standard.. People who are concerned 
with good schools obviously must think of something 
more than minimum standards (2, p. 110). 

Works and Lesser also affirm the 1,200 pupil, forty-

teacher ratio (26, pp. 4.1-62), In speaking of characteristics 

of a satisfactory administrative unit, Carpenter speaks of a 

minimal level of service a school district should provide, 

and adds : 

In order to provide these requirements the 
administrative unit should have a minimum of 
1,250 pupils . . . . 

. . „ . It should provide elementary attendance 
areas of 175 pupils for six grades . . . and a pupil-
teacher ratio of 25 to 1 . . . . 

It should provide junior high and senior high 
attendance units of not less than 250 pupils (6, pp. 27-28) 

Specifically, Carpenter1 states that it Is necessary to have a 

school of the above stated size in order to have an adequate 

comprehensive program which would include the following % 

A systemized program of adult education. 
A program for the handicapped child. 
A program for the mentally retarded child. 
A program for a kindergarten and a nursery If needed. 
Guidance, health attendance, library, audio-visual, 

and remedial services for all children. 
An adequate transportation program (6, pp. 27-28). 
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Alves , Anders on^ and Powlkes surveyed school 

reorganizational needs in ten states. They find considerable 

variety in the size of school districts and in procedures for 

more efficient reorganization. In reference to size they 

offer no one set figure, but found that teachers in large 

schools are better trained and have had more teaching 

experience and longer years of service than teachers in small 

schools (l, p. 75). 

Some evaluations of the minimal size for an effective 

school district are more liberal than those previously 

quoted. It would seem that the average minimum of an 

acceptable school district of twelve grades as ascertained by 

an analysis of the literature in the field would be roughly 

1,200 pupils. Just as there were some that were more 

conservative in their estimates of what constituted an 

effective school district, there are some studies which set 

a larger figure. 

A school district reorganization study in California, 

for example, recommends a minimum of 1,500 pupils and 

forty-five teaching units on a twelve-year school basis 

(1, P. 229). 

Bohne, in a study on the criterion for size of school 

administrative units, states that a figure higher than 1,200 

pupils minimum per district was desirable: 
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School districts which range in size from 2,000 
to 3j000 pupils in average daily attendance are large 
enough to" operate in an economical manner and provide 
a good instructional program, but they cannot usually 
supply a full program of services until they have 
enrolled approximately 14,000 students (3, p. 431). 

Trent and Dawson set the figure for minimal school 

district size at an even higher figure. This is perhaps 

doubly significant because Dawson is the same man who six 

years previously had set a much lower figure. These 

specialists envision a minimal unit that, if adopted, would 

profoundly affect the school district map of the nation, 

when they state : "While a unit of 1,600 pupils and 40 

teachers can have the desired services by careful planning, 

a more satisfactory unit is one of 10,000 pupils and 300 

teachers" (23, p. 144). 

In summary, there are a number of studies on the subject 

of school district reorganization, virtually all of which 

concern themselves with the size of the school district. 

Many stress size as the most basic consideration; most imply 

this by their presentation if they do not actually state it 

in words. 

All surveys found school districts of a size below 

minimal acceptance. All studies called for some kind of 

procedures or plans for school district reorganization. In 

short, the literature in the field definitely does not reflect 

a satisfaction with the present situation nor a desire on the 
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part of the administrative special.ists--th.ough not necessarily 

the communities--for a status-quo policy. 

Various criteria for size were given. In some cases, 

for sparsely settled rural areas the standard was set below 

900 pupils per twelve-year school system. Some studies called 

for more than a 1,200 minimum, but, while there was by no 

means universal agreement, a minimal size of 1,200 pupils 

most often was recommended by the literature. The word 

optimum instead of minimum seems to appear more often in 

educational literature of the 1950's and i960's than it did 

in the 1930's and 19^01s. 

Financ e 

Size and financial responsibility are closely related 

criteria of school district organization. This relation is 

readily apparent. With increased size of a school, 

necessarily there would have to follow more abundant financial 

support. 

The larger district is not necessarily the richer 

district per capita in terms of taxpaying ability, but the 

extremely small district usually is forced to tax its citizens 

disproportionately because of the insufficiency of the tax 

base. An example of this, reported by Brisco, showed "general 

control" in Alabama ranged from 15.4 per cent of current 

expenses for the 11-20 teacher unit progressively, declining 
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to 2.9 per cent for the 1,300 teacher unit. The same trend 

was found in Connecticut, Maryland, and Utah (4, p. 274). 

Chisholm and Cushman corroborate the economic 

ineffectiveness of the very small system. They state: 

Per capita cost of education and quality of 
education were generally unsatisfactory in attendance 
units having fewer than two hundred elementary school 
pupils and two hundred fifty to three hundred high 
school pupils--that the administrative unit should have 
not fewer than forty teachers, that the state and local 
finance program was probably the most powerful factor 
to encourage or discourage school district 
reorganization (8, p. 110). 

William McClure found that the small secondary school 

was rather an uneconomical venture. He states : "In high 

schools the per capita costs decreased rapidly to approximately 

200 pupils and decreased less rapidly up to nearly 700 pupils" 

(17, P. 321). 

Fitzwater adds his comments on the small and uneconomical 

schools. He suggests financial consideration as a major 

factor in eliminating the uneconomical district: 

Reorganization, resulting in adequately sized 
twelve-grade districts also improved conditions for 
financing the schools in a number of x̂ ays. 

By eliminating inequities within communities in 
financial efforts for school support. 

By making all of the community's property tax 
wealth available for supporting to total school program. 

By eliminating duplication in fiscal matters and 
likewise eliminating competition for tax rate increases 
and issuance of bonds in communities having overlapping 
separately organized elementary and high school districts. 

By providing the necessary flexibility to plan and 
adopt the school finance program in terms of the total 
school program. 
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Most important of all, by providing a situation for 
effective and economical use of school tax dollars—both 
community tax dollars and state school funds. In other 
words, reorganization was the means of getting more and 
better education per dollar expended--a fact which many 
reorganizational leaders strongly emphasized (14, p. 27). 

The National Society for the Study of Education reports 

in its Forty-fourth Yearbook that problems of finance were 

important in school district reorganization, implying that 

only financially sound districts should be compensated by 

the state; 

In most states there is a great need for further 
revision in the methods of distributing financial aid 
to equalize educational opportunity. State aid should 
be apportioned to local school units on objective bases 
and should be in support of comprehensive educational 
programs (19, p. 148). 

Need for financial consideration in reorganization is 

recognized in most surveys of school district organization. 

Usually it is tied to the size of the district. Of ten-state 

reorganization surveys studied in one report, eight states 

made recommendations as to the tax base or the financial 

ability of reorganized districts (15, p. 87). 

Size and the financial aspect of district organization 

were emphasized in this same source: 

An administrative unit of adequate size and 
organized for both elementary and secondary school 
purposes was at the same time a larger fiscal unit which 
brought significant advantages in ability to adapt the 
finance program of the district to community educational 
needs. Finance planning could be done in terms of the 
total school program and with greater flexibility than 
was possible when the community was divided into 
numerous small districts (15, p. 87). 



60 

Greater flexibility of the entire program is achieved, 

as Pitzwater suggests, when the district is financially 

secure. Together with the size criteria mentioned previously, 

adequate finance allows for better schools, transportation, 

more services, enlarged curricula, and a better school plant. 

The question of procedures and policies to make implicit the 

need for a financial criterion and the exact statement of 

the criterion itself has been handled in different ways by 

different states. Pitzwater summarizes the methods of 

proving the financial basis of school reorganization as 

developed in the United States, as follows: 

A number of states made changes in their state 
and plans at the time they enacted reorganization 
legislation, creating a more favorable situation. 
In several states these changes were incorporated in 
the reorganization law . . . . 

Most changes that were made in apportionment 
methods resulting in improving the conditions for 
reorganizations were of a positive nature—that is, 
they provided additional state funds under specified 
conditions. A few changes, however, were of a 
penalizing nature--that is, state funds which previously 
had been provided to small districts were no longer 
provided. 

With respect to the changes of a positive nature, 
two general approaches were used so far as providing 
incentives for reorganization was concerned : 

1. Most commonly, the additional state support 
was provided to all districts that could qualify for 
it--both districts already in existence and those 
established later. 

2. Some states, however, provided additional 
state money only to the reorganized districts' that 
could qualify for it. 

Some states used both approaches, providing some 
funds for reorganized districts only, but also providing 
other funds, which served as reorganization Incentives, 
to all districts able to qualify (14, pp. 28-29). 
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In state financial support to bring about equalization of 

educational opportunity, several states hinder the 

reorganization of districts that are uneconomical by 

supplemental aid to support their schools. Chisholrn, in 

speaking of the problem of equalization, states: "State 

support systems, by certain features they contain, often help 

the poorly organized, inefficient school district to the 

extent that an undesirable structure of local school districts 

is perpetuated" (7* p. 6). 

Fitzwater also found that equalization aid to 

uneconomical districts tended to perpetuate them. He states : 

The lack of sufficient equalization aid was 
considered a retarding influence on reorganization in 
many states. 

In contrast, Idaho and Illinois provided no state 
aid to school districts having enrollments below a 
specified size. In both states this penalizing 
feature facilitated reorganization (14, p. 29). 

The characteristics of what would be a minimal criterion 

of a financially sound school district vary. Carpenter frames 

general criteria, in the form of questions : 

A. Will the school district organize in such a 
manner as to provide the greatest possible equalization 
of assessed valuation per pupil? 

B. Will district taxes, plus state equalization 
apportionments, provide for the educational services • * • + 

C. Will the new district be planned so that its 
bonding capacity is large enough to finanee school 
buildings adequate to house the educational services 
it needs? (6, p. 27) 

Some states try to base their criteria on a set minimum 

valuation of property. Michigan, for example, set a figure 
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of either six million dollars property assessment or a per-

pupil valuation of $7,000.00 (15, p. 30). It would seem that 

the alternative mentioned would allow the rich, financially 

responsible, small district to maintain its existence. 

On the other hand, a minimum evaluation standard might 

not be the most effective way of establishing a criterion of 

school district organization. Varying cost levels from 

region to region, inflation, and tax-paying ability might be 

factors that should be considered. Nevertheless, the 

Michigan standard shows promise in that it insists upon a 

clear and objective minimal financial responsibility. It does 

offer some flexibility, also, and could be revised when 

needed (22, p. 4l). Illinois has a program with a financial 

criterion of $6,000,000 property assessment minimum for 

school districts (15, p. 31). 

Minnesota arrives at a financial criterion in a slightly 

different manner; 

To qualify for the basic aid, school districts 
must have spent $140 per pupil unit for school 
maintenance exclusive of transportation of which 
65 per cent up to $150 per pupil unit must have been 
for teachers' salaries (153 p. 219). 

The Minnesota plan sets a minimum financial level .for 

school district organization just as the Illinois and 

Michigan plans, but does it in a slightly different manner. 

Rather than attaching the standard to the taxpaying ability 

per se, the Minnesota plan applies the financial standard to 
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the financial performance; in other words, Minnesota stresses 

the financial performance of the district rather than the 

financial potential. 

It might be difficult to determine which procedure would 

be intrinsically most valuable. Certainly experimentation is 

needed. Various procedures should be tried to determine the 

best method to assure school district fiscal responsibility. 

One conclusion is strongly supported by the research in 

the field of school district organization that a criterion 

which would demand minimal fiscal responsibility is incumbent 

upon a state or region developing a sound program of school 

district organization. Financially impoverished districts 

that can be rectified, but are not, tended to cause meager 

educational services and injustice to the taxpaying public. 

Plans to reorganize school districts must precede the prudential 

principle--a financially sound school district has much more 

opportunity of becoming an educationally acceptable one. 

Time-Distance 

Size, as spoken of previously, generally referred to 

population density. A large district was one which had a 

great number of people residing within its boundaries--both 

pupils and taxpayers. Another aspect of size should be 

considered. The distance that a pupil must be transported 

from his home to the school he attends implies the criterion 

of distance. This criterion cam be stated in two ways. It 
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can be spoken of in terms of linear distance, i_.je., miles, or 

it can be expressed, in terms of the time it takes for a pupil 

to go from his home to the school. 

It would seem to be more realistic to state this 

criterion in terms of time, though the two methods need not 

conflict. Time seems more appropriate than distance since 

the distance can be limited by reducing the period of time 

allowed for travel from the far reaches of the school district 

to the school. On the other hand, in an urban situation it 

might take an hour to travel twenty miles, whereas in a 

sparsely-populated rural area a school bus might traverse 

forty miles in that hour. Because of its adaptability to 

local situations the "time" criterion is probably a better 

standard to use. The literature in the field refers to both 

ideas, but uses "distance" standards in terms of pupil walking 

distance rather than riding distance. 

Little conflict appears in the literature with reference 

to the criterion of pupil distance from school. There seems 

to be a general belief in much of the literature that children 

should not spend many hours in transit between school and 

home. Where the criterion of distance is explicitly mentioned, 

reference is made to the standard accepted by the American 

Association of School Administrators and the Department of 

Rural Education. This standard of maximum distance from home 

to school (one-way) is as follows : 
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Walking Distance 
--elementary'school--3/4 mile 
--junior high school--1-| miles 
--senior high school--2 miles 

Traveling Time 
--elementary school-—hour 
--secondary school--1 hour (2, p. 130) 

If this standard is accepted as the maximum traveling 

time, it would allow for rather large districts in sparsely-

settled areas. It would also mean that some students would 

spend two hours daily riding on school buses. Certainly it 

should be a dire exigency which would allow a district to 

maintain itself where students were spending more than two 

hours daily on a school bus. 

On the subject of travel and transportation in. regard to 

school district organization, the relation of size of the 

district to transportation needs to be considered. John 

Butterworth found that more heavily populated school districts 

"by and large are less expensive in transporting children" 

(5j p. 42). Thusj it would seem that the size criterion and 

the finance criterion are definitely related to the problem 

of transportation of pupils to and from school. 

In Texas generally, or in certain West Texas regions 

specifically, transportation could prove a difficult problem 

In devising a sound school district. The density of 

population is quite low in certain areas, and some school 

districts are quite large. This is a special problem that 
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any program of school district organization should consider 

seriously. 

Sociological Conditions 

There will be no sociological criteria developed because 

of two reasons,. In the first place, it has been covered in 

accounts of guiding principles in Chapter II. In particular, 

the principles of democracy of control, adaptability, 

equality, and variability all treat on the problems of 

education in the social matrix. These principles insure and 

emphasize that the important values of community life—local 

control, group moral, cultural cohesion—will be maintained 

and further developed. 

In the second place, the whole context in which these 

criteria have been presented has been that which would allow 

communities and rural districts to preserve their identity--

if at all possible--in terms of an adequate school district. 

Since the desire is to preserve the school district 

sociological or cultural unit wherever possible, criteria 

developed have been concerned with developing certain minimal 

levels of adequacy. In other words, the emphasis has been 

not on developing the optimum school district, however 

desirable that would be, but in seeking reorganization only 

where great inadequacy was involved. This concept is 

consistent with the literature in the field--as developed in 

Chapter II--which recognizes local conditions and the 
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importance of local effort, local control, and local pride in 

their school system. A typical example of this emphasis on 

retaining the sociological unit whenever possible is offered 

by Cushman: 

Since one set of functions is social, it should 
conform to the area of the natural sociological . . . 
community. 

Where the density of population is too small and 
hence the natural sociological rural communities are 
too small to provide for a school meeting the minimum 
standards of size, communities should be combined, 
with central school or high school in the strongest 
community (11, p. 313). 

It is felt, therefore, that any effort to reorganize 

districts should be predicated on the assumption that the 

community or other sociological unit should be preserved, 

if at all possible, relative to developing a sound educational 

program for all American youth. 

Summary 

This chapter has discussed and evaluated criteria for 

an adequate school district. It has provided the bases from 

which an effective plan of school district organization may 

be secured. 

First, the relationship of principles to criteria was 

discussed. It was shown that principles are at a higher 

level of generalization and that criteria are standards of 

more explicit application. 

Second, various criteria for school district 

reorganization were discussed. Size often is used as the 
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basic criterion. The literature in the field was analyzed to 

show the various studies relating to problems of size. It 

was further shown that the factors of size and finance are so 

broadly effective in the total school program that other 

desirable factors such as plant facilities, special services, 

and curricula offerings can be provided for by these criteria. 

The proper financing of school districts was discussed. 

It was found to be economically justified to insist upon a 

minimal financial base for a school district. 

Transportation was discussed in relation to maximum 

distance or time spent by pupils in traveling between home and 

school. 

The relationship between the sociological factors and 

community life was discussed. It was emphasized that school 

district reorganization was developed in a context of 

understanding of and appreciation for the sociological unit. 
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CHAPTER IV 

A PLAN FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION IN TEXAS 

Introduction 

Chapter IV Is concerned with the development of a plan 

for school district reorganisation consistent with., and 

representative of, the criteria evaluated in Chapter III. 

Size., finance, and time-distance are considered the principal 

criteria for the development of a plan. 

The three criteria, size, finance, and time-distance, 

are developed to apply to the sociological unit--the 

foundation of school districts in Texas. These criteria. 

have been discussed in Chapter III in terms of research and 

the best judgment of experts in the field of school district 

organization. The criteria, as used for the development of 

a plan for school district reorganization In Texas, are 

consistent with this research. 

One major problem of drawing a plan for school district 

reorganization is the dichotomy between the explicitly stated 

criterion and the flexibility needed to carry out this 

criterion in a variety of situations. The method used below 

will state the criteria in definite terms--clear enough to 

rule out reasonable ambiguity--and implement this criterion 
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through clearly stated procedures that will allow for a 

certain degree of flexibility. 

One basic criterion accepted in this chapter as an 

assumption upon which the plan for school district organization 

will be based must necessarily be the establishment of a 

twelve-year program offering the widely accepted services 

that usually accompany such a program. Accepted by most 

specialists in the field, this seems to be the best minimal 

unit for school district reorganization. 

Size 

Small school districts in Texas have long been a major 

educational problem. The so-called Gilmer-Aikin laws in the 

late 19^01s did much to eliminate dormant districts and 

cause many small active districts to consolidate. This had 

a salutary effect, but left many problems unsolved. Texas 

still has nearly 1,500 school districts, many of which, 

however, are acceptable in terms of sound school administration. 

Interest in a sufficient population base for school 

districts goes back many years. In 1925 the Texas Educational 

Survey Commission proposed that certain districts be 

consolidated, but with possibly shrewd insight noted : ;,The 

proposal to make effective the authority of the county 

superintendent districts of less than 500 scholastics is 

certain to meet with considerable opposition . . . (5, p. 67). 
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As discussed in Chapter III, figures on what constitutes 

an adequate school district have been increased in the last 

thirty-five to forty years, due chiefly to the increased 

demands on the school and the higher quality of education 

expected. 

For the criterion of size., 1,200 student membership in 

a twelve-year program will be used as the standard. It has 

been accepted for the following reasons; 

1. It is as nearly a consensus figure for school 

district organization as is found in the literature 

in the field. 

2. It would appear to provide a senior high school with 

a staff of ten or twelve teachers, which, while 

considering the special services and the subject 

fields of specialization, would appear to be the 

absolute minimum necessary for an effective school 

program. 

3. The figure of 1,200 pupils would mean a district 

covering a population of 6,000. A seven-member 

school board as the minimum would be the equivalent 

of one representative for each 857 people. This 

would allow for a great deal of local control. 

4. A criterion of this size will help support a sound 

financial basis for school district organization. 
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5. This criterion will be implemented wherever possible 

in terms of population complexes, in order to 

preserve the basic sociological unit as far as 

possible. It will be implemented whenever it is 

impossible to achieve maximum consolidation of 

sociological or community units that by location and 

homogeneity seem to augur a harmonious amalgamation. 

The "population complex" concept will be developed 

in a succeeding section, but one point needs emphasis 

here. A sociological unit or units of 1,200 pupils, 

or approximately 6,000 people, is small enough to 

preserve a high degree of community involvement in 

the school, even if in rare cases several very small 

hamlets or rural sections are consolidated. 

Such a criterion as mentioned above would be consistent 

with the guiding principles discussed in Chapter II and the 

criteria of Chapter III. Democracy of control would be 

preserved, equality of opportunity enhanced, and greater 

stability and adaptability allowed. It would seem flexible 

enough to allow for the variability needed by a school 

district. Certainly by consolidating sparsely-settled 

districts into larger units, it would answer the demands for 

prudential consideration. It would seem that the size 

criterion would effect greater imp1ementation of the guiding 

principles of school administration. 
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Finance 

Any plan for the reorganization of school districts 

which does not concern itself with fiscal responsibility of 

districts would certainly he negligible in complying with the 

guiding principle of prudence. The literature in the field 

generally reflects the important role of finance in school 

district reorganization. 

The educational advantages which might accrue to a 

school district consolidated under any reorganization plan 

would have little meaning if the proposed plan did not provide 

for fiscal responsibility. This study attempts to work 

within the existing framework established for financial 

support of public education in Texas. 

Texas provides financial support for its public school 

system by a combination of local and state support. This 

local-state combination of support follows the pattern 

outlined by Mort and Reusser (2, p. 404) and has come to be 

known as a minimum foundation program. In Texas it is known 

a.s the "Gilmer-Aikin Law," after the authors of the 

legislation enacting the program. Under the minimum 

foundation program a minimum guarantee is made by the state 

to each school district. Hie minimum is in terms of cost of 

instructional salaries and other operating expense. The state 

is pledged to pay 80 per cent of the total cost of a minimum 

education program for the state and requires that local 
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districts contribute the remaining 20 per cent. Each district 

is assigned by state authority the amount it must pay on the 

cost of its own local program, and the state pays the re-

mainder. The a.mount the local district must pay is determined 

by a complex formula of taxpaying ability. Hence, the richer 

districts pay much more than the 20 per cent, and the poorer 

districts pay much less. In some of the poorer districts the 

legal limit of taxing power must be reached to raise the local 

assignment. In the wealthiest districts a much smaller amount 

of the taxing power is used, leaving a considerable margin or 

leeway which can be used to enrich the local program far above 

the minimum guaranteed by the state. Thus, the matter of 

leeway becomes an important consideration in the quality of 

an education program being provided from one district to 

another. For instance, such districts as Dallas, Port Worth, 

Houston, Odessa, Andrews, and Crane have a teacher salary 

scale considerably above the state minimum. The result is 

that they have an ad van 'cage in teacher recruitment. 

As stated above, a school district in Texas is limited 

in the amount it can tax for school support. The original 

law set the total tax at $1.50 per $100 assessed valuation 

for both capital outlay and current operating expense (4). 

There is an optional legal provision set out in the Texas 

School Laws, Ball 115, Acts of 19^9 of the Fifty-First 

Legislature, by which a school may exceed its amount. It 
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was evaluated by Herndon (l, pp. 115-119) in his study on 

capital outlay and found to be an inadvisable step for school 

districts. Therefore, the original law will be applied in 

this study. 

It is proposed that in determining fiscal responsibility 

of a newly organized school the following items will be 

provided for: 

a) a guaranteed per pupil expenditure of $288.81 which 

is the average for the state (3, p. l), and 

b) a sufficient remaining taxing power left to the 

district after meeting its local assignment. 

Under the minimum foundation program the local district 

is required to provide 20 per cent of the cost from local 

taxation. This would require that there must be sufficient 

taxable wealth in the form of assessed valuation to raise 

$57.76 per pupil in order to leave some taxing power as 

leeway; this must be done within the legal tax limit of $1.50 

total tax per $100 assessed valuation. 

Obviously, a number of school districts presently are 

able to raise the $57.76 on their tax base with a very low 

rate. Others with less wealth per pupil are required to tax 

to the limit to raise their amount, and some cannot even 

raise so small an amount with the legal tax rate limit. Thus, 

consolidation and its resulting distribution of taxable wealth 

could be the answer. If consolidation is effected, the 
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question arises as to what extent wealth per pupil must be 

accumulated in a newly proposed district before it can be 

said to be a financially sound unit. 

Sound fiscal policy indicates that a tax leeway above 

the minimum program for the large or wealthy district is a 

worthwhile feature to incorporate in a plan of district 

financial support. On examination of such school districts 

as Waco, Dallas, Port Worth, and Amarillo, it is found that 

they would be required to use no more than 60 per cent of 

their paying power to raise the sum of $57-7^ per pupil. 

That is, these districts can meet their full local obligation 

under the Texas Minimum Foundation Program by using only 

60 per cent of their taxing power and have 40 per cent for 

enrichment purposes entirely under local control. It is 

believed that every pupil in Texas should have the same 

potential advantage educationally as those of the districts 

named above. It should be noted that the large, financially 

sound districts are used as a base—not the wealthiest 

districts in the state. This is in keeping with Mort's Small 

Fund Plan as used by Ilerndon (l, pp. 157-164) in fixing a 

standard required for local tax effort. 

In summary, this study proposes that any plan for 

consolidation should meet certain conditions to guarantee 

fiscal responsibility. These conditions are: (l) there 

should be sufficient taxable wealth per pupil to raise $57.76 
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per pupil, and (2) no more than 60 per cent of the taxing 

po\fer of the district should be required to raise their 

amount, so that each district would be allowed leeway for its 

enrichment program. 

Time-Distance 

Time-distance refers to the problem of transporting 

children from home to the public school. As used in this 

plan, the term refers to riding time rather than to walking 

time. This is done because in certain fairly sparsely 

populated areas walking distance would have little 

significance. It would encompass only a small portion of 

the distance of the traveling area. Since the object is to 

keep the sociological unit or population complex intact 

wherever it is reasonably possible, the larger area unit of 

traveling distance will be used. 

As discussed in another chapter, the criterion is stated 

in terms of time spent traveling rather than distance 

traveled. This seems a far better criterion to judge 

realistically modern conditions concerning the transporting 

of children to school. A distance criterion would be unfair 

to the sparsely settled districts where school buses are able 

to proceed much more rapidly than in crowded areas or areas 

having very poor arteries for transportation. 

The criterion used in this plan will be one hour 

traveling time, one way, from home to school as the maximum 
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distance to be allowed. Furthermore,, it is believed that a 

high percentage of the school population would have to travel 

much less than the maximum of two hours a day in transit. 

Traveling time is not simply a matter of organization 

of sound school districts; it also involves the proper 

placing of schools within the district to allow maximum 

effectiveness. In other words, a criterion of time-distance 

is not a panacea, solving all transportation woes, but is a 

primary step in eliminating unfair and tedious transportation 

problems. 

The criterion of a maximum of one hour travel as a 

minimal standard of school district organization seems 

feasible for the following several reasons : 

1. It is flexible in that it allows larger districts 

in sparsely settled areas because of more rapid 

transit. 

2. It establishes a maximum of W o hours' time that a 

child could spend in transit. A search of the 

literature has found no defense of a longer period 

in transit of public school children as acceptable. 

3. The consensus of professional opinion, particularly 

professional educational groups, seems to be that 

two hours is the maximum length of time a child 

should regularly ride a school bus. 
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4. Hie sociological unit and the "community affair" 

concept is damaged by a school district that is too 

large in area and which does not provide several 

educational plants, such as high schools, to meet 

the needs of its area. The hour limit criterion 

would allow people possibly up to forty miles or 

more from the school to be in the same district. 

Theoretically, a district could be seventy-five or 

eighty miles across and meet this criterion. 

5. A greater distance would add further financial 

burdens; it would tend to mean more and longer bus 

lines and more expense that, perhaps, could be 

avoided. 

It would seem both Just and prudent to accept the 

criterion of time-distance for school district reorganization. 

It would be effective in the maintenance of the principle of 

equality since it would avoid placing undue burden on time 

consuming bus rides by public school children. It would have 

a tendency to keep the pupils closer to places of residence. 

In summary, it seems consistent with both the guiding principles 

of Chapter II and the criteria of Chapter III to include the 

criterion of time-distance in a plan for school district 

reorganization. 
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Procedures for Implementation 

The plan of school district reorganization developed in 

preceding sections could be implemented in many ways. It 

could be adopted by legislative fiat and immediately put into 

execution. Conversely, it could be accepted as a suitable 

standard for school district organization--a sort of distant 

ideal--but offered only as a suggested standard. Precedents 

are available for each procedure. Furthermore, there are 

steps between absolute enactment and cheerful encouragement 

which are worth discussing. 

To reorganize a vast region as Texas by simple legislative 

fiat would seem to be hazardous action. In the first place, 

there might be much ill will which could otherwise be 

avoided. Some people would, be resentful of the fact that no 

aspect of local control was involved in such a reorganization. 

Secondly, there might be very little understanding of the 

plan and the purposes involved if it were forced on the 

citizenry by legislative decree without their wishes being 

in any way considered. The method of obtaining relief by 

immediate, comprehensive legislative fiat has sociological 

limitations that should cause one to look for an alternative. 

At the other extreme would be the completely permissive, 

"suggestive" approach. A state employing this method would 

offer its plan, encourage -unsatisfactory districts to accept 

it, perhaps try to persus.de gently, but would avoid any 
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further steps. Such a plan would have the advantage of 

promoting a high degree of local control. Furthermore, there 

would be no public relations problem,, since no one would be 

forced to make adjustments. 

It would seem that the permissive plan would have 

several limitations, also. The history of school district 

reorganization discussed in a previous chapter implies this. 

If a state provides equalization funds to subsidize schools 

of insufficient size and wealth, there is a tendency to preserve 

the ineffective and impoverished district. Thus, a dilemma 

presents itself; either the state allows a low quality, 

substandard educational service to exist or it heavily 

subsidizes it, forcing the citizenry throughout the state to 

pay for an imprudently-organised district. Neither 

alternative seems satisfactory. A completely permissive 

program of school district reorganization would, not insure 

responsible school administration, and might conceivably 

reward inefficiency. 

A third method of implementing a plan of school district 

reorganization would be to make the plan semi-permissive, with 

penalty attached. The local district could decide whether it 

wished to accept a plan for reorganization or not. If they 

did not accept it, the district would be financially penalized. 

This method seems to have value over the first two 

mentioned, in that it would secure action and would allow a 



85 

certain amount of local decision. Nevertheless, it would 

have the weakness of a negatively developed program. It 

would seem to many to be punitive, thereby depriving people 

of benefits they formerly had secured and were accustomed to 

enjoying. 

There is still another approach that would appear to be 

the best possible alternative. It would be a combination of 

both mandatory and permissive aspects. It would not penalize 

any district nor deprive it of the funds it was currently 

receiving, but it would do the following: 

1. Award increases in minimum foundation program 

only to districts meeting the established criteria.. 

2. Award increases or supplements, or new 

appropriations for school plant construction, 

only to districts meeting the established criteria. 

3. Award increases or new allocation of federal funds 

to the standard school districts. 

Such a method would seem most desirable. It would 

motivate reorganization of inferior districts because of the 

added benefits accruing to the acceptable district. It would 

not deprive a district of any funds It Is now receiving. It 

would stress local control because reorganization would be 

consummated by the vote of the people. In the case of a 

district that refused to operate economically, it would at 

least protect the rest of the state from paying a 
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disproportionate share of educational costs because of 

district inefficiency. Therefore, it would seem that 

considering needed progress, better educational and public 

relations, this alternative would be the most acceptable 

manner of implementation. 

Another procedure to be effected deals with the 

limitations wherein the criteria will be applied. In a 

sparsely-settled area, for example, the question of how many 

hundreds of miles would be consolidated into one district in 

order to obtain sufficient population base would be a major 

problem. A second rule of procedure would state that, if 

the substandard districts in a county were to organize into 

a single district, and if this district did not meet the 

established criteria, this district would be allowed all the 

financial benefits the state provides to the standard district. 

The plan of school district organization would apply only to 

county-wide redistrie ting. No two or three counties would be 

forced to join together to create a standard size district. 

A third procedure would be the encouragement of 

population complexes, though not mandatory, as the basis for 

satisfactory school district organization. A population 

complex is defined as a unit of cultural and geographical 

unity, bound together by community or area spirit, or a feeling 

of cohesion. 
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This procedure would allow for more flexibility in the 

organizational process. It would allow and encourage two 

communities that were extremely close in culture and geography 

but separated by a county line to merge. This alternative in 

many cases might be a far superior solution to the 

reorganizational problem than merely creating a county unit. 

County units do not always properly account for natural 

barriers or the disposition of highways. Substandard districts 

should be urged to consider the possibility of multi-unit 

reorganizational plans. 

This procedure also should be useful as a principle, for 

example, in the reorganization of several substandard rural 

districts near a large urban center. If the substandard 

districts merge into a standard district rather than being 

absorbed in the large urban district, the population complex 

concept could be implemented, on occasion, with benefit. 

Furthermore, a board should be established at the state level 

with the Commissioner of the Education Agency as chairman, to 

do the following: 

1. Interpret any ambiguous provisions or settle disputes 

as to alternatives allowed under the reorganizational 

plan. 

2. Recommend for legislative action any revision needed 

in the criteria for school district organization. 
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3. Advise the Texas Education Agency and through it the 

public schools and citizens of Texas of any 

experiments or practices in other states that would 

facilitate strengthening of the school district 

pattern in Texas. 

Summary 

Chapter IV is essentially the development of a plan for 

school district reorganization in the state of Texas. 

A criterion is developed for minimal size of school 

districts in Texas in terms of pupil membership in a twelve-

grade system. That criterion was specifically set at 1,200 

pupils. 

A criterion for time-distance was established. This 

involves the distance from the school to the home and was 

ascertained in terms of maximum travel time, one hour in 

transit being the maximum allowable. 

The third criterion of school district organization was 

that of financial responsibility. It involved establishment 

of fiscal responsibility based on a formula which pegged, local 

effort in terms of minimal fiscal responsibility. 

In implementing these criteria three procedures were 

developed and explained: 

1. The procedure of providing additional funds only to 

standard school districts. 
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2, The procedure of invoking the county-unit plan to 

allow full advantages to substandard districts which are 

unable to meet the established criteria. 

3. The procedure of the development of population 

complexes, permissively determined,, which would enable and 

encourage multi-county organization upon the vote of the 

people. 
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CHAPTER V 

APPLICATION OF THE PLAN TO SELECTED AREAS 

Procedures Used in Application 

This chapter applies a plan of school district 

reorganization, in terms of the criteria and the procedures 

discussed in Chapter IV, to ten selected counties in Texas. 

The application will be made with the following purposes in 

mind: 

1. To present school district reorganization through 

maps in as simple and clear-cut a method as possible. Only-

data contributing to the study are included on the maps. 

2. To present reorganization maps based on the latest-

data available from state publications. 

3. To select the counties in such a way as to have the 

most representative group of Texas counties possible. 

The procedures explained below have been established in 

order to show application of the plan of school district 

reorganization consistent with the purposes stated above. 

First, a map of Texas, showing county lines, was 

arbitrarily divided into five general areas, as shown in 

Figure 1. This was done roughly in accordance with the 

geographical and cultural areas of the state. The five areas 
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Pig. 1—Geographic zones of Texas 
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were South Texas, West Texas, jiast Texas, North Texas, and 

Central Texas. The Panhandle section of the state was arbi-

trarily placed in the West Texas area. 

Second, in order to get a representative picture of 

school districts in Texas, one large to very large county and 

one small to very small county were used from each of the 

five geographical areas. Size was determined in terms of 

population. This resulted in ten counties—five small and 

five large—being used, representing every major section of 

the state. 

In order to make a division to differentiate small 

counties from large counties, and. in an attempt to avoid bias 

by overloading the choices with too many large or small 

counties, an arbitrary dividing point was ascertained. Por 

the purposes of this study, a county having at least one high 

school of 750 enrollment was considered large, while any 

county having a high school of less than this size was con-

sidered small. This is consistent with the practice in Texas 

of grouping schools as large and small for scholastic, es-

thetic, and athletic purposes. While perhaps not intrinsically 

a true division of large and small, it provided an objective 

way to secure an unbiased cross-section of representative 

Texas counties. 

Specifically, each of the counties selected was chosen 

by random sampling in the following manner. The name of each 
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county was written on a card and the cards were arranged in 

random order. Selections were made by chance. Each county 

had a statistically equal chance of being selected. Choices 

were made with respect to the ten categories discussed above. 

One county was selected for each category, with subsequent 

counties of that category being discarded. This procedure 

was continued until all of the ten categories were represented. 

The counties selected and used in this study, together with the 

area each represents, are as follows : 

Jefferson large East Texas 

Shelby small East Texas 

Shackelford small North Texas 

Wichita large North Texas 

Brazos large . . . . . . .Central Texas 

Concho small Central Texas 

Nueces _ large South Texas 

Brooks small South Texas 

Hale large West Texas 

Kent small West Texas 

In accordance with the stated purpose of making the map 

drawings simple, clear, and up-to-date, they were constructed 

in the following manner: 

1. The basic map showing county lines and most school 

district lines, and primary populated cities and 

towns, was traced from the official State School 

District maps (4). 
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2. Modernization of the official maps was made in 

agreement with information contained in the Public 

School Directory, 1960-61 (3). 

3. Geographical and cultural features on the state 

department maps, significant in other contexts, but 

not relevant to the reorganizational plan of this 

study, were deleted. 

In order to obtain the latest information published, 

the criterion for size was applied by using enrollment 

figures as found in the most recently published Annual 

Statistical Report, 1958-1959, issued by the Texas Education 

Agency (2). 

The map drawings are concerned basically with how the 

reorganizational plan would or would not alter school 

districts in that county. School districts which slightly 

overlap into another county for the purposes of this 

application have been considered to be part of the county 

occupied by the largest portion of the district. 

The examples of application of the plan of school 

district reorganization demonstrate how the plan can be 

implemented. They are simply one way to meet the provisions 

of the plan. Substandard districts could, through democratic 

processes of election, decide to merge to form a new district 

to meet the criteria and procedure of the plan. Such action 
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would be satisfactory and consistent with the plan. If two 

counties or two regions in adjoining counties wished to merge, 

it would be quite consistent with the "population complex" 

procedure outlined in Chapter IV. County units were chosen 

only as a division to show examples of reorganization, and 

not because they represented the only alternative to sound 

reorganization of school districts. County lines should be 

disregarded if a multi-county reorganizetional plan is desired 

by the citizenry and can meet the standards established by 

this plan. 

Reorganizations mentioned in this chapter are of 

administrative units--not attendance units. When reorganization 

of school districts joins several small towns it does not imply 

that all the school plants will be eliminated except one. On 

the contrary, any center that has an elementary school, for 

example, large enough to support an adequate program would be 

maintained at the discretion of the local citizenry. 

The formula for the Index of Local Support was calculated 

in the following manner. The enrollment of the district was 

divided into the assessed valuation of the district to obtain 

the per capita pupil wealth of the district. This figure 

was divided by 100--the tax rate found to be acceptable to 

determine the amount of revenue per pupil the local district 

potentially could raise. Since this was in terms only of 
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a minimal program and did not inclu.de enrichment, the figure 

computed was multiplied by 60 per cent--the amount found to 

allow sufficient leeway in financially acceptable districts. 

The composite figure is the Index of Local Support. If the 

figure computed was below $57-50—one fifth of the funds 

needed for maintaining an average school in Texas--the district 

failed to meet the financial criterion as stipulated in Chapter 

IV. 

. All geographicj economic, and statistical information 

concerning the state of Texas is taken from the Texas Almanac, 

1360-1961 (1) . 

Jefferson County 

Jefferson County is a populous county on the Coastal 

Plain facing the Gulf of Mexico and bordering on Louisiana. 

Its sharply contrasting economy is based on varied occupations, 

such as oil well leasing and drilling operations, livestock 

raising, farming, and shipping. With a population of 245,659, 

Jefferson County contains two large urban centers, Beaumont, 

with a population of slightly over 110,000, and Port Arthur, 

with a population of something over 6l,000, as well as one 

town of note, Port Heches, with a population of around 5,600. 

Table I shows the nine present school districts In 

Jefferson County, as well as the size and financial status of 

each. Five of the districts meet all of the minimal criteria 
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SIZ-5 AND FINANCIAL STATUS OP SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS OF JEFFERSON COUNTY 
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Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Beaumont 901 14,732 $ 186,744 $ 75•66 

China 902 617 4,235 41.78 

Fannet 903 449 8,689 116.11 

Nederland 905 3,117 58,596 108.00 

Port Arthur 907 14,924 289,186 116.34 

Port Neches 908 4,912 94,241 115.08 

South Park 910 6,801 180,528 129.24 

Hampshire-
New Holland 911 381 24,013 379•80 

Sabine Pass 913 173 5,076 175.84 



99 

of acceptabilityj namely, Beaumont, with an enrollment of 

14,732 and an Index of $75.66; South Park, ivith an enrollment 

of 6,801 and an Index of $129.24; Port Arthur, with an 

enrollment of 14,924 and an Index of $116.34; Nederland, with 

an enrollment of 3*117 and an Index of $108.00; and Port 

Neches, with an enrollment of 4,912 and an Index of $115.08. 

The four remaining districts are very small, the largest being 

China with 617 pupils. Figure 2 sets out the nine present 

school districts. 

If the four Jefferson County school districts which 

lack size were consolidated, they would make a school 

district of approximately 1,600 pupils. As a result of such 

consolidation, the new district would be well financed, and 

there would be no undue burden of travel imposed upon any 

child in this district. Furthermore, it would make a 

district of relatively homogeneous culture. 

Thus, if Jefferson County, a medium-sized county of 

945 square miles, were to be consolidated, It would have 

six school districts, all well financed, all meeting the 

minimal size requirements for standard school districts, 

and all covering a relatively small area. Figure 3 presents 

the proposed revision of the present nine school districts 

into six districts. 
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Shelby County 

Shelby County is largely a rural county in extreme East 

Central Texas. Its economy is chiefly that of lumber, 

livestock, and farming. The one town of size, Center, is 

the commercial headquarters of the area. Table II gives data 

TABLE II 

SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OP SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS OF SHELBY COUNTY 

Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment 

. 

Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Strong 32 84 $ 516 $ 36.84 

Excelsior 47 88 ; 205 13,98 

Center 901 2,123 3,983 11.28 

Joaquin 902 606 2,170 21.36 

Shelbyville 903 508 939 11.04 

Tenaha 904 489 1,200 14.70 

Timpson 905 785 1,998 15.24 
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on the size and financial status of school districts of 

Shelby County. 

Shelby County is an example of a financially impoverished 

county. Of the seven school districts in the area, as shown 

in Figure 4, only the smallest one, Strong, has an Index of 

even one half of the minimal level, and its $36.84 falls far 

short of the minimal level. 

No district except Center approaches the size criterion 

for standard school districts. With 2,123 pupils, Center is 

acceptable in regard to size. Its Index is $11.28. The 

next largest district, Timpson, has an enrollment of only 

785 pupils. Its Index is $15.24. 

Since no district meets the criteria, and no merger of 

several districts within the county could meet the criteria 

for a standard school district, the county unit procedure 

should be invoked. This would not produce a strong district, 

but certainly would improve existing conditions. Figure 5 

3hows the proposed revision of the present districts. 

If such a consolidation should take place in this medium-

sized county of 819 square miles, one other point could be 

made in its favor. Center, the largest town, is centrally 

located to all areas in the county and should provide a fine 

location for a medium-large county senior high school. While 

this division would not make a completely satisfactory district, 

it should strengthen the educational program considerably. 
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Wichita County 

Wichita County is situated on the Red River in North 

Central Texas, bordering Oklahoma. It contains the large 

urban area of Wichita F ,11s, an industrial-commercial center. 

Other sizable towns are Slectra and Burkburnett. Outside of 

Wichita Falls the principal industry is ranching. Table III 

presents data relative to the size and financial status of 

school districts of Wichita County. 

TABLE III 

SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OF SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS OF WICHITA COUNTY 

Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

City View 8 168 $ 1,514 $ 53.64 

Friberg 20 66 • 337 30.72 

Burkburnett 901 1 , 8 0 0 10,735 35.76 

Electra 902 1,196 1 2 , 3 8 6 6 2 . 2 2 

Iowa Park 903 960 5,593 58.35 

Valley View 904 268 4,248 . 94.80 

Wichita Falls 905 17,174 160 ,000 55.92 
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Wichita County is unusual in two respects. It contains 

seven school districts, as shown in Figure 6, none of which 

meet all the criteria for a sound school district. More 

unusual, however, is the fact that the large urban center, 

Wichita Palls, is unable to meet the minimal financial standard, 

although its Index of $55-92 is close to the minimal of $57-50. 

Most large urban centers in Texas have Index rates much higher. 

The addition of Valley View to the Wichita Palls district 

strengthens both. Valley View's Index of $94.80 would help 

the financial situation of Wichita Falls. With only 268 

pupils, Valley View needs to be consolidated. City View and 

Priberg would bring some two hundred thirty pupils more into 

this district. Both are financially unacceptable for school 

districts. Distance would not be a factor, as these districts 

are situated close together. 

Burkburnett, ZLectra, and Iowa Park should be consolidated 

into one fairly large district of some 4,000 pupils. With 

1,800 pupils, Burkburnett has sufficient size, but an Index of 

$35-76 warrants consolidation for financial strengthening. 

Electra and Iowa Park would bring financial stability to this 

district. 

Thus, Wichita County, a small county of 612 square miles, 

could be reorganized into two fairly strong, compact districts. 

A proposal for such revision is illustrated in Figure 7. 
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Shackelford County 

Shackelford County is situated on the rolling West Texas 

plains. "While the chief industry is cattle raising, there 

are some oil and natural gas drilling operations conducted 

in this area, as well as commercial production of limestone. 

The principal commercial center is Albany, with a population 

of 2,17^, where nearly one half of the people of the county 

live. Table IV gives data, on the size and financial status 

of school districts of Shackelford County. 

TABLE IV 

SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OF SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS OF SHACKELFORD COUNTY 

Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment 

• * - *"1' 

Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Albany 901 6ll $ 10,249 $ 100.20 

Moran 902 133 2,957 133.32 

Shackelford County provides an excellent example of 

the sparsely-settled county in West Central Texas. There 
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are two independent school districts in this county, with a 

combined total of 7 ^ pupils, which falls far short of 

meeting the minimal standard for size established in 

Chapter IV. Figure 8 shows the present school districts for 

Shackelford County. 

Both Albany and Moran have relatively high Indexes, 

with $100.20 for Albany, and $153-32 for Moran. Certainly 

the per capita wealth is sufficient to provide an adequate 

school district as far as financial support is concerned. 

Despite the high assessed valuation of Shackelford, the two 

school districts should be consolidated into one district, 

as shown in Figure 9« This consolidation would be necessary 

because of the failure of both districts to meet the size 

criterion. Therefore, the county unit procedure should be 

invoked so that the new district would not be penalized, but 

would realize all the advantages allowed standard districts. 

A medium-sized county of 887 square miles In area, 

Shackelford County has the advantage of its largest town, 

which is Albany, being near the center of the county. This 

would be advantageous for a single senior high school or a 

junior-senior high school combination. No great distances 

would be Involved in pupil travel, particularly If more 

than one elementary attendance unit could be adequately 

supported. 
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Brazos County 

Brazos County is located in East Central Texas in the 

fork of the Brazos and Navasota Rivers. It is largely an 

agricultural county, although its largest city, Bryan, is 

a commercial center. College Station, contiguous to Bryan, 

serves the area around Texas Agricultural and Mechanical 

College. Table V sets out the size and financial status of 

the school districts of Brazos County. 

TABLE V 

ICIAL STi1 

DISTRICTS OF BRAZOS COUNTY 
SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OF SCHOOL 

Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Kurten 1 0 2 4 8 $ 4 , 2 9 2 $ 1 0 3 . 8 0 

A. & M. 
Consolidated 9 0 1 1 , 3 9 2 1 0 , 5 7 3 4 5 . 5 4 

Bryan 9 0 2 5 , 9 3 3 3 3 , 8 5 0 3 4 . 2 3 
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There are presently three school districts in Brazos 

County, which are financially below average in potential 

support for Texas. Only the very small district of Kurten, 

with an enrollment of 248 pupils, has adequate financial 

support; however, with only this total of 248 pupils , it 

would be well short of the minimal criterion for size. A. & 

M. Consolidated has an enrollment of 1,392 pupils, which 

meets the size criterion, but with an Index of $45.54 per 

pupil, it falls short of the finance criterion. Bryan also 

meets the size criterion, with 5,933 pupils, but fails to 

meet the finance criterion, with an Index of $34.23. The 

present school districts in Brazos County are illustrated 

in Figure 10. 

It would seem that a county unit would be the best for 

Brazos County. It would not make a standard district because 

of its failure to meet the financial criterion, but it should 

strengthen the districts involved, and, according to the 

county unit procedure, it should avoid any penalty. A 

relatively small East Central Texas county, comprising 583 

square miles, Brazos County as a single unit would not impose 

difficult travel responsibilities on any school children. 

A proposed revision to the present school districts of 

Brazos County is given in Figure 11. 
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Concho County 

Concho County is a sparsely-populated county in West 

Central Texas, located on the northern edge of the Edwards 

Plateau. There is no urban center in this ranching county 

of only 3j600 people, but the largest village, Eden, is the 

principal commercial center. 

An excellent example of population sparsity and its 

attendent problems in redistricting are demonstrated by 

studying Concho County and the data shown in Table VI. 

TABLE VI 

SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OP SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS OP CONCHO COUNTY 

"" "• 

Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Eola 702 206 $ 2,405 $ 70.02 

Paint Rock 703 137 1,641 67.50 

Millersvlew 704 4l 1,450 212.16 

Eden 901 437 3,700 51-18 
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Figure 12 shows the present school districts of Concho 

County. 

If all districts in Concho County were combined, 

slightly over 800 pupils would be in the newly composed 

district. Though this district could meet the Index 

minimum, it could not qualify, obviously, on the basis of 

size as an adequate district. Eola, with an enrollment 

of 206; Paint Rock, with an enrollment of 137 J Millersview, 

with an enrollment of only 4l; and Eden, with an enrollment 

of 437 pupils all fall short of the minimal requirements of 

size for standard school districts. Therefore, the county 

unit procedure should be invoked so that the district would 

not be penalized. 

Thus, Concho County would contain one school district 

of 1,004 square miles, probably too large in terms of a 

single high school center, as proposed in Figure 13. 

Certainly, with lack of size, no more than one high school 

could be contemplated, even with principles of educational 

administration in mind. However, it might be feasible to 

maintain several elementary attendance units. The reorganized 

district would be much stronger than the four separate districts, 

but educationally unsound. Redisricting of an even larger 

area could be effected under this plan, but the problem of 

travel time would be a distinct handicap in consolidating a 

much larger area. 
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Nueces County 

Nueces County lies on the coast of the Gulf of Mexico 

about half way between Mexico and San Antonio, Corpus 

Christi, the principal large city of the county, is an 

industrial site, and port. Robstown and Bishop are small 

towns. Outside of the Corpus Christ! area, Nueces County ir 

largely engaged in farming and ranching except for an 

industrial plant near Bishop. Table VII sets out the size 

and financial status of school districts of Nueces County. 

The present school districts of Nueces County are 

illustrated in Figure 14. Many of these small school 

districts need to be consolidated. Some of these districts 

have a fairly high proportion of wealth, but fail to meet 

other criteria. Bluntzer is the most impressive example of 

this. With an Index of $370.02, it is an extremely weal thy 

district, but an enrollment of only 36 pupils makes it 

highly undesirable as a school district. Curricular 

offerings might be limited, as well as other services 

provided by the school. 

While Bluntzer is the most outstanding example of high 

Index, other districts are quite acceptable from the 

standpoint of wealth per capita, but are not large enough 

to remain as acceptable school districts. Port Aransas, 

with 109 pupils and an Index of $371.34j Violet, with 18 



TABLE ¥11 

SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OP SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS OF NUECES COUNTY 

123 

Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment Assessment 
Value 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Bluntzer 3 36 $ 1,842 $ 370.02 

Violet 18 18 805 267 .96 

Agua Dulce 901 441 8,030 109.26 

Bishop 902 1,406 21,203 90.42 

Calallen 903 734 16,205 133.26 

Corpus Christi 904 37,071 397,362 102.00 

Driscoll 905 273 10,200 163.80 

London 906 170 4,300 151.80 

Petronila 907 251 8,218 196.50 

Port Aransas 908 109 6,742 371.34 

Robstown 909 5,044 32,570 38.70 

Santa Cruz 910 215 2,490 70.02 

Tuloso-Midway 912 1,315 35/290 160.98 

Banquete 913 514 12,806 150.00, 

Flour Bluff 914 1,475 25,991 105.72 

West Oso 915 2 , 2 5 2 ; 11,236 33.30 

Clarkwood 916 273 4,159 91.38 
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pupils and an Index of $267.96; Petronlla, with 251 pupils 

and an Index of $196.50; Driscoll, with 273 pupils and an 

Index of $153.80; Banquete, with 514 pupils and an Index of 

$150,00—all of these districts show a reasonable amount of 

wealth, but not the size to be acceptable school districts. 

Only two districts In the county fail to meet the finance 

criterion, and one of these, Robstown, is the second largest 

district in the county. The other district, West Oso, is 

the third largest. 

Flour Bluff, London, West Oso, and Santa Cruz should be 

consolidated with Corpus Christi. These districts are very 

close to Corpus Christi and have excellent highway 

connections. This would merge three small districts, and 

West Oso, a moderate-sized district of 2,252 pupils and a 

low Index rating, with the large Corpus Christi district. 

Aqua Dulce, Driscoll, Bluntzer, and Petronlla should 

be consolidated with Robstown in order to make an acceptable 

school district. Certainly Bishop, with 1,406 pupils and 

an Index of $90.42, is currently acceptable; however, In 

order to give the Robstown area adequate financial support 

to meet the minimal requirements of a standard school 

district, the merger should occur. Bluntzer, Agua Dulce, 

Driscoll, and Petronlla added to the district would correct 

two Inadequacies : (l) the financial base In the Robstown 
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area would be further strengthened,, and (2) none of these 

districts is large enough to be a district by itself, with 

Agua Dulce, the largest, having only 44l pupils enrolled. 

The six districts are conveniently located to each other 

and are of the same general economic status. No great 

distances would be involved. 

Calallen, Tuloso-Midway, Violet, and Clarkwood should 

merge. These school districts are conveniently located to 

each other, are relatively homogeneous in culture, and are 

not very large. Tuloso-Midway is an acceptable district 

as it is presently situated, with its enrollment of 1,315 

pupils and an index of $160.98j however, as in the case of 

Bishop, it would add strength to the consolidation of three 

smaller districts. Calallen, the largest of the three, 

with an enrollment of 734 pupils and an index of $133.26; 

Violet, with an enrollment of only 18 and an index of $267.96; 

and Clarkwood, with an enrollment of 273 and an index of 

$91.38—all are much too small to be acceptable school 

districts. This combination would insure a district of some 

2,300 pupils which would be financially acceptable and would 

offer no great transportation difficulties for any of the 

children. 

Thus, Nueces County, a fairly small county of 838 square 

miles, would have three strong school districts, as proposed 

in Figure 15. 
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Brooks County 

Brooks County is a small rural county with a livestock 

economy in South Texas brush-prairie country. Its principal 

center, Falfurrias, is the residence of approximately 

three fourths of the county's residents. Table VIII presents 

the data as to size and financial status of the Brooks 

County school district. 

TABLE VIII 

SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OF THE SCHOOL 
DISTRICT OF BROOKS COUNTY 

District District 
Number 

Enrollment Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Brooks 901 2,186 $ 41,145 | 113.16 

Figure 16 shows the present school district of Brooks 

County. Already a single district county, no change is 

needed in district organization in Brooks County. With an 

Index of $113•16, Brooks meets the financial criterion. Its 

2,186 pupils provide a district adequate in terms of size. 

The fact that most of the people live in Falfurrias is a 

convenience in this district of 904 square miles. 
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Hale County 

Hale County is located in the High Plains area of the 

Texas Panhandle. Except for its commercial center, 

Plainview, it is principally characterized by its agricultural 

economy which is largely irrigated farming. Table IX sets 

forth the size and financial status of the school districts 

of Hale County. 

TABLE IX 

SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OP SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS OF HALE COUNTY 

Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Abernathy 901 1,153 $ 20,768 | 108.00 

Cotton Center 902 335 3,500 62.70 

Hale Center 903 1,059 11,500 64.96 

Petersburg 904 886 7,781 52.28 

Plainview 905 5,810 58,054 59.94 
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Hale County has a total of five school districts at 

present^ as can be seen in Figure 17. Abernathy, with its 

enrollment of 1,153 and an Index of $108,00., meets the 

finance criterion for reorganization; however, Cotton Center, 

with its enrollment of 335 pupils and an Index of $62.70; 

Hale Center, with an enrollment of 1,059 and an Index of 

$64.96 j and Petersburg, with Its enrollment of 886 and an 

Index of $52.28--all these districts fall short of the 

finance criterion required for an adequate school district. 

Plainview, with its enrollment of 5,810 and an Index of 

$59-9^, meets the size criterion. 

Petersburg, Abernathy, Cotton Center, and Hale Center 

should be consolidated, and thus strengthen the districts 

involved. This would make a rather homogeneous district 

of slightly over 3,000 pupils in the southern half of Hale 

County. It would be a financially acceptable district, and 

a district that would be geographically compact. 

Thus, Hale County would have two standard school 

districts, namely, the newly reorganized one and Plainview, 

both of which would meet the criteria of finance and size. 

Neither would be especially large in this medium-sized 

county of 979 square miles. A proposed revision of the 

present school districts in Hale County is illustrated in 

Figure 18. 
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Kent County 

A ranching and farming county on the rolling West Texas 

plains, Kent County offers an example of the problems involved 

in reorganizing in a sparsely-populated area. Its principal 

village, Jayton, has less than 650 inhabitants. 

As can be seen in Table X, Kent County itself is a single 

school district with a very adequate Index, but with only 223 

TABLE X 

SIZE AND FINANCIAL STATUS OP THE SCHOOL 
DISTRICT OP KENT COUNTY 

Districts District 
Number 

Enrollment Assessed 
Valuation 

Index 
of 
Local 
Support 

Jayton : 702 223 $ 14,477 $ 389.40 

pupils. To secure an adequate school district in terms of 

size, the present school district of Kent County, as illustrated 

in Figure 19, might need to be consolidated, along with others 

in several counties, into one district, forcing children to 

ride long distances on school buses and violating the time-

distance criterion. Since Kent is a single county unit of 

901 square miles, no disadvantages would accrue from failure 

to redistrict under the county-unit procedure. 
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Summary-

Chapter V presented, the application of the plan of school 

district reorganization developed in Chapter IV. The plan 

was applied through an analysis of ten counties, representing 

every part of Texas. Statistical information pertaining to 

each county was presented in tabular form, and county maps 

indicated school district lines before and after proposed 

reorganization. 
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CHAPTER VI 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study has dealt with the development of a plan for 

the reorganization of school districts in Texas. The 

literature in the field has been searched, guiding principles 

adopted, criteria of school district organization established, 

and a plan of reorganization devised and applied to ten 

representative Texas counties. As a result of this 

investigation, there are certain findings, conclusions, and 

recommendations which seem appropriate. 

Findings 

Certain findings, pertinent to this study and drawn from 

it, are listed below: 

1. A necessary and basic principle of sound school 

administration and, therefore, of sound school district 

reorganization was found to be democratic control with stress 

upon authority being placed close to the people. Democracy 

of operation was found to be a complementary principle since 

it places emphasis upon the worth of the individual. 

2. The principles of adaptability, variability, and 

stability were found to be applicable to school district 

140 
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reorganization because of constant changes that take place in 

any social situation. 

3. Certain prudential considerations are of value in 

evaluating the characteristics of a sound school district. 

Particularly, such aspects as economy., checks and balances, 

simplicity, and loyalty, are important. 

4. Basic to sound school district reorganization is the 

principle of equality of opportunity for all individuals 

served by the district. 

5. It was found that the principles underlying school 

district reorganization are broad in nature, being at a higher 

level of generalization than criteria. Criteria are standards 

for more explicit application to possible courses of action. 

6. Size, with reference to the population of a school 

district, was the most frequently used criterion for 

evaluating school district organization. The most efficient 

minimal size was found to be a 1,200 pupil enrollment. 

7. A minimum financial base was found to be economically 

justified in the organization of school districts. This base 

was established at $57.50 per pupil, using only 60 per cent 

of the taxing power of a district. 

8. The sociological unit was found to be highly desirable 

as a basis for school district reorganization. 

9. Time-distance as a criterion for evaluating a school 

district was found to be a more realistic approach to the 
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problems of distance from home to school than merely distance. 

The maximum amount of time required of any pupil to travel 

to and from school per day was found to be two hours. 

10. The twelve-year program was the most highly 

recommended unit. 

11. The most desirable approach to school district 

reorganization would seem to be a combination of both 

mandatory and permissive action. This would include: 

(l) awarding any increase in minimum foundation program only 

to districts meeting the established criteria, (2) awarding 

increases or supplements for school plant construction only 

to districts meeting the established criteria, and (3) 

awarding any increases or new allocation of federal funds 

only to the standard districts. 

12. It would be impossible for some districts to 

qualify as standard districts. 

13. Inter-county consolidation can be very helpful for 

certain substandard school districts. 

14. Equalization programs which allowed for major state 

contribution to substandard districts tended to retard school 

district reorganization. 

15• The plan developed in this study was found to be 

applicable to school districts in the state of Texas. 
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Conclusions 

The conclusions reached as a result of this study are as 

follows: 

1. There is a great need for school district reorgani-

zation in the state of Texas. 

2. School district reorganization can best be implemented 

at the state level since reorganization is so highly dependent 

upon adequate financial support. 

3. A sound program of public relations should precede 

any attempt to reorganize school districts. 

4. A board should be established at the state level to 

advise and interpret matters pertaining to school district 

re org an ization. 

f?. Administrative units should be organized on the basis 

of a minimal twelve-year program. 

6. School district reorganization should be approached 

with a combination of both mandatory and permissive action. 

7. Substandard districts that reorganize into a county 

unit and are still unable to meet the established criteria 

should not be penalized, 

8. Population complexes, though not mandatory, should 

be encouraged as the basis for satisfactory school district 

organization-, notwithstanding the crossing of county lines. 

9. Size, financial support, and time-distance should be 

the three major criteria of school district organization. 
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10. Local communities should have a voice in determining 

school reorganization practices. 

11. The plan for school district reorganization 

developed in this study should be implemented in the state 

of Texas. 

Recommendations 

There are several areas for school district reorganization 

in which research is needed. With added information, citizens 

in general, and school boards and school administrators in 

particular, can make decisions more wisely. Some of the areas 

of needed research are as follows: 

1. More study is needed to allow for the effect of 

racial integration on school district organization. 

2. More study is needed on the psychological and 

sociological adjustments necessary when districts are 

organized. 

3. More research needs to be done on optimal districts, 

rather than on minimal districts. 

4. More research is needed concerning the maximal size 

of school districts in Texas. With the recent phenomenal 

growth of such urban centers as Houston, Dallas, San Antonio, 

Fort Worth, and El Paso, this is becoming a proper question 

for concern. 

5. More study is needed to show more clearly the 

relationship of curriculum to school district organization. 
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6. The problem of population loss to school district 

organization in the rural areas should be further investigated, 

7. Further study is needed to determine the emphasis 

or lack of emphasis placed on school district organization. 

8. A revision and modernization of Texas School 

District Maps is needed. 
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