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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This study consists of two phases; (1) a study of exist-

ing financial conditions of the public schools of Hill County,

based on assessed valuations, tax rates, expenses per scho-

lastic, and investments per scholastic in bond and capital

outlay, and (2) a proposed plan for equalizing the existing

inequalities.

Problem

The problem of this study is to determine if inequali-

ties exist in the financial burdens of Hill County Schools,

and to propose a plan that vuill help to equalize any inequali-

ties that may exist.

Scope of The Study

The study includes all of the 82 public schools of Hill

County, Texas. The study includes 63 common school districts,

4 independent districts under county supervision, 2 rural high

schools, and 13 independent districts. These schools range in

scholastic population from 27 to 1974.

Sources of Data

The data were obtained from: (1) records in the office

of County Superintendent of schools at Hillsboro, Texas, (2)

Public School Directory of the State of Texas, for 1936-1937,

(3) letters to and personal interviews with superintendents

and principals of the schools that were studied, and with the

County Superintendent of Schools, (4) term reports of super-

1
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intendents and principals of the schools, and (5) estimates

made by the superintendents and principals.

Method of Collecting Data

A questionnaire form was prepared for the 82 schools in

in the county. In this form a space was provided for the

answer to each question. A question was provided for each

item of information needed in the study.

The questionnaires were carried to the office of kr.

0. G. MLcKown, County Superintendent of Schools, Hillsboro,

Texas, and infoniation pertaining' to scholastic population,

tax rates, assessment values, apportionment, equalization

funds, and capital outlays, for each common school district,

each rural high school district, and each of the independent

districts under county supervision was obtained where avail-

able.

The Public School Directory of the State of Texas for

1936-1937 was used to obtain data of scholastic population,

tax rates, and assessment values for the independent districts.

A tabulation was made of the findings, and a record was

made of the missing items desired. The numbers of items need-

ed varied from two to six. Superintendents and principals of

these schools who were enrolled in North Texas State Teachers

College, Denton, Texas, for the Summer Session of 1937, were

contacted and the information for their schools was obtained.

The superintendents and principals who could not be contacted

in this way were each sent a personal letter with an enclosed

self-addressed card on which were listed the questions to which
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answers were needed, with an explanation of the purpose in

sendinGz it and a request for an answer. In an attempt to get

the information from the common schools whose principals were

inaccessible, a list of the schools and the corresponding

data needed was sent to the County Superintendent of Schools

for him to supply, but his records and contacts were not such

that he could be of assistance. To that extent the data are

incomplete.

Procedure

The data were collected and, with the exception of tax

rates, were expressed in terms of the scholastic pupil. These

figures and the tax rates were recorded in frequency tables

and the mean, median, upper quartile (q3) and lower quartile

(Ql) were figured. These figures were studied and inequali-

ties were determined. Literature of the field was studied

and a plan was formulated vvith the purpose of equalizing the

financial burdens of the schools.

* 0 *0 * *0 0



CHAPTER II

THE STUDY

Purpose of This Chapter

The purpose of this chapter is to analyze the dat& that

have been collected from the schools of Hill County, Texas,

and to determine to what extent inequalities exist in carry-

ing the financial burdens.

Definitions of Terms

Dr. Pittenger lists 7 kinds of educational inequalities

that may exist in the field of public education.1  Of these,

the 4 that refer especially to the financial phases, namely:

ability, effort, assistance, and expenditure, are used as a

basis for this study. In this case ability is used to mean

the amount of wealth per scholastic each district possesses;

effort is used to mean the generosity or willingness to sup-

port the schools, as expressed by the tax rates; assistance

is used to mean the amount of aid. per scholastic that is re-

ceived from State sources; and expenditure is used to mean the

amount that is spent per scholastic.

Bases of Comparison

In making a study of different school units, Pittenger

says that there are generally so many unequals in the data

that totals are meaningless. 2 To put meaning in the data, then,

use must be made of suitable bases of comparison. 1oehlman

1B, F. Pittenger, An Introduction To Public School Fi-
nance, pp. 242-266.

2Ibid.
4
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lists 6 bases that are often used in studies of school fi-

nance, as follows: (1) total population, (2) school popu-

lation, (3) registration, (4) membership, (5) attendance, and

(6) instruction or student hours. 3 Cubberly adds to that

list the Teacher Basis.4 Each of these bases has its advan-

tages and disadvantages as a single basis. Pittenger states

that "If the school census is at all accurate, it is probably

the best single index of what the school burden should be."5

For purposes of this study the number of pupils of all races

within the school age of 6-17 years inclusive, who resided

within the district between March 1, and April 1, as enumerat-

ed by the local district, and approved by county and state

authorities, constitutes the basis of comparison.

The Ability Of. The Districts To Pay

The assessed valuations used in this study are taken

from the public records of the county, except for some of the

independent districts which assess their own taxes, and are

uniform to the extent that the tax assessor's office and tax

equalization board can make them so.

The abilities of the 82 schools of Hill County to carry

the financial burdens of education vary greatly. Table I

shows that one school of the county has a scholastic wealth

of $5300-5399, while there are 3 schools in the county with

scholastic wealth of only $600-699, a difference of .4700.

3A. B. IMoehlman, Public School Finance, p. 66.

4E. P. Cubberley, School Funds And Their Apportionment,
p. 32.

5 Pittenger, Public School Finance, p. 244.
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TABLE I

DISTRIBUTION OF ASSESSED VALUATIONS PER SCHOLASTIC

Score Frequency

45300-5399.........**0 .... 1

:42OO-4299.........*o* ...* ..0 o *2
4100-4199......0.*....2

14000-4099.*....*.*.....0
~3900-3999... .. ........ 3
.38O0-3899.........0
3700-3799............00.1

p 3 6 0 0 - 3 6 9 9 0........ 0

~3500-3599......000.....1
3400-3499.. 0
3300-3399...**....*..1

g3200-3299........*1.... 1
q3100-3199.............0.0
43000-3099..0...0.......2
?290-2999.............* 2
4 2800-2899.............00 00

2700-2799.............*3
..2600-2699..............3

Mean..............0000 . 2043
Median, 0.0.000000.. 1 8 5 0

Score Frequency

~2400-2499...........0.4
12300-2399..0..... .2

. 2 2 00o 2 2 9 9 .*....#... 3
0002100-2199 0.. 0

2000-2099..0.........6

6 00-1699...........8
1500-1599............ .2
1400-l499..............3
~1300-1399............. 0.5

41000-1099 ... .......... 6
S900- 999 .............. 2
800- 899..............2
700- 799..............3

: 600- 699.........3

.. . . ... 0 0 0 00 000 00 1310

Total cases............82

This means that the school of the greatest valuation has re-

sources at its command that are nearly 9 times as great per

scholastic as those of the school of lesser valuation. Five

schools have valuations above "4100-4199 while 10 schools

have valuations below 1000-1099, a ratio of scholastic wealth

of about 4-1. One quarter of the schools have scholastic

wealth of 42650 or above, whereas a lower quarter have valu-

ations of $1310, a ratio of wealth nearly 2 to 1. One half

of the schools have less than .1850 per scholastic wealth and

one half have more than 11850. The average wealth per scho-

lastic is $2043 which reveals that more than half of the
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schools have scholastic wealth below the county average, and

less than half have anove that average.

These inequalities may be caused by: (1) the largeness

of the county, (2) differences in urban and city valuations,

(3) location of industrial plants, and (4) small school units,

The Efforts of The Districts to Carry

The Financial Burdens

The effort of the school district in maintaining the

school and providing its capital outlay is determined in this

study by use of frequency tables of the maintenance, bond, and

total rates, for the 82 schools of the county; and by use of

corresponding tables of scholastic expenses for each item re-

sulting from these tax rates.

TABLE II

DISTRIBUTION OF MAINTENANCE TAX LRTE BY DISTRICTS

Rate Frequency Rate Frequency

l1.00.5...c....t.s.......1 0.45-49.c ........ 2
l!P .40-44................. * **ce ts ent

S0,.75-79... . .. . .. .. . ... . .5 . 35-39. . .. ,. .. . ....... 11
T .70-74.................0 .30-34..... 9.9.7

S.60-64. . ... .. . ... .. . . .4 @; .20-24. . ... . .. ... ,.....4

S .55-59... . . .. ........ 2 0 15-19 . .. . .. 9. .. . ...... 4
S.bO-54..............3 4 .10-14.........,.....99.1

ean. . ... . ... ..... 45.8 cents Ql. ... . . ... ... . ... 33.9 cents
Median. ............ *bO.33 cents Q3. ........ . .... ..53.75 cents

Total cases...... ....... 82

Table II gives the data in regard to the maintenance tax

rate of the 82 schools of Hill Bounty. The rates are given

in terms of the number of cents tax per 100 assessed valu-
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ation. One school of the county has a tax rate of 10-14 cents

for maintenance, and one has a tax rate of "1.00-1.04 for

maintenance, or approximately 10 times as high a rate. The

difference between the low and the high is 90 cents. The up-

per quarter of the schools have maintenance rates of 53.75

cents or above and the lower quarter have tax rates of 33.9

cents or below, or more than 1.6 times as much. The median

tax rate is 50.33 cents and the mean is 50.44 cents.

TABLE III

DISTRIBUTION OF BOHD TAX RATES BY DISTRICTS

Rate Frequency Rate Frequency

jt .5O-54*................5 $0.20-24.................4

$0.40-44................2 .1O0- 4**.... **.*.*.. 7

.3O-34.................5 # 00-04**..............34

Mean....... . 7 cents Ql................, eU cents
Median.............14.28 cents Q3................29.72 cents

Total cases ............82

*Fxactly $0.50
**Exactly 0

Table III gives the data on the bond rates of the 82

schools in the study. The rates here are also in terms of

the number of cents tax per 'I100 valuation. The low bond

rate is 0-4 cents, in which group, are found 34 cases, and

the high is 50-54 cents, in which are found 5 cases, approxi-

mtately a difference of 50 cents tax rate for bonds to give us

a median of 14.28 cents, and the other 40 cases are scattered

from 15 cents to 54 cents, with the upper one fourth 29.72
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cents or above. The mean tax rate is 17 cents.

TABLE IV

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL TAX RATES BY DISTRICTS

Rate Frequency Rate Frequency

$l.32t*... .. . . . ... jlO . 60-64.....* .**........
z.55-59................o.0

*7.0 7........... ...... 0O *.0-24..............*.*4

.95- 00..... .......... 0 040-4 ..... ..... ... 00

~.90-95.................001 .40-44................. 01

.85-89....0 . ....... 2 * .35-39.................01

.80-84.* .............. 24 .30-Z34.................300

.75-79..... 0..........0O .25-29....00..........

. 70-74................00.0 .20-24................0.4
0.65-69.................0 * .15-19..00.0... ......... 2

Mean..............59.25 cents Q1......00.........50.6 cents
Median............54.14 cents Q3.0** ..0..00.83 cents

Total cases0.........0..82

*Exact rate

The maintenance rate and the bond rate, taken together,

give the total tax rate. Table IV shows the total tax rates

or the total district effort to raise money from taxation.

There are two schools in the county that have the low rates

of 15-19 cents per hundred dollars valuation, while there is

one school in the county that has a tax rate of '1l.32 per

one hundred dollars valuation, or more than 7 times as high a

rate. Five schools have '1.00 rates, or more than 5 times as

high a rate as the low ones. The lower quarter of schools

have total tax rates of 50.6 cents or less and the upper

quarter have rates of 83 cents or above, or about 1.6 times

as high a rate. The median tax rate is 54.14 cents, which is

only about 4 cents higher than the 50.33 cents for the mainte-

nance table.
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Table IV also reveals the fact that the 50 cent rate and

the 75 cent rate are the two most common rates used by the

districts. This may be caused by the terms of the State Equal-

ization Law that requires either a 50 cent tax rate, or a 75

cent rate, depending on local conditions, to qualify for help

from the Equalization Fund.

It is obvious from the above data that there is no uni-

formity of tax rates within the county, and that the ratio of

tax money used for maintenance, and that used for bonds, varies

with the individual schools. It is also an obvious conclusion,

if the assessed valuations are uniform for the county, that the

schools are not exerting the same amount of effort to raise

sufficient funds for maintaining the schools, and for providing

for capital outlay.

Assistance or Help of The State in Carrying

The Financial Burden

Through the Equalization Law the State of Texas helps

schools to carry the financial burden. This assistance is

based on their need and effort. In addition, the State pro-

vides a per capita apportionment for each scholastic. The per

capita apportionment used in this study is $19, the rate for

the school year 1936-37.6 The apportionment for schools is

not given in terms of amounts per scholastic, but for the pur-

poses of this study, it has been figured on that basis.

Table V shows the amounts of state help per scholastic,

6 Biennial Report of the State Department of Education,
(No. 29) , p. 17.
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based on the Equalization Fund. 7 Fifty-seven of the 82

schools of the county, or nearly 70 per cent, received less

than $l per scholastic from this source. Of this number 55

TABLE V

DISTRIBUTION OF EQUUALIZATION FUIT PER SCHOLASTIC

Amount Frequency Amount Frequency

$131399 ....... ......l :5-5.99..*..~.............3

11-l01.99 .*. .. . . . .. . .... .0 ;23-3.99.. . . .. .. .. . . . ..... 4
109-190.99 ... . .. .... .. .. 0 .l-l. 99 . . ... . .. .. . ... ...

9 - 8.99. ..... * *. . . . ... 1 . 10-0.99.. . .. ... . ... .. ....

S 7- 7.99o .. o.............2

Mean. ..... ..... ....0.9 7 Cl..... ..... .....-#o*
Median.0.0*00......... .72 Q3.................2.W63

Total cases..............82

*55 are exactly 0

received no aid whatever. This probably resulted from: (1)

some of the schools having tax rates below the state minimum;

(2) some having assessed valuations per scholastic above the

state maximum; (3) some having too 'reat a scholastic popu-

lation for this aid; (4) from not meeting the other terms of

the Egqalization Law.8  One school receives 14-14.99 per scho-

lastic, x7hile another receives 13-13.99 per scholastic. Most

of the schools receive between l and $8 per scholastic. The

lower quartile and the median for this table both fall within

the 0-99 group, and the upper quartiles is "2.63. The mean

for the 82 schools is '0.97.

Public School Laws Of The State 0f Texas (1935) chap xv,
Sec. 367-77.

8Ibid.
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TABLE VI

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL STATE HELP PER SCHOLASTIC

Amount Frequency Amount Frequency

~33-33.99.. .. . .. .. . ....... ~ 25-u25.99....... . .... . ... 3

32-32.99*.. ...999*9.1 *24-24.99..*....**......3

31-31A99...............0 23-23,99................3
30-30.99................0 22-22.99..*.***...5

edi-n9172*9... .725 .-. 9.. .............. 3

Total cases..............82

*55 are exactly "19

Table VI is practically the same table as Table V. It

includes the state per capita apportionment of 119 for each

scholastic, which is constant throughout the table, and the

varying sums per scholastic from the equalization funds of

Table V. It is seen that 57 schools receive between 419 and

419.99 from the State. Of this number 55 receive exactly $19,

since they receive nothing from the Equalization Fund. There

are 2 that receive 733-33.99, and ,32-P32.99 respectively. The

lower quartile and the median both fall be teen '19 and ;20,

and the upper quartile is 21.63.

The per capita apportionment reaches all public schools

of all sizes and financial conditions alike, being distributed

on scholastic basis, and is a constant amount. 9 The Equali-

zation Fund has as a major purpose the "Equalization of edu-

cational opportunities to all children of scholastic age with-

9 Biennial Report of the State Department (No. 29), p.17.



in the state."'0 It may do this to the extent that schools

of eoual ability exert equal effort. If inequalities exist

in school ability and effort, then some other means of ais-

tribution may be necessary to equalize the financial burdens

of the schools.

Expenditures of The Schools

This study so far has dealt with the abilityV and the ef-

fort &f the schools to carry their financial burdens, and the

part of the state in sharing those burdens. This division of

the study deals with the amount of mone yper scholastic that is

available in each district for school purposes. This amount

used includes local funds that are raised for maintenance, and

for bond or capital outlay and state funds that may be used

for either, under certain conditions. 1 '

The amount of money per scholastic for maintenance that

is available.for the 82 schools of the county is given in Table

VII. This table reveals a range from the low of 4-1.9 per

scholastic, in which are found 5 schools, to a high of 826-26.99

per scholastic in which -roup is found 1 school, a difference

of t-oer scholastic. The upper one quarter of the schools

have :1l.25, or above, per scholasic and the lower quarter

have '4.90, or below, per scholastic, a ratio of about 2 to 1.

The median expenditure is . which is 48.33 below the

high and only 46.67 above the low fiEgure of the table,

10 Public School Laws of The State of Texas (1935), Chap.xv.

3 11
Idpe.c.pi

!bid., chapo.viii, Sec, 20,2
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TABLE VII

DISTRIBUTION OF AVAILABLE EXPENDITURES PER SCHOLASTIC
FROM THE MAINTENANCE FUND

Frequency

$26-26.99. ............. 0.1

423-23.99,...............2

i119-19.*99........... * .... 5
S18-18.99...0.00......0
17-.17.99...oooo.......2

5-15.99.000000000000.0.3
14-14.99.0..........0
V13-13 99................2
f12-12.99........0.....3

Mean. .. o .............. :.8

Median,....... .......00.90

Amount Frequency

3 80.99.00.00.000...,.8
S7- 7.99................6
i6, 6.99................7
S5-5.9.......9
4- ,4.99................5

R- 3, 399................6

Q1.................... 4*90

Total cases.............82

The amounts per scholastic for bonds or capital outlay

are presented in Table VIII. Since 36 schools have no bond

issues, it is obvious that there are 36 schools without any

amount per scholastic for bond or capital outlay.

TABLE VIII

DISTRIBUTION OF AVAILABLE EXPENDITURES PER SCHOLASTIC
FROM THE BOND TAX

Amount Frequency

$l3-l3.99....... 00.0...1

$10-lO. 99................0 1

47- 7.99....000..9.......6
6- 6.99................7

Mean.....9............. 2.99
Median.................0 'lI.00

Total cases.............82

Amount Frequency

~2-2 .99..............0.9

$0-O099. .0.......... 41*

Q ... ............... 90 0 .50
Q3..........000...... .p5 25

*38 are exactly 0

Amount
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One school has $13-13.99 per scholastic for this purpose, a

difference of about $13 from the low. Another school has $10

for this purpose. The upper quartile is $5.25 per scholastic

and the lower quartile is $0.50. The median is $1.OQ, which is

$4.25 less than the upper quartile figure.

TABLE IX

DISTRIBUTION OF AVAILABLE EXPErDITURES PER SCHOLASTIC
FROM THE TOTAL TAX RATES

Frequency Amount Frequency

$39-39.99.. . . .. .... .. . ... 1 (4-l4 .99.-.---* **.-------.2

35-35.99......... .o...e..0.1~ - .99.... ... .... .. 2

$26-17 *.99................l 10-12.99 ........ -.. .6

2l3-163.99 ..... .. .. ... 0.0.2 - 1 .99. .. . . ........... 92

Mean.99.......... . . . l.0 78-0 00.......... .~ .78

T020.99.............. .4o o 5- 5 99 ............... 7
19-9.9 ... .. ... ... .44, 4.99....---..---.-..3

amount.sp.nt...or.. otho4 se3-3.99....oo......d.4
hg17-e7.99.o.e......spe. I sch f2.99ferece. of..o. 6
'A16-1l6.99................2 $ 1- 1.99................
$15-15.99................3

M a ... .. ... .. ... ll. 78 4 . . . . .. . . . .$5.*78
Mk11edian................ 0 0 * lU .14 Q3.................*..$17.50

Total cases.............82

Table IX is a tabulation of the totals used in Tables

VII and VIII, and it represents frequencies of total amounts

per scholastic spent from local sources. It shows the lowest

amount spent for both to be l, spent by 2 schools, and the

highest to be .10t39, spent by 1 school, a difj-ference of 38 from

low to high. Most of the schools are nearer to the low than

to the high, as is evident by the fact that the median of

'iO.l4 is only 9.l4 greater than the low figure, but is

Amount



$28.86 less than the hig figure. The extreme range is also

shovan by the fact that the upper quartile of $17.50 is about

3 times as great as the lower quartile of j5.78.

TABLE I

DISTRIBUTION OF AVAILABLE EXPENDITURES PER SCHOLASTIC
FRO! STATE AD LOCAL SOURCES COMBINED

Amount Frequency

$ 58-58.*99. . .. .. . ..... .. . . 1

454-54.99.. . .... . . . . .... .1

?43-45 .99...............2

,44-44. 99.......... .. .. . . 4
T,843-43.99................ 5

42-42.99........... .1

p40-40.99................4

j$36-36. 99......... .. .. .. . 3

Mean......o...........32o32
.1e di01an .. . .. . . . 31.*67

Amount Frequency

p35-35.99....... . . . . . .... 3

(33-3 . .. .. . . . .,

$29-29,.99.. . .. .. ... .. .. .. 3
~28-28,99.. . .. .. .. . . .. ... 2
27-27 99................6

25-25.99................2
~24-24 .99 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 3

~22-22,.99 ... . . ... . ... .. . .4

$2O-2O1.99. . .. .. .. .. . ... .. 2

Ql.. .... .... .... .. P6. 50
Qv 3.. . .. . .. . .. . 57 4o83

Total cases.............82

Table X shows the total expenditures per scholastic that

are available to the schools from both local and state sources.

It shows a low figure of $20-20.99 in 2 schools, and a high of

58-58.99 in 1 school, a difference of ,38. Most of the schools,

however, are in the range of 120 to $40. The upper quartile

for this table is :'7.83 and the lower quartile is $26.50, a

ratio of about 3 to 2. As was the case in Table IX, we find

less difference in the lower quartile and the median of $31,.67

than in the upper quartile and the median. These differences
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are $5.17 and 36.83 respectively. The mean or average amount

available per scholastic from all sources is seen to be $32.32.

The data of Tables VII, VIII, IX, and X lead to the con-

clusions that: (1) the available money per scholastic for

maintenance in the different districts is very unequal, (2)

the available money -per scholastic for bond or capital outlay

in the different districts is also very unequal, and in sev-

eral cases, is missing entirely, (3) the available amounts per

scholastic for maintenance and for bond or capital outlay,

are not so arranged as to make any uniformity in the total

amounts available per scholastic from local sources, (4) the

available amounts per scholastic from the two state sources

used, when added to the available amounts per scholastic from

local sources, do not make for uniformity in the available

amounts per scholastic for expenditures, and (5) the expendi-

tures per scholastic in the schools participating in the

State Equalization Fund are not equalized, as is revealed by

the fact that no more than 6 schools have the same total ex-

penditures, and no more than 14 have within $3 of each other,

yet there are 27 schools participating in the State Equali-

zation Fund.

Investments of The Schools per Scholastic

This part of the study deals w ith the investment per scho-

lastic of the schools in land, buildings, furniture, library,

equipment for teaching, and playground activities, and the

total investment per scholastic in all these items. Data could

not be obtained on all items for all of the 82 schools.
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TABLE XI

DISTRIBUTION OF INVESTME\I PER SCHOLASTIC IN LAND

Amount Frequency

i$2l-2l.99........ ** **.0.1

014-14.99........... .2

10-lO.99................0.

8- 69........1

Ilean.... ... ..0 : .1
Niedian......... .3

Total cases.............54

Table XI gives the data c

land, based on the values in

Amount Frequenc y

5,599. ..
4499.................0010

000 *006 09000 0 0

3-3.99........0000.000....
2 .99......... ........

Ql..........0000..0.00....2.O5
43 o.... .......... .. 5.63

an investment per scholastic in

54 schools for which data are

available. This table reveals that 5 schools have less than

$1 invested per scholastic, whereas 1 school has an invest-

ment of $21-21.99 per scholastic, and 2 schools have an in-

vestment of $14-14.99 per scholastic0 This gives a differ-

ence of about $20 between the low and the high. One quarter

of the schools have $5.63 and up per scholastic, and one quar-

ter have $2.05 or below per scholastic, a ratio of more than

5 to 2. The median is $3.83, which is smaller than the mean

of $4.21 by $0.38.

Table XII shows the data for the investment per scholas-

tic in buildings, based on 54 schools for which information

is available. This table shows that the range per scholastic

for buildings is from $0-9.99 for 2 schools, to $170-179 for

1 school, a difference of about "170 per scholastic. The up-

per quartile is $26.11, a ratio of almost 7 to 2. The median
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TABLE XII

DISTRIBUTION OF INVESTMENT PER SCHOLASTIC IN BUILDINGS

Amount Frequency

j170-KL79........... .. .....1

1~50-l59............c

140m-14:9.........

Mean..............59.00
T3l9*edian........*...55.00

Amount Frequency

T- 0sr*'11,0 0 49o80 6O 0*9

370-O9...................
2

160-6 9 .. .. . . . . ..

+t-40-49 .. . . . . . . . .
:30-O39...................5
20-29...................9

Q1 ....... * .......... 26.11
q3.............**.... .91.00

Total cases............ .54

is .55.00, which is nearer the lower quartile than the upper

quartile by about 7, and is smaller than the mean of .59 by 4.

TABIE XIII

DISTRIBUTION OF INTESTTTT PER SCHOLASTIC IN FURNITURE

Amount Frequency

Median................. 7.32

Amount Frequency

Total cases..4**.........45

The investment per scholastic in furniture is available

for only 45 of the 82 schools, data for which are given in

Table XIII. More schools of this group have investments from

95-7 than any other, this being 20. The low figure for the

table is w2-4 for 7 schools, whereas the high figure is i23-25,

a difference of about 21. The upper quartile of 1l2.65 and

( - 7..................20

1.. .... .... .... .. @ 5. 63
Q3.. .... ... .... ... 12. 65
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the lower quartile is 45.63, a ratio of about 2. The median

for the table is J7.32, which is smaller than the mean by

nearly 2.

TABLE XIV

DISTRIBUTION OF IIVESTMEITf PER SCHOLASTIC IN LIBRARY

Amount Frequency Amount Frequency

$48-5O. ... .. .... **........1 j$12-l4...... .. ***..........0

9-11........ ...... .... 1

3-.

Tvean....... ...... ... 5 21 Q . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2

Total cases.............35

Table XIV gives the information that is available on the

investment per scholastic in library. It includes 35 schools.

Twenty-one of these 35 schools have investments of less than

$3 per scholastic while 1 has an investment of -48-50 per scho-

lastic. The upper quartile of #4.96 and the lower quartile is

1.25, a ratio of almost 4 to 1. The median is )2.50, which

is rl.21 nearer the low than the high figure.

TABLE XV

DISTRIBUTION OF INVESTLi T PER SCHOLASTIC IN EQUIPMNT

Amount Frequency Amount Frequency

T - 2a..................17

Total cases.............31
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The investment in teaching and playground equipment in

the 31 schools from which information is available is given

in Table XV. Over 50 per cent or 17 of the schools have in-

vestments per scholastic of less than $3, and one has $30-32

per scholastic for a difference of about 30. The upper

quarter of schools have an investment of 4.87, or above, and

the lower quarter have an investment of $1.36, or below, a

ratio of about 3 to 1. The median of :l2,73 is ,l.37 larger

than the lower quartile, and YP2.61 smaller than the upper

Quartile. The mean of the table is 44.48.

TABLE XVI

DISThIB3UTION OF IYVEST1'ENT PER SCHOLASTIC FOR ALL PURPOSES

Amount Frequency Armount Frequency

$;25O-2b9............000 00.....1 $1O0-lO9...............* 0000.,1

. 90- 99.................2
4170-179................ ** 0* 0..2 $; 80- 89................. ** *

1l5O-159.................. 00 00003 60- 69.... .. ......0*** *. 6
4 50- 59.....0.0000.0.000

$12D-l29..000.00. . 00000..... .4 4 40- 49..0.0.0.. ...... .1

$1O-ll9....00......00..0..1 4 30- 39...**0.... . .0...4

1Mean..00. ............. lOO.9O QI...........000 ....... 0.0 0 64.58
iMedian............00 00.... 87.50 Q3......0.0 ........... 0 00 0.10

Total cases..............31

It is obvious that the number of total cases must be the

same as the lowest number used in the table, which is 31.

Table XVI gives the total investment per scholastic in these

31 schools. Four schools are in the low group of $;3O-39, and

one school is in the high group of 4250-259. Host of the

schools range from $3O to (179. The upper quartile is $128.l2,

and the lower quartile is $64.58, a ratio of about 2 to 1.
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The median of "87.50 is closer to the lower quartile than the

upper quartile by $17.60.

The above tables reveal that: (1) the investments per

scholastic in land, the most permanent of the investments, are

not uniform, (2) the investments per scholastic in buildings

and furniture, are not uniform, (3) the investments per scho-

lastic in equipment also vary, and (4) to the extent that data

are available, the total investment per scholastic shows no

uniformity.

Chapter Summary

This chapter has presented the data on the financial con-

ditions of the public schools of Hill County in order to de-

termine to what extent inequalities may exist in carrying the

financial burdens. All schools of the county have been studied

and all the available data on the topics discussed have been

used. The data, based on scholastic population reveal:

(1) that the ability of the districts to carry the financial

burdens is not uniform, (2) that the efforts of the districts

to carry the financial burdens are not uniform, (3) that the

expenditures are not uniform, (4) that the state, by its use

of the Equalization Fund, recognizes the need for some means

of equalizing the financial burdens in the county, (5) that

the investments of the schools are not uniform, and (6) that

there is need for equality in carrying the financial burdens

of the public schools.



CHAPTER III

A PROPOSED PLAN FOR EQUALIZING TKE FINANCIAL BURDENS

OF THE HILL COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Purpose of The Chapter

Chapter II dealt with a study of the financial condition

of the 82 public schools in Hill County, Texas. In that chap-

ter it was seen that inequalities exist in: (1) the abilities

of the districts to pay, (2) the efforts of the districts, (3)

the expenditures of the districts per scholastic, and (4) the

investments of the districts per scholastic. It was also seen

that the only attempt that is riade toward equalization is par-

ticipation in the state program of equalization by 27 schools.

This chapter proposes a plan that will help to equalize the

financial burden of the public schools of Hill County.

Equalization Justified

There was a time when education was considered the busi-

ness of the parent only. From that came the attitude that the

local district is the responsible agency.1 To the extent that

wealth was uniform and the desires for schools were equal,

schools were of equal rank. Recently there has grown a demand

for opportunities of education that will be more nearly equal.

The report of the Kentucky Department of Education for 1927

says that "Every child has a right to attend a school that has:

(1) as long a term, (2) as competent a teacher, (3) as good

equipment, (4) as modern a building, (5) as sanitary conditions,

1 E. P. Cubberley, Public School Administration, pp. 4-5.

23
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and (6) as adequate playgrounds as any other child."2 McGuire

says that "Every child is entitled to educational opportuni-

ties as good as that of any other."3 William R. Hood of the

United States Bureau of Education says that "The principle that

the strong should help the weak in support of education for our

youth is growing in favor."4 Davis and Shelby give us the

statement that "In self-defense the cultured and wealthy must

help the ignorant and the poor to become educated."5  Many

other writers of importance express the same ideas.

The Equalization Movement in The United States

In recent surveys made by the United States Department of

Education, by state departments of education, and by individ-

uals, a larger unit of school support has been recommended as

a necessary step in the equalization process. Writers of cur-

rent articles on equalization make the same recommendations.

In line with these recommendations, different types of larger

units have been recommended or put into practice. Twenty-three

states have adopted the county unit type in some form,6 and in

11 others that form has been recommended for use.
7  Washington

222port of Kentucky Board of Education, (1927), pp. 20-21.

3S. H. McGuire, Trends in Principles and Practices of
Educational Opportunity, p. 15.

4"County as Unit of School Support," American School

Board Journal, LXVIII (Feb. 1934), 37-38.

5Edward Everett Davis and T. H. Shelby, County Unit of
School Administration in Texas, p. 8.

6 Homer Price Rainey, Public School Finance, p. 305.

7F. E. Bolton, "Is County Unit Necessary for Efficient
Rural School Development," School and Society, XOV (Feb. 20,
1932), 237-243.
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is using a community unit plan. This same plan has been recom-

mended for use in California, ,ew York, and Missouri. Four

states, Indiana, Iew Jersey, Ohio, and Pennsylvania use a

township unit as the local unit completely, and 4 others,

Michigan, Iowa, North Dakota, and South Dakota use it as the

unit in parts of the state.8 In some states attempts have

been made to form larger units, and provide better school

facilities by voluntary consolidation, stimulated by state

and county contributions. Mort9 and Swift1 0 recommend a sys-

tem in which the state is, to a great extent, the unit for

school support. Each of these plans, though different in or-

ganization, is aiming at the same purpose, more equality of

educational opportunities and higher standards through larger

units.

The Plan for Hill County

The plan to help to equalize the financial burdens of the

public schools of Hill County that is proposed here is a form

of the county unit plan and is based on the Texas county unit

laws.1 1

The Unit

In accordance with the recommendations of leading edu-

cators for a suitable unit for the support of education, it is

8J. E. Butterworth, Rural School Administration, pp. 81-
108.

9Paul R. Mort, State Support for Public Schools.

10Fletcher Harper Swift, "Existing Educational Inequali-

ties," American School Board Journal, LX (May 1920), 29-30.

llRevised Civil Statutes of Texas, (1925), Art. 2702.
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proposed that the county be the unit of school support for

Hill County to replace the district system now in use. Under

the state law it must also serve as a unit for administration

and supervision.12 This would give a unit of 966 square miles

of area, with a total assessed valuation of $20,073,954. The

unit would consist of the various types and values of land, as

the black waxy, the sandy loam, and the sandy soil. It includ-

es sections with mineral waters, brick clays, building stones,

and sections with no mineral resources. Industrially it in-

cludes 2 cotton mills, 1 foundry, 1 flour mill, 2 mattress fac-

tories, and many miles of railroads. This unit would also in-

clude 12 incorporated and several unincorporated towns, as well

as the open country.1 3 This unit is the same unit that is in

use in 23 states of the United States at the present time.'4

Administrative Officials Needed

In order that the administrative duties of the new unit

may be carried on, and the educational policies of the county

determined, certain officials are necessary. The officials

provided to administer the proposed plan are: (1) a county

board of education, (2) a county superintendent, and (3) pro-

fessional and clerical assistants.

The County Board.--The proposed plan provides for a county

board of education of 7 members, 3 of which are elected from

the county at large, and 1 from each of the four commissioner's

12 Ibid., art. 2708.

13Texas Almanac and Industrial Guide, p. 417.

14Rainey, Public School Finance, p. 305.
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15
precincts. The size of this board is larger than that recom-

mended by Carr16 and Davis and Shelby1 7 but agrees in size with

that used by independent districts of Texas.i The election

by districts is claimed by some educators to give better repre-

sentation to the different sections, while others disagree with

the plan. The members of the Board of Education are nominated

at the regular primary and elected at the general election, the

same as other county officers. Their terms are 4 years in

length, so arranged that terms of 3 members expire at the end

of 2 years and the terms of 4 members expire at the end of 4

years, as provided by law.19

The qualifications of the county board members are:

"(1) good moral character, (2) at least an elementary education,

(3) good standing in their respective communities, and (4)

known for their honesty and business ability, public spirit,

and interest in the promotion of education."20

The law provides that the county board shall meet in four

regular meetings yearly and as many others as may be justified

by need.21 They are to receive a salary of $D5 per day for not

1 5 Revised Civil Statutes of Texas, (1925), art. 2703.

16County Unit of School Administration, p. 51.

17County Unit of School Administration in Texas, p. 45.

1 8 Public School Laws of the State of Texas, (1935), chap.
vi, see. III.

1 9Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2703.
20Ibid.

2 1 1bid., art. 2704.
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more than 20 days per year.22

The County Supe rintendent. -- This plan provides f or a

county superintendent who is to be chosen by the county board

of education without restriction to residence for a term of 2

to 5 years, and who is to be the secretary of the board. 2 3

This is the samfe principle that is in use in choosing superin-

tendents in most of the city systems of the United States, and

has the same advantages.24  Reeder says "No function which the

board of education performs is as important as the selection

of a superintendent." 25 This plan of a superintendent chosen

by a county or parish board has already been proved in the

parish system of Louisiana, according to iir. T. H. Harris,

State Superintendent of Louisiana,26 and in other states with

county unit systems.

Many leading educators are unwilling to go to the expense

and the worry of a political campaign. "Many of these people

would take up county administration if the political barriers

to the office were removed and county administration placed on

a professional basis." 2 7 Others refuse to work with the county

system if the maximum salary is set by law, because it often

22 Ibid., art. 2705.

23 Ibid., art. 2706.

2 4 Fred Engelhardt, Public School Organization and Adminis-
tration, p. 102.

25W* G. Reeder, Fundamentals of Public School Organiza-
tion, p. 46.

26Davis and Shelby, County Unit, p. 22.

2 7 Ibid., p. 34.
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is below the salary that they may obtain in the city systems.

Vjhere the county board is free to set the salary they may ob-

tain a "much better grade man."28

The minimum qualifications of the county superintendent

under this plan, as provided by law are: (1) a graduate of a

standard normal college or its equivalent, or a first grade

or life certificate, and (2) three years of teaching experi-

ence.29 The county board is free to set their own qualifica-

tions much higher than this if they wish. This permits them

to get the best man available from the field of school adminis-

trators.

The minimum salary of the county superintendent is set by

law at $1500 to be paid out of available school funds.30 There

is no maximum salary fixed. This permits the county board to

set its own salary and pay what is necessary to get a well

qualified educational leader and administrator.

Professional and Clerical Assistants.--One of the powers

exercised by the county boards in most of the county unit

states is that of deciding on the professional and clerical

help necessary and choosing these officials upon the recommen-

dation of the superintendent.31 Again this is a principle of

the city system that is applied to the county system. The

28Ibid., p. 35.

29Revised Civil Statutes, Art. 2705.

3 0 Ibid., art. 2706.

3 1 A. D. Mueller, Progressive Trends in Rural Education,
pp. 11-27.

3 2Engelhardt, Public School Business Administration, p.149.
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proposed plan gives this power to the county board and the

county superintendent; the county superintendent to recommend,

and the county board to pass upon the recommendation. The of-

ficials that are specifically recommended as assistants are:

(1) treasurer, (2) elementary school supervisor, (3) statisti-

cal and stenographical clerk, (4) tax assessor-collector, and

(5) health officers.33

Powers of The County-Board

The powers that are granted to the county boards of edu-

cation in the county unit states, vary from the strong county

unit states to the weak county unit states. Carr states that

"Each county board of education should succeed to the title of

school property of the districts, and have power to consolidate,

sell, build, repair, and purchase school property." 3 4  E. S.

Richardson, Superintendent of wiebster Parish of Louisiana, says

that the parish board "Classifies schools, consolidates school

districts, establishes high schools where needed, elects

teachers, levies parish-wide taxes for school support, and has

general supervision of the expenditures of all school funds."
3 5

Carr also says that the powers of the county board should be:

"(1) to elect a superintendent and fix his salary, (2) to ap-

point officers and assistants as needed, (3) with the advice of

3 3Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2728.

34 County Unit, p. 51.

35"County Unit in Webster County," Journal of National

Education Association, XVIII, pp. 103-4.
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the county superintendent, to make the school budget of the

county, except for independent schools, (4) to levy a uniform

school tax on all the property of the county taxable for school

purposes, provided such tax does not exceed the state limit,

(5) to expend and apportion all state and county school funds

so as to equalize educational advantages for all children of

the county, (6) to arrange for the co-operative purchasing of

supplies and equipment for all the schools of the county under

the board's jurisdiction, and to provide a store room for the

same at the county seat, and (7) to issue an annual report of

the county department of education." 3 6  Jaggers gives about

the same powers as these but discusses them more fully. 3 7

Under the proposed plan the powers of the county board

are: (1) electing a superintendent and fixing his salary, sub-

ject to a minimum set by law, (2) electing professional and

clerical assistants and fixing their salaries, (3) assuming

title to all property, estate, and funds of the public schools

of the county, (4) determining, with the help of the county

superintendent, the educational policies of the county, (5)

exercising, through the county superintendent and his assist-

ants, the control and supervision of the public school system

of the county, (6) consolidating schools, (7) classifying and

standardizing schools, (8) appointing teachers, (9) providing

for taking the census, (10) acquiring property, (11) levying

3 6 County Unit, pp. 51-52,

37Administering the County School System, pp. 21-27.
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the county tax, (12) making the budget, and (13) borrowing

money.38

Electing a Superintendent and Setting his Salary;--One of

the chief powers of the county board is that of choosing a

superintendent.39 The foregoing discussion has shown some of

the advantages of the choice of the county superintendent by

the county board, and the advantages of allowing the board the

right to pay the salary necessary to obtain a well trained

superintendent.

Electing Professional and Clerical Assistants and Fixing

their Salaries.---The County superintendent nominates his pro-

fessional and clerical assistants, and the county board exer-

cises the power of electing them. 4 0  The election of these

assistants by the county board upon the recommendation of the

superintendent, instead of giving him sole appointive power,

is recommended by Davis and Shelby in order to prevent his

developing an independent bureaucracy.41 The county superin-

tendent recommends salaries for his assistants in line with

his budget plans and the salary necessary to get qualified as-

sistants, and the county board, who also passes upon the bud-

get,, either passes or rejects the salary rates recommended.

Assuming of Title to All Property, Estate, and Funds of

the Public Schools of the Count .-- Under the county unit plan

38Revised Civil Statutes, art.2726.

39Ibid., art. 2706.

40Ibid., art. 2728.

41CountyUnit, p. 36.
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the county takes the place of the local district as the unit.

The county organization plans its policies for the whole unit.

The titles to property of the several schools are given to the

county board. 4 2 This permits the county board to make and

carry out educational policies and programs to the best advan-

tage.

Determining the Educational Policies of the County,--The

county superintendent and the county board are responsible for

the educational policies of the county. The county superinten-

dent recommends the policies and the county board passes upon

them or formulates policies of its own.43 This permits ade-

quate planning but prohibits a county superintendent whose

tenure is about over from making hastily prepared plans and

policies "In order to leave a monument to his memory." 4 4

Exercising, Through the County Superintendent and his As-

sistants, the Supervision of the Schools,--The county superin-

tendent is the chief supervisory officer of the county, as

will be shown later. He and his assistants are responsible

to the county board for the type of supervision offered, since

they are chosen by the county board.

Consolidating Schools.--The proposed plan gives the county

board the power of consolidating schools within the county.

The county superintendent has the right to recommend consoli-

42Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2708.

43Ibid.

44Jaggers, County School System, p. 102.
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dations to the county board. 4 5  The county unit law further

provides that before any consolidations are made by the county

board, the board of trustees of the local districts involved

in the consolidatioh must be given an opportunity to meet the

county board and present reasons why the consolidation should

not be made. .ith this limitation the county board is free to

make the proposed consolidation. 4 6 This plan gives the local

board an opportunity to present local conditions that might

prevent a successful consolidation; yet it permits the county

board to make the consolidations if, in its opinion, the ad-

vantages outweigh the disadvantages.

Classifying and Standardizing the Schools.--The county

board in the county unit plan exercises the same powers of

classifying schools as do county boards in the counties of

Texas not using the plan. They have the help ad advice of

the county superintendent inmaking this classification. The

county board also has the power of setting standards for the

county schools, so that the results of the school program may

be measured. This classification of schools must be made in

such a manner that no pupil is deprived of the privilege of

attending a school of higher classification.47 Proper classi-

fication of schools will tend to keep the teacher-pupil load

more nearly uniform throughout the county.

45Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2711.

46lbid.

47Ibid., art. 2714.
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Electing the Teachers.--The proposed plan gives the power

of nomination of teachers to the county superintendent and the

power of election to the county board. 4 8 This plan is used in

the parish system of Louisiana with success, and also in many

city systems. It is different from the plan used in counties

not using the county unit plan in that the local board elects

the teachers.49 Davis and Shelby tell us that "the local

school boards have very poor ways of distinguishing the poor

teachers from the good ones. As a result, teaching positions

are filled with home girls and family acquaintances regard-

50
less of their professional fitness." Jaggers says that "It

appears desirable to give the county board complete control

of appointment of the personnel upon the nomination of the

superintendent. If boards of education must accept responsi-

bility for maintaining an efficient school program they should

be given the authority to carry it into effect."51 Again it

applies methods of city systems to county systems. 5 2

Providing for Taking the Census.--The proposed plan gives

the county board the power of providing for the taking of the

census. This they may do through the offices of the county

superintendent or by providing a special census officer.
5 3

48Ibid., art. 2713.

49Public School Laws, VI, sec. 100.

50County Unit, p. 36.

5 1 County School System, p. 25.

5 2 Cubberley, Public Sch. Adni., pp. 138-9.

5 3Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2716.
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This census is to include all pupils of school age, 6 to 17

inclusive, within the county and is used by the state in ap-

portioning its funds. 5 4  These figures may also be of value

to the county school board and the county superintendent in

determining the school program and school policies.

Acquirinq and Selling School Property.--rhe proposed

plan makes the county board the buying and selling agency for

the school property.*5  VIithout this power, the property that

the school board assumes title to in this plan would remain

constant and would tend to prevent the boards carrying out

plans of consolidation, enlargements, or abandonment.

Levying and Collecting the County Tax.--The proposed

plan gives the county board the right to levy the county tax

for school purposes, and to provide for its collection.56

The tax rate must be uniform and must be levied and collected

according to the requirements of the county unit law, which

will be discussed in another section of the chapter.

Approving the Budget..--The county superintendent and the

county board have the responsibility of making the budget.

The part of the county board is more that of approving the

budget prepared by the county superintendent, although the

board may help in formulating it.57 Jaggers tells us that it

is the tendency generally for the county superintendent to

54 Public School Laws, see, 190, p. 87.

55Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2722.

55Ibid., arts. 2724-26.

57Ibid., art. 2727.
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take the initiative in the budget making, either alone or work-

ing with a committee of the county board, and for the county

board to criticise and adopt the budget. 5 8

Borrowing Money. -- The county board under t he proposed

plan has the right to borrow money on the funds due the county

from the county tax up to one third of the total amount due the

county and to pay interest on the same. This tends to permit

the board to provide for the needs of the county schools as

these needs arise.59

Powers and Responsibilities of The County Superintendent

The powers and responsibilities of the county superinten-

dent, as provided by law in the county unit systems of Texas,

are similar to those that are exercised by the city superinten-

dents. The following are the powers and responsibilities that

the law gives to the county superintendent in the counties us-

ing the county unit plan.

Enforcing State Laws and Rules and Regulations of the

State and County Departments of Education.-- The proposed plan

provides for the county superintendent to be the chief execu-

tive officer of the county with the power and responsibility

of the enforcement of all laws and regulations in the county

schools of the county. He is assisted by such professional and

clerical assistants as the county board may provide.60 In this

58 County School System, p. 62.

5 9 Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2721.

60Ibid., art. 2727.



respect he is exercising the same powers in regard to the

county schools as the county superintendents in other than

county unit counties exercise for the common schools. 6 1

Recommending the Educational Policies of the County.--

This plan provides that the county superintendent study and

plan the educational policies suitable for the county and make

recommendations to the county board for its consideration. 6 2

Recommending the School Building Polic for the County-

The school buildings of the county may need repairs, replace-

ments, or additions. In many places where consolidations

have been made, the buildings need to be removed or sold. It

is one of the responsibilities of the county superintendent

to determine these building changes or improvements and to

present his findings and recommendations to the county board

for consideration.6 3

Recommending the Plans for Consolidation of Schools-.--

Then, in the opinion of the county superintendent, partial or

complete consolidation, either by grades or territory, is

needed, the county superintendent has the power to plan and

recommend such consolidations to the county board for consider-

ation, and to recommend buildings and equipment necessary in

perfecting the consolidations.64 The foregoing discussion has

6 1 Ibid., arts. 2690-93.

62Ibid., art. 2708.

6 3 Ibid., art. 2727.

64Ibid.



39

given the steps necessary for the county board in making the

the consolidation.

Recommending the Classification of Schools.-- In line with

the responsibility of determining the educational policies of

the county, the county superintendent is specifically given the

power and responsibility of recommending to the county board

the classification of the different schools in the county and

of recommending transportation necessary to carry out the

clas sificat ion.65

Supervising the Schools.--The supervision of the schools

is another responsibility of the county superintendent. In

counties of Texas that are not using the county unit system,

the county superintendent supervises only the common schools,

small independent schools, and rural high schools, but in the

county unit plan, he supervises all the schools of the county. 6 6

This supervision is provided in many counties by special super-

visors. Texas had 26 of these supervisors in 22 counties dur-

ing the school year of 1936-37.67

Recommending Professional and Clerical Assistants .--The

proposed plan provides for the county superintendent to recom-

mend his professional and clerical assistants for appointment

by the county board.68 This tends to insure the type of person

needed for the positions and to assure better co-operation be-

65Ibid.

6 6Ibid., art. 2709.

6 7Public School Directory, (1936-7) p. 11.

68Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2727.
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tween the county superintendent and his assistants.

Recommending the Appointment of Teachers.--One of the

powers and responsibilities that the county superintendent

has in the county unit system of Texas that he does not have

in other county school systems of Texas is that of recomend-

ing the appointment of teachers in the county schools. The

county board has the power of electing the teachers and pass-

ing upon their appointment, as was shown in the foregoing dis-

cussion. Any local school board has the right to refuse the

appointment of any teacher unsatisfactory to it, up to a limit

of three separate appointments for each position of the school.69

This is the method that is used in the State of Maryland in

choosing teachers. Davis and Shelby say that "It is the best

method in the United States for the election and assignment of

teachers."70 It is similar to the method that city systems use

in making their appointments. 7 1

Preparing the Annual Budget.--This proposed plan gives

the county superintendent the responsibility of providing the

annual budget for the approval of the county board. This

tends to assure a budget that will fit the educational program

that the county superintendent and the county board formulates.

This budget includes funds from the state and the county funds.

Making School Reports.--In any school system some agency

69Ibid., art. 2732.

70 Unit, p. 37.

7 1 Cubberley, Pub. ch. Adm., pp. 198-204

7 2 Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2727.
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must be responsible for making the necessary reports, if the

best service is to be attained. In city systems and in the

county systems the superintendent as chief executive has the

responsibility of the reports.73 The proposed plan also pro-

vides by law for the county superintendent to make reports on

blanks furnished by the State. 7 4

Calling Leetings of Teachers trusteess and Others.-- The

proposed plan gives the county superintendent the power to

call meetings of teachers, principals, trustees, and other

groups of the county "To develop interest in education and im-

prove the conditions of the schools." 7 5

Assessing Property for Taxation for School Purposes

Under the county unit plan for Texas the assessment of

property for taxation for school purposes is handled by ap-

pointees of the county board; whereas, in counties that have

not accepted the plan, the county assessor assesses the taxes,

based on rates set by the county equalization board, in all

except certain independent districts. The county board under

the proposed plan appoints a board of equalization for the

school system of the county. The board of equalization sets

the rate of assessment of property and serves as an equaliza-

tion board for hearings on complaints in renditions. The

county board appoints an assessor of school taxes. The as-

73Ibid., art. 2912.

74Ibid., art. 2727.

75 Ibid.
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sessor provides for the taking of renditions of the county,

based on the rates set by the county board of equalization.7 6

It is proposed that these assessed valuations be made as nearly

uniform for the county as is possible. As a base for determin-

ing the assessed valuation, Tink suggests that the true wealth

be used to the extent that it may be determined.7 Rainey says

that "The burden of taxation can be equalized only when the tax

is levied on true ability to pay."78 It is obvious, however,

that if the tax rate is entirely flexible, a given sum of money

may be raised with any uniform rate of assessment. It will be

observed, of course, that the lower the rate of assessment the

higher the tax rate must be in order to produce a given sum.

The System of Taxation

WThen the county unit system has been established in any

county of Texas, it is the duty of the county board to call an

election within the county for the purpose of determining

whether a county tax be levied for the maintenance of schools,

and for bonds for the purchase of sites and the erection of

buildings for school purposes. The rate may or may no t be set,

but it must not exceed the maximum rate of $l per $100 assessed

valuation. The schools may or may not keep their local taxes,

or they may change them to any rate not to exceed l per -100

assessed valuation. In case a school provides a local tax

7 6 Ibid., art. 2724.

77E. L. Tink, Certain Phases of County Educational Organ-
ization, pp. 76-77.

problemss of Financing the Rural Schools," American
School Board Journal,LXcV (Aug.,1927), 55, 130.



separate from the county tax, all the returns from such tax

go to that school for its exclusive use,7 9

The Effect of The Proposed Plan on The Ability

and Effort to Pay

It was seen in Chapter II that the assessed valuations

per scholastic in the different districts varied from about

$600 to about 5300, which means that one district must exert

nearly 9 times the effort of the other to provide the same

amount per scholastic as the other districts. The proposed

plan provides that the funds be paid into the county fund for

the benefit of all the children of the county instead of for

the children of the district. The wealthy and the poor pay

alike for the support of the county educational program, and

share alike in the fund, and the differences in wealth per

scholastic have been removed.

The efforts of the districts to pay for the support of

education by districts was seen to vary from 15 cents to

41.321 per hundred dollars of assessed valuation. The pro-

posed plan provides that all assessments of property for

school purposes be made uniform, and that the county rate of

taxation be made uniform throughout the county. It is pro-

posed that the uniform rate include both the maintenance and

bond rate, and that the county board be given the responsi-

bility, in connection with its budget work, of deciding the

amount of tax rate necessary to care for the bonds coming

due, of providing for the future building program, and of de-

ciding the maintenance rate needed for the schools up to the

79Revised Civil Statutes, art. 2726.
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maximum set by the state. By this plan each property owner

is assessed at the same rate as every other property owner,

and pays at the same rate. The man who has $100 of assessed

property will pay the same in proportion as the man who owns

$100,000 of assessed property. The uniform assessments are

provided by the tax assessor and the equalization board, and

the uniform tax rate is provided by the voters of the county,

as has been shown in the foregoing discussion.

The Effect of The Proposed Plan on Expenditures

It was seen in Chapter II that inequalities exist in the

amounts per scholastic provided by the different districts for

expenditures for maintenance, for bond, and for total expendi-

tures. The range in maintenance amounts are from $l to $26,

for bond from 40 to 4l3, and in total amounts from $1 to -"39.

The proposed plan attempts to remove these inequalities in the

amounts provided for expenditure per scholastic through the

uniform tax levy, the returns of tich are to go into the

county school fund to be used in providing for the support of

the county schools.

It is proposed that the county fund consist of a mainte-

nance fund and a bond fund, and that the returns from each

division of the county fund be credited to the proper fund.

It is further proposed that the maintenance fund be appor-

tioned to the local schools for maintenance on an equal scho-

lastic basis, to meet the needs of their budget.

The proposed plan provides that the returns from the

bond tax be used to care for the interest and principal on bonds
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of the county schools, whose titles the county board assumes

under this plan, and for making needed repairs and replace-

ments in the county schools in accordance with the county

building program.

From this plan it is seen that each scholastic is re-

ceiving the same amount for the maintenance of his school, and

has the same provisions made for needed repairs, replacements,

or additions of buildings, and for needed equipment, as any

other scholastic in the county schools, based on the county

tax.

The Effect of The Proposed Plan on Investments

The proposed plan gives the county board title to all

land, buildings, and permanent equipment of the county, and

provides a county tax to care for any indebtedness that may

exist against it, and to provide for the future school invest-

ments as needed. This provides a plan whereby the wealth of

the whole county supports the investment program of the whole

county, and if this program is properly planned, provides

that each scholastic shall have investments in proportion to

that of the other scholastics regardless of the wealth of the

district in which he lives. It tends to remove the inequali-

ties of investment, which were found in Chapter II to range

from about O to $250.

The Use of The State Equalization Fund in The Plan

Under the proposed plan, whereby the county provides

equal expenditures per scholastic for maintenance, this to be

supplemented by the state per capita apportionment, schools
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with the same number of scholastics will receive the same

amount of maintenance money from the county and state. To the

extent that differences in scholastic population of the schools

exist, to that extent will differences exist in the funds

available for maintaining the school. It is readily seen that

schools of different sizes may have about the same amount of

expenses in order to carry on the same program. For example,

school A has 75 pupils and school B has 90 pupils. Each em-

ploys three teachers, according to the law relating to teacher-

pupil load, yet school B draws state and local money on 15

scholastics more than school A.8 0 The county board may be able

to adjust this difference by proper classification of the

schools, if local conditions make it advisable. If this is

not possible it means that school A must pay smaller salaries,

have shorter terms, or in some way make its budget smaller

than that of school B.

It is proposed that the county tax levy be made high

enough so that every school, whose size permits, may be

eligible for participation in the equalization fund. If

there are other conditions which tend to prevent aid, it is

proposed that the county board provide conditions that will

permit the school to be eligible. Then the state will, under

existing state law, grant aid to the school in proportion

to its need. 8 1  This means that the State Equalization

Fund will tend to adjust financial differences which

8 0Public School Laws, chap. xv.

81 Ibid.
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develop in the school systems due to differences in scholas-

tic population.

Standards to Be Attained in Equalization

In providing for adequate finances from county sources

for the school systeri, it is proposed that the uniform rate

of assessment be 100 per cent of the true wealth as nearly as

the school assessor and the school equalization board can de-

termine true wealth, and that the county board be permitted to

set the tax rate up to the maximum rate of j1 per $100 of as-

sessed valuation. True wealth is recommended by leading edu-

cators as the best basis for assessment. Tink, in studying

financial conditions in Florida, has found true wealth to be

the fairest basis for taxation.82 Rainey says that "The bur-

dens of taxation can be equalized only when levied on true

ability to pay."?8 3 The tax rate need not be the maximum un-

less the needs of the schools demand it.

The maximum tax levy, based on the county tax assessment

of $20,073,954, would provide returns per scholastic of t,18.31,

which is a higher figure per scholastic than 55 of the schools

of the county now receive.8 4 The county assessment is about

one-third of the true valuation of the property, according to

the estimation of the county tax assessor-collector. If this

be a true estimation, then the maximum tax levy would provide

8 2 Certain Phases of County Educational Organization, pp.
76-7.

8 3 Problem of Financing Rural Schools, p. 130.

8 4 Texas Almanac, p. 296.
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about $55 per scholastic, which is about 15 more than the

highest amount per scholastic in any school of the county.

Using this estimation, a tax levy of 73 cents would provide

about 340 per scholastic, which is approximately that of the

school with the highest amount per scholastic available. Fur-

thermore, it would seem that some items of taxable wealth,

which might be reached for school taxes, are escaping the tax

assessor. This is evidenced by the fact that there are no as-

sessmients on manufactured articles, yet as was seen in the

foregoing discussion, there are 2 cotton mills, 1 foundry, 1

flour mill, and 2 mattress factories in the county. In addi-

tion to that, there are no assessments on bank deposits, or

money of banks or bankers, yet there are 7 cities with one or

more state or national banks. 8 5 To the extent that untaxed

property could be reached, the assessments could be raised

and the tax rate could be lowered, and yet an amount per scho-

lastic could be provided equal to that of the school with the

highest amount.

The proposed plan provides an equal amount per sholas-

tic that may be as high as , 55, based on the true wealth of

the county and the maximum tax rate. This means that every

school can receive under the plan as much or more money per

scholastic than is received by any school under the present

plan, depending on the rate set by the county board. The plan

tends not only to equalize the amounts per scholastic that the

schools receive but to equalize them at a figure equal to or

8 5 Report of Comptroller, (1936), p. 33.
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above that of the school with the highest amount in the county

instead of at the mean of the county. Any district that wish-

es to supplement the work of the county in supporting its

school may do so by voting a tax of its own. This permits am-

bitious districts that want better schools, enough to exert

more effort, to have them. To the extent that finances deter-

mine school standards, the standards of the schools have been

raised to that of the highest under the present plan, with

provision made for the local school to raise the standard

still higher if it so desires.

Method of Putting The Proposed Plan into Operation

The plan that is proposed for use in Hill County is the

same plan that is provided by Texas law for use in counties of

100,000 population or over. Since the population of Hill

County is only about 43,000, it will be necessary to obtain

the permission of the State Legislature through a special law,

to use the plan in Hill County. 8 6

The steps provided by law for putting the proposed plan

into operation are: (1) on receipt of a petition containing

5,000 signatures of qualified voters requesting it, the county

judge calls an election for the purpose of voting on the adop-

tion of the county unit plan of school organization, (2) the

voters accept or reject the proposed plan by a simple majority,

(3) if the plan is accepted the voters elect members of the

county board, as provided in the plan, (4) the county board

8 6 Texas Almanac, p. 137.
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calls an election to provide the necessary tax levy, appoints

necessary officers to administer the plan, and assumes con-

trol of the county school system.87 In the event the tax

levy does not carry, the plan could still be used by allowing

the schools to operate on the district tax which they have,

until a tax levy is voted for the whole county.

Chapter Summary

It has been the purpose of this chapter to propose a

plan that will help to equalize the financial burdens of the

public schools of Hill County, and at the same time to pro-

vide an amount.per scholastic as nearly that of the schools with

the highest amounts per scholastic as possible. It was seen,

by providing a unit consisting of the whole county, and by

having uniform assessments and uniform tax rates, that the in-

equalities in effort, based on equal ability, tended to dis-

appear. It was also seen that an equal amount per scholastic

was provided for the support of the school system, and each

scholastic had an equal share in the investment in school

property in the county. By making the tax rate the maximum,

it was seen that an amount higher than that of 65 schools of

the county was raised per scholastic. In addition to that the

plan still leaves the school with the privilege of participat-

ing in the state equalization plan, and of providing for more

local effort in order to obtain conditions above the minimum

per scholastic set for the county.

87Revised Civil Statutes, arts. 2724-2726.



CHAPTER IV

CON CLUSIONS ANLID RECOI.ERNDATIONS

A study of Chapter II and Chapter III appears to justify

the following conclusions:

1. Inequalities exist among the 82 schools of the county

in:

(a) ability and effort to support the schools;

(b) expenditures per scholastic;

(c) investments per scholastic.

2. The State Equalization Fund does not reach all of the

schools of the county, and does not succeed in equaliz-

ing the amounts per scholastic available for school

support in those it does reach.

3. The present district plan is unsatisfactory for equal-

izing the financial burdens of education.

4. The proposed plan is highly recomimended by leading

educators, and by school surveys, for use in equaliz-

ing the financial burdens of schools.

5. The proposed plan does tend to equalize the financial

burden of the schools.

6. The proposed plan provides, for the whole county, funds

per scholastic equal to or greater than those of the

school which ranks highest under the present plan and,

to the extent that the finances determine the educa-

tional opportunities, provides equal or better oppor-

tunities for every school of the county.

51
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7. The size, the number, and the local organization of

the schools under the present plan may or may not be

changed by the proposed plan.

8. The proposed plan is a legal plan for Texas that can

be used by any county with the permission of the

State Legislature.

9. The proposed plan is democratic in that it can be

adopted only by the will of a majority of the voters.

In the light of these conclusions, the following recom-

mendations are made:

1. To the end that the financial burdens of Hill County

may be equalized, it is recommended that the proposed

plan be considered for use in Hill County;

2. That a study be made of the problem of consolidating

or redistricting the schools within the county to de-

termine to what extent administrative, supervisory,

and attendance units suggested by Dawson,l Briscoe,2

and other leading educators may be established;

3. That the State Legislature be asked to consider chang-

ing the terms of the members of the county board of

education in county unit systems of Texas so that only

a minority of the board members retire at one time,

thereby providing the continuity of educational poli-

cies recommended by Cubberley, Buttexworth, Works,

lHoward A. Dawson, Satisfactory Local School Units.

2 Alonzo Otis Briscoe, Size of the Local Unit for Adminis-
tration and Supervision.



53

and other leading educators;

4. That further study be mLade to determine the effect of

the proposed plan on the educational opportunities of

the county,
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ATENDIX A

ASSESSED VALUATIONS PER SCHOLASTIC BY SCHOOLS

School Assessed
Valuation

Prairie Valley.. : 362
Union ............ 808
Jessie ........... 4134
Wilks .......... 2940
Kirby .2760
Oakland. . , $2286
Bois DI Arc ,....,$2089
Barton *......... $1530
Blanton *000*** $ 665
Union 12 *:*** $1686
Hunt 99999999999 *$2350

Arnott .*...o...o $2669
Woodxrow Wilson ... $ 951
Woodbury *........$1455
Mt. Springs ...... $5310
Yates ........... $1066
Whites **.......$2471
Eureka .*........$3965
Towash **........$1225
Elm Mott ......... $l073
Ft. Graham .......$1337
Liberty Hill .....$1051
Steiner Valley .. $4209
Union Bluff *.-..$2016
Hill Dale .**.....$1706
Cold Corner **..*$2054
Files Valley **..$3557
McCowan Valley *..$1349
Bethleham ....... $ 782
Bowmandale *.....$2013
Denton *****.. $l6l3
Brooken ..*****...$2905
Richland. ....... $2060
Bethel *......*$l031
Lebanon ...0060&.0 9780
Vaughn *.*.**..$2209
Union Hill .... $1206
Cottonwood .*.** $1619
Alligator ..... *.. 886
Hubbard 74 *.9..**$3Oll
Revier .**..****

School Assessed
Valuation

Prairie Point... $1106
Hickory Flats ... $ 737
Post Oak ........ 3342
Pleasant Hill .. $ 2607
Union 82 .*...... $1089
Savage ***,.*.$2003
Herbert ,.......$l6l8
Mt. View *.** $2651
Tarver ........ $1399
Wafer ......... $1683
Massey ......... $2600

;Brgma .... .$1872
Pleasant View ..$ 606
Lovelace ...... $2919
Lakenon *.*.....$3967
Aqyilla ........$1409
Blum **.........$1614
Peoria ....... $1236
Osceola ...... $1613
Treadwell **...$1806
Mayfiel& ....... 1689
Shiloh ........ 1286
McMIrray ...... $1820

Cuip *.......- $1076
Oak Valley *....$ 680
Lee Summitt ... $4169
Birome 000**..,.$1977
Penelope *...... $2470
Mertens ... *...$2796
Mt. Calm *.....$1540
Hubbard ****..$1956
Covington .... $1415
Bynum$2775Irene********.$1705
Itasca ......... 4265
Malone 99..999 2489
Abbott ....-- *-.$236
Branon.....---$2295
Whitney . $2
Hillsboro ...... $3924
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APPENDIX B

TABLE OF TAX RATES BY SCHOOLS

Name of School tMaintenance Bond Total

Prairie Valley 15 0 15
Union 75 0 75
Jessie 40 10 50
Wilks 50 0 50
Kirby 30 0 30
Oakland 75 0 75
Bois D'Arc 50 0 50
Barton 33 1/3 16 2/3 50
Blan to n 40 40 80
Union 12 19 1/2 19 1/2 39
Hunt 50 0 50
Arnott 50 0 50
Woodrow Wilson 62 1/2 37 1/2 100
Woodbury 25 0 25
Mt. Springs 50 25 75
Yates 37 1/2 37 1/2 75
Nhites 45 30 75
Eureka 40 10 50
Towash 25 0 25
Elm Mott 50 25 75
Ft. Graham 35 0 35
Liberty Hill 50 0 50
Steiner Valley 20 0 20
Union Bluff 30 20 50
Hill Dale 75 0 75
Cold Corner 75 0 75
Files Valley 66 2/3 33 1/3 100
McCovian Valley 20 0 20
Bethlehem 30 0 30
Bowmandale 50 0 50
Denton 50 0 50
Brooken 15 25 40
Richland 37 1/2 37 1/2 75
Bethel 25 0 25
Lebanon 50 25 75
Vaughn 30 45 75
Union Hill 50 50 100
Cottonwood 50 0 50
Alligator 20 0 20
Hubbard 74 40 10 50
Revier 25 25 50
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TABLE OF TAX RATE BY SCHOOLS

Narm of school { Maintenance Bond Total

Prairie Point
Hickory Flats
Post Oak
Pleasant Hill
Union 82
Savage
Herbert
11t. View
Tarver
Vaf er
Massey
Brigman
Pleasant View
Lovelace
Lakenon
Aquilla
Blum
Peoria
Osceola
Treadwell
Mayfie ld
Shiloh
McMurray
Griffi n
Culp
Oak Valley
Lee Summit
Birome
Penelope
:ertens
Mt. Calm
Hubbard
Covington
Bynum
Irene
Itasca
Ma lone
Abbott
Brandon
hi tne y

Hillsboro

33 1/3
20
15
50
25
37 1/2
37 1/2
37 1/2
50
50
50
50
25
60
60
37 1/2
50
37 1/2
60
50
50
37 1/2
50
10
50
75
33 1/3
54
57 1/2
55
35

100
50
53
50
45
50
75
50
50
50

16 2/3
0
0

25
0

12 1/2
12 1/2
12 1/2
0
0
0
25
0

15
0

37 1/2
50
37 1/2
30
0
0

37 1/2
25
15
0
0

16 2/3
36
17 1/2
20
40
32 1/2
50
22
50
5

25
10
30
50
32

50
20
15
75
25
50
50
50
50
50
50
75
25
75
60
75

100
75
90
50
50
75
75
25
50
75
50
90
75
75
75

132
100
75

100
50
75
85
80

100
82

1/2



APPETDIX C

TABLE OF EXPENDITURES BY SCHOOLS

Amount School

Prairie Valley...... 4.76
Union.. . ............. 6.00
Jessie.. ............. 2.06
Wilks................ .70
Kirby................ 8.11
Oakland..............17.00
Bois D'Arc...........10.45
Barton............... 7.66
Blanton.............. 5.32
Union 12............. 6.57
Hunt... .............. 6.75
Arnott...............13.25
iioodrow Wilson....... 9.50
Woodbury............. 3.50
Mountain Springs.....39.82
Yates................ 8.00
whites...............18.53
Eureka............... 2 00
Towash............... 3.00
Elm iOtt............. 8.00
Ft. Graham........... 4.70
Liberty H ll......... 5.26
Steiner Valley....... 8.40
Union Bluff..........10.00
Hill Dale............12.80
Cold Corner.........15.40
Files Valley.........35.40
McCowan Valley,...... 3.70
Bethlehem............ 2.35
Bowmandale...........10.00
Denton............... 8.06
Brooken..............11.61
Richland....*.........15.46
Bethel............... 2.56
Lebanon.............. 5.85
Vaughn...............16.56
Union Hill...........12.00
Cottonwood........... 8.00
Alligator............ 1.77
Hubbard f#74..........15.50
Revier.L. ... .......... 19.00

Prairie Point........4 5.53
Hickory Flats......... 1.47
Post Oak.............. 5.00
Pleasant Hill.........19.55
Union #82............. 2.72
Savage................10 .00
Herbert............... 8.32
vt . View...... ... . .. .. 13.25
Tarver... ............. 7.00

8.43
Maasey. .. . .. . .... . .. ..13.00
Brigman... . . ... .. .. . ..10.73
Pleasant View......... 2.00
Lovelace............0..20.63
Lakenon.... ........... 23.80

Peoria. .. . .. .. .. . . .... 20.17
0 sceola. . .. ... ... .. . ..14.52
Treadwell............. 9.00
May"Iield.............. 8.40
Shiloh.. . .. ... . .. .. . .. 9.64
licdurray. . . . . . . . . . .... 13.62
riffin.. . ............ 3.42

Culp.................. 5.w37
Oak Valley............ 5.10
Lee Summitt...........20.86
Birome,...............17.70
Penelope............18.00
Mertens...............21.00
Mount Calm........ .....1150
Hubbard...............26.00
Covington.............14.15
Bynump,,................. 0 20.P75
Irene.................17.00
I tasca. . ... . .. .. . ..... 21.33
ilalone. .. .. *. .. . .. . .... 18.25
Abbott.... .. ...... ... .19.90
Brandon...............18.40
Whitney...............21.30
Hillsboro.............32.17
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APPENDIX D

QUESTIONNAIRE FORM USED IN STUDY

Name of school

Legal status of the school

Number of scholastics for 1936-37

Total assessed valuation of property for school purposes in

the school district

Tax rate for maintenance , for bond_

total

Amount of aid from the Equalization Fund that the school is

to receive this year

Value of land owned by the school

Value of buildings owned by the school_

Value of school furniture

Value of school library

Value of teaching equipment of all kinds

Value of playground equipment_

,
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