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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Problem

Upon exploration of recent literature pertaining to school
finance, abundant evidence was found to support the contention that
state aid is necessary for adequate financial support for public
education. The writer has been interested in educational finance
for some time, and, after considerable investigation, has chosen
a thesis problem which is: To study the school laws pertaining
to school finance and their application in certain selected states

and to suggest modifications to the state aid laws in Kansas.
Method

A comparative study was made of the state aid Jaws in the
selected states of Kansas, Oklahoma, New tlexico, Nebraska, and
Colorado, and how their application would affect a representative
district. These states were chosen because they represent similar
problems in school finance and also because they have various
degrees of state aid ranging from almost nothing to a very high
percentage of the total school expenditures being supplied by the

state.
Review of Recent Investigations

A thorough study of the literature pertaining to the field of
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school finance shows that there are innumerable articles written on
the inequalities of education and the need for state aid, but few
investigations have been made concerning state aid laws in states
of the mid-west.

In an article in the School Executivel, Oberholtzer and
Thompson show that state support of public education is increas-
ing. They go on to say that the state is responsible for educa-
tion, therefore, it must take a more active part in the financing
of education. The National Education Association Research Bulletin
of November, 1942, tabulates the results of a study of state school
finance systems over the entire nation. This investigation covered
the school year of 1940-41 and showed that the following percentage

of the total school expenditures was supplied by the states used in

this study. F
KL SEG i Hotl oFa o o mlheleebe ity «8r6h
Golonatol s & o o N i ® & wie ve s §eLe & @feT
Oklahoma . . . L R R B Al sl T Bk
Mew Mexteo) ¢ 8 c1a 6o « @ % & 5 & & s o » (288
NeErasitats: de wow o siie o o o8 ta ek S GEETs 5. TR

The Need for State Aid for Public Education

The value of our educational system has become apparent as a

result of its magnificient performance during the crisis from which

1. K. E. Oberholtzer and A. Thompson, "State Aid for Schools
Must Inerease," School Executive, 66: 60~1, April, 1947.

2."School Finance Systems," National Education Association
Research Bulletin, 20: 178, November, 194<.
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our country has just emerged. At the same time the need for improve-
ment has become equally apparent. Our educational system is laboring
under regulations, customs, and a system of financial support creat-
ed for a social and economic order which has since changed so as to
be almost unrecognizable.

Simultaneously with the emergence of the appreciation of good
education, has come the realization that education costs money. Good
education requires good buildings, good equipment, and good teachers.
These cost money.

.« » » Now for the first time has emerged some sense
of the power of good education in the lives of a
people and here and there are examples of this power-
ful education. iJe have begun also to obtain sgme
sense of the cost in dollars of providing it.

The buildings and equipment of our public schools have suffer-
ed from ten years of depression, followed by four years of war. As a
result of this enforced neglect, our school plants are in great need
of repairs, expansion, and new equipment. This necessar and urgent
building program will require a tremendous amount of money.

. . » Current requirements, which include replacement

of obsolete buildings, and those actually dangerous

to life, as well as the provision of new elementary

and secondary schools necessitated by expanding enroll-

ments, demand an annual expenditure for Ehe next decade
of not less than half a billion dollars.

3, Paul R. Mort, "Financing Education in the rost-Var Lcanomy,"
The North Central Association Quarterly, 19: 150, Octover, 1944.

4. Arthur B. Moehlman, "It's up to the States," Nation's
Schools, 37: 19, February, 1946.
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The greatest danger in the educational system, for our children,
lies not in the lack of adequate buildings or equipment but in the lack
of  good teachers. Good schools are impossible without good teachers.
Yet today many young people are going into the teaching profession woe-
fully lacking in training and preparation.

.« . « as a nation we are failing to provide many thousands
of prospective citizens with the educational opportunities
essential to individual and naticnal intelligence, morality,
and welfare. From almost every state come reports of the
employment of thousands of immature, inexpgrienced, ill-
prepared, and poorly paid teachers, . . .

Not only are insufficiently trained teachers going into the
teaching profession, but teachers totally inadequate in training and
ability are retained because the salaries paid are such that persons
with a large amount of ability in many instances cannot be obtained.
The people of America

. « « must consider how much must be paid teachers to
attract more highly capable persons into the profession
and to stimulate and permit those in the professign to
make continuous professional and personal growth.

To provide the necessary ingredients for this improved educa-
tion, it is

. « + clear that we are faced with the necessity of
spending as a very minimum from 60 percent to 100
percent more on schools.”

During the depression of the 1930's many of our communities

found it impossible to maintain a school program even though the

5. Fletcher H. Swift, Federal and State Policies in Public
School Finance in the United States. (Boston, New York, etc., Gimn
and Company, [c 19317 Y. p. 80.

6. Mort, op. cit., p. 16l.

7. Ibid., p. 16l.



expenses were a fraction of those of today.
« « « Ten years ago the public schools of the nation
were facing a period of acute financial stress, Sever-
al thousand schools failed to open in the fall of 1933
because of lack of funds. In gome other schools teach-
ers were serving without pay.

Yet after those disastrous years the schools in many states
are still laboring under a system of school support which is not
only inadequate but also full of inequalities. Many communities
are able to maintain schools of very high standards with a mini-
mun of effort, while others are unable to provide schools of
minimum standards with a maximum of effort.

« « « after fifty years of support by local taxation
we find ourselves in an educational situation marked
by economic and educational inequalities. On the one
hand we have wealthy communities levying school taxes
of less than 1 mill and able from the proceeds to
maintain schools of the highest standards; on the
other hand exceedingly poor communities levying taxes
of over 100 mills but scarcely able to maintain
schools of minimum standard.?

The most important reason for this inequality is ‘he in-
adequacy of the general property tax as the primary source of
school revenue. At one timne income was derived directly from prop-
erty owned. Since the advent of the modern commercial and indus-

trial system this is no longer true. A large percentage of the

total income is derived from endeavors only indirectly, and in

8. "School Finance Systems," National Education Association
Research Bulletin, 20:153, November, 1942.

9. Swift, op. cit., p. 8l.
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many cases not at all, connected with property. To limit school rev-
enue to this comparatively small segment of the national income, is
to doom the educational system to perpetual bankruptcy.

+ « Historically, theoretically, and practically, as a
main source of public income the general property tax is
a failure. While it was well suited to the agricultural
era in which it arose, it is unsuited to the industrial
and commercial conditions that have followed.

Swift, a close student of school finance, says:

Formerly wealth was represented almost entirely by real
and personal property; today wealth and property are large-
1y corporate, and many forms of income derived from sources
other than tangible property can be made to contribute their
Just quota to public expenditures only by means of some
special form of taxation. Possession of real or personal
property is in many cases no longer the truest index of
ability or obligation to support govermmental undertakings.
Frequently a much truer index is the possession of income,
whether received as salary or deriifd from intangible
property such as stocks and bonds.

Seligman, an authority on taxation, writes:

« « « under modern economic conditions, property an especially
personal property, is no longer a satisfactory index of tax-
paying ability. ‘ealth in modern times is derived to a con-
tinually larger extent from relations, from opportunities,

and from all manner of exertion more or less indirectly, or

not at all, connected with property. Huge official salaries

and large professional incomes are a common occurrenis to-

day and would go entirely free under a property tax.

10. Benjamin Floyd Pittenger, An Introduction to Public School
Finance. (Boston, New York, etc., Houghton Mifflin Company, [c 19257 .
pe 350.

11. Swift, op. cit., p. 151.

12. E. R. A. Seligman, Essays on Taxation. 10th ed.; Rev. (New
York, Boston, etc., The Macmillian Company, 1931.) p. 649.
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What then can be done to eliminate this inequality of oppor-
tunity and inequality of effort? First of all, the larger units such
as counties and states must be permitted to contribute a larger share
of ppe total amount,and secondly, the total burden must be apportion-
ed to all persons by such methods as the income tax, sales tax, sev-
erance tax, and gasoline tax. The'state is the smallest unit which
can administer these newer forms of taxation efficiently, therefore,
the obvious conclusion is that the state is the logical unit to
eliminate these inequalities.

Neither the county or any other local unit which

might be devised can equalize school revenues, school

burdens, and educationallgpportunities. Only the
state . . » can do this.

Definitions

In order to avoid unnecessary confusion, several controversial
terms are listed and defined.

The 1947 session of the Kansas legislature made a clear cut
distinction between "state aid" and "state support.” The term "state
aid" was used to designate money which is distributed to the weaker
districts but not to the wealthier districts. "State support" was
used to designate money which is distributed to all districts regard-
less of need. Since the other states used in this study made no such
distinction and since the term "state aid" is favored by most writers,

Ngtate aid" will be used here to designate any money received from

13. Swift, op. cit., p. 109.



the state in support of public education.

"Minimum program" is the term used to designate a level of
education to vhich all districts are entitled with a set maximum
tax levy. If the specified tax levy does not provide enough money,
the state will make up the difference or a given percentage of the
difference.

"Minimum program income" is the amount of money made avail-
able by the maximum tax levy which is to pay for the minimum pro-

gram.



CHAPTER II
WHAT CERTAIN AUTHORITIES THINK ABOUT STATE AID

In order to provide a basis upon which to build the remainder
of this study, an attempt is made in this chapter to ascertain the
thinking of certain authorities in the field of school finance on the
subject of state support for public education. This procedure is
necessary to provide a common ground upon which to stand before an
intelligent study of state school finance laws can be made.

Three authorities were selected for this study. Ellwood P.
Cubberley, formerly Dean of the School of Education, Leland Stanford
Junior University, was selected because he has been considered one
of the leading authorities in school finance for many years. He is
probably quoted more than any other person on matters pertaining to
school administration. Vard Glen Reeder, Professor of Education, Ohio
State University, was chosen because of his contribution-~ to the
store of knowledge available in his field. Paul R. Mort, Professor
of Education, Teachers College, Columbia University, was selected be-
cause he is the foremost living authority in his field today and since
he has written several widely used texts in school administration and

finance.
Ellwood P. Cubberley

Professor Qubberley had some very definite opinions concern-

ing the responsibility of the state to support public education and
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has recorded these opinions in his two books, State School Administra-

tion and Public School Administration.

When our great system of public education was started, support
was entirely by district taxation., This was the earliest form of tax~
ation for public education. With the cost of the schools comparative-
1y small and most of the income being derived from the ownership and
use of private property, this form of school financing was sufficiert.
As inequalities in the ability of districts to pay for their schools
arose, county wide taxation and, in some cases, state taxes were levied
on private property to eliminate some of these inequalities.

The next step in the evolution of a system of school

support came when the people of a whole state decided to
pool in part the costs for education over the whole state,
and voted to levy a state tax to aid the counties, town-
ships, towns or districts in their support of education.

In the days when our schools started, wealth was more evenly
distributed than it is today. The wealth of the nation was centered
largely in agriculture and small village industry. Eacl man's wealth
was entirely visible and tangible. Under these circumstances, general
property taxes and small poll taxes to catch those who owned no pro-
perty, naturally became the accepted forms of taxation.2

Since these early days, the economic, educational, and social

character of America have changed. As our industry developed great

inequalities have arisen. In some cases the discovery of oil, the

1. Ellwood P. Cubberley, State School Administration.(Boston,
New York, etc., Houghton Mifflin Company, [c 19277 .) p. 417.

2- Ibida, ppt 418—19-
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development of mines, or the establishment of great industries have
greatly enriched some school districts while the wealth of others
remained the same or actually declined.

As it is today some communities have a far greater per

capita wealth, while in others there is an actual or a
relative decrease; and in almost every state an increas-
ing relative, if not actual, impoverishment of certain
communities is taking place.

Yet in all of these communities children are growing up and
need more and better education. Because of our highly mobile popu-
lation, the education of a child will not only benefit the local
community but the entire state and even the nation. It is for this
reason, Professor Cubberley maintained, that education is of
great importance to the states and the country.

. . « the same industrial revolution that has develop-

ed these inequalities has brought about also new political
and social needs that make education a greater state and
national interest than ever before in our history.

Side by side with the development of inequalities of valuation
between districts, there has grown another inequality which is much
more serious than the former and also harder to remedy.

A very marked characteristic of our national develop-

ment, durirg the past three quarters of a century, has
been the rise of taxing inequalities, and with their rise

a need for a more general pooling of taxing effort for
education has become more and more evident.

3. Ibid., p. 42L.
L. Loc. cit.

5. Ellwood P. Cubberley, Public School Administration. Rev. ed.;
(Boston, New York etc., Houghton Mifflin Company, [c¢ 19297 ), p 1Ok.
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Professor Cubberley maintained that district taxation with the
general property tax as the basis of school support was not sufficient
to meet the cost of education and to maintain even a minimum education-
al program.

. « « the burden of the support of education, especial-
ly where there is still so large a dependence on district
taxation and the old property tax as the chief reliance
for schoo% support, is greater today than many communities
can meet.

Even though taxes are high and the cost of education is becom-
ing more and more of a burden, he does not propose that we reduce the
expenditures for education but rather that we find a broader and
better taxing system.

The taxes now levied on farm property are often al-

most confiscatory in character, yet the education pro-
vided for the farmer's children is usually far from good
enough. The remedy lies not in a cheaper type of school-
ing, but in larger taxing units and in different types
of taxation. The costs for anything so manifestly for
the common good of all must be much better equalized.7

Jith the comir- of the industrial revolution, ouz economi.c
system has changed so that money making ability is only remotely con-
nected with property. Large official salaries and income from intan-
gibles account for a large proportion of our tax payin ability, yet
this large proportion of the total income coatributes little or

nothing toward the mainteﬁance of education under general property

taxation.

65 Ibid-, p. 106-

7. Gubberley, State School Administration, op. cit., p. 422.
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With the development of the large corporation ard
the general sale of stocks and bonds, wealth has
tended to become more and more hidden and intangible.
With the development of apartment-house and resident-
ial-hotel living, many people of large incomes today
possess little or ng tangible wealth yet have large
tax-paying ability.

The problem is to revise our systems of taxation

. « » to lighten the burden of the old real and person-
al property taxes; to reach classes that under modern
conditions pay little or nothing in taxes and yet have
good incomes; and to remedy the unfairness of allowing
small local subdivisions to profit so largely, in matters
of taxation, by the presence within their boundaries of
special wealth in natural resources or by tSe coming of
power lines, transportation, and factories.

If there is still any doubt as to his opinion on state aid,
Cubberley removes that question when he writes,
In most of our states to-day the percentage of sup-
port for education ought to be very materially increas-
ed. With the continued growth of taxing inequalities, as
well as the continued increase in the cost far education,
there is urgent demand for this to be done.
If he was in favor of state aid of education, the question
naturally arises as to what percentage of the total he thought should
be carried by the state. Cubberley answers this question for us clearly and

definitely in the statement:

Just how large a proportion of the total cost for
education the state should provide is as yet an un-

8. Ibid., p. 420.
9. Ibid., p. 426.

10. Ibid., p. 430.



settled question, and one capable of different answers

in different states. That it should be large, in view

of the growing needs for education and the marked
inequalities in resources of the different counties,
there can be little question. . . . That from 40 to

60 per cent of the annual maintenance cost for elementary
and secondary education ought to come from state sources,
and urder modern conditions of wealth distribution, prob-

ably wou%% be approved by most students of educational
finance.

Breifly summarizing, it can be said that Cubberley favored a
much greater use of indirect forms of taxation such as: severance
tax, income tax, and others. He desired a greater participation by
the state in financing of public education to the extent that a
minimum of 4O per cent of the total cost of the elementary and

secondary schools be carried by the states.
Paul R. Mort

Professor Mort is probably the outstanding living authority
on the subject of school finance in the country. He has writien
several texts on school administration and made numerous investi-
gations in various states on educational finance. One such investi-
gation was made in Kansas in 1929 and recommendations were sent to
the governor. Needless to say, the recommendations were not put
into practice.

The school districts and methods of school finance as set

up one hundred years ago are no longer satisfactory today. Many

11. Ibid., pp. 437-8.
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of the districts are too small to provide the type of education which
we in America want. These districts are not fitted to the conditions
of today.

« + « Many of our present school districts are sadly

unfitted to do the work expected of them. Districts

laid out to meet conditions of a_century ago never

changed to meet new conditions.

As a result or this out of date method of financing and oper-
ating the public schools, glaring inequalitites in both educational
opportunities and barden of taxation have resulted. A railroad, a
factory, a mine, or a suburban area has raised the valuation of one
district while depleted soil has lowered the valuation in another
until one distriet is able to support an educational program many
times that of the other district. Not only have inequalities develop-
ed, but the need for education has become ever greater.

With our countries growth the needs for education have

grown in districts, in counties, and in states. But with

that growth have come the unequal abilities of these to

pay for public education, through the property tax. “ome

districts are one hundred timfg as able as others to

support their schools. . . .
To prove his point, Professor Mort quotes the following figures:
If you look at Illinois, county by county, you will

find a range in property valuation per child of $880 to

$4,373. That's bad enough, but in the districts thiﬂ-
selves the range is from $1,000 to over $100,000.

12. Frank W. Cyr, Arvid J. Burke, Paul R. Mort, Paying For
Our Public Schools.(Scranton, International Textbook Company, 1938),

Pe 21.

13. Ibid., p. 4O.

14. Ibid., ps 27.
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Not only are there great inequalities of educational oppor-
tunities but there are also inequalities in burdens of taxation. The
general property tax is carrying a share of the total tax burden far
in excess of the amount justified by its percentage of the total
wealth.

Too much relience is placed upon one source of tax

money for schools - — the tax on general property, homes,
automi?iles, live stock, and other property easy to be
seen.

Regarding the proportionate wealth of real estate to other
forms of wealth and the share of the tax burden carried by each,
Mort has this to say:

Real property or real estate, by which is meant

land, farms, barns, buildings, lots, is now only
one-third of our wealth6 but it carries about 50
per cent of the taxes.

Inequalities go even further than has already been shown.
There are differences even among general property. Two pieces of
property with the same evaluation may produce different - iounts
of income.

. . . equal amounts of property no longer show
equal ability to pay taxes. And a uniform rate of
taxation put on all progerty no longer distributes
the tax burden equally.
That Mort blamed the general property tax for many of the

inequalities of educational opportunity so apparent today, is

150 Ibid-, Pe [&7¢

16. Ibid., p. 45.
17. Ibid., pe 47-
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clearly illustrated by the following quotation:

« +» » That the school opportunities in our country are
so unequal may in a large measure be blamed on the
general property tax. Ten of the states which have

the most glaring inequalities in schools depend large-
1y on this tax for the support of the schools. Six
of the ten are among the twelve which get the bulk

of their tax revenue from the general property tax.
Seven of the ten are among ige twelve giving the
least state aid to schools.

Now that we have shown that Doctor Mort beleives that many
of the evils of our school systems of today are a result of poor
methods of support, the question naturally arises; how does he
propose to remedy this situation? The answer to that question is:
more state aid with some of the newer forms of taxes to supply a
greater percentage of the revenue.

A test of the relative burdens of the newer

types of taxes that must be administered by the
state shows that in most states property is now
carrying a disproportionately large share of the
burden of government. This demands either that
through additionsl state aid to schools, or state
assumption or support of local governmental
activities, some readjustment should be brought
about in most states between the property taxes.

Doctor Mort, as head of the State School Code Commission in
Kansas, in 1929, proposed an equalization plan for the state of
Kansas which shows clearly how he would have the state provide

money for the support of schools. According to this plan the state

was to provide the difference between a proposed minimum program

18. Ibid., p. 52.

19. Paul R. Mort, Principles of School Administration. (New York,
London, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1946), pe 217.
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and the amount of money the proposed levy on general property in
the counties and districts would raise. The minimum program was
set up as follows: $900 for each elementary teaching unit and
$1,200 for each high school teaching unit for each year in the
biennium begimning July 1, 1929. For the biennium beginning July
1, 1931, the amounts were to be increased to $1,050 and $1,400
for .elementary and high school teaching units respectively. For
each year after 1933, the amounts were to be $1,200 and $1,600.
The minimum tax levies required by the plan were; for each year in
the biennium beginning July 1, 1929, the minimum district and
county tax rate was to be 1.5 mills. For the biennium beginning
‘July 1, 1931, the rate was to be 1.8 mills and after July 1, 1933,
the annual rates were to be 2 mills.

This plan was based on the equalization principle. The
‘
fact that the plan gave some aid to all districts regardless of
ability to support schools, is explained by Professor Mort when
he writes:
The consideration of the effect of an equalizat-
jon plan that would give the wealthies county no
state aid led the commission to favor a plan which
would make it possible for all counties in the
state to shift a part of the burden of support-
ing schools from local tax sources to those sources
of taxes available to the state only. . . . This
step cannot be justified on the basis of equal-

ization, but it can be justified in terms of the
principle of encouragement of progress through the

20. Paul R. Mort, Report of the State School Code Commission
of Kansas. Supplement to Vol. 2. (Topeka, Kansas State Printing
Plant, 1928}, p- 56.
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improvement of the taxing system. The principle of
encouragement of progress demands that the state
shall set up conditions in local districts favor-
able to educational progress. One of the most
important of these is the provision of ample tax
resources. Therefore, when local tax resources
become overtaxed, as compared with tax resources
available to the state only, the state should
shift the burden from the iocal sources to the
less taxed state sources. <

Mort did not believe that the state should take over
completely but the local control and initiative should be
maintained. He believed that local initiative should be in-
creased, rather than decreased, by state aid and state sup-
port.

If the districts are to be encouraged in their

local initiative, they must have a margin in which
to work; that is, they must not find themselves
taxed to the limit so they have no leeway for
doing something extra. The tax burden now falling
on local property must be gone into and remedied.

Local districts must be free to raise more taxes

if they want to, and plan their own yearly expend-
itures without fear of a aigher authority cutting
down their budgets. . . .

It can be seen that Doctor Mort favors greater help by

the state in supporting the educational system. This aid is

necessary because the state has access to forms of taxes which

are not available to local taxing units. He believes that

21. Ibid., p. 18.

22. Cyr, Burke, and Mort, op. cit., Pp- 168.
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state aid should be in accordance with the principal of equalization,

but that it should also encourage progress and local initative.
Ward G. Reeder

Professor Reeder writes that over the nation as a whole,
approximately twenty-five percent of the school revenue is
furnished by the state as a unit. The assistance furnished by
the state to the local school districts has been increasing
in recent years. Professor Reeder shows very clearly that he
believes the state should share the burden of financing the
schools, when he says:

No objection can be raised to the state as-

sisting local districts in meeting the educa-
tional standards prescribed by the state; accord-
ing to this practice, the wealthy districts are
taxed to help the impoverished ones. It is but
elemental justice for the state to pursue suc 3
a policy for its own perpetuity and progress.

The fact that he favors state aid is not entirely due to
the fact that he believes in the necessity of equalization, but
also, to the inherent weaknesses of the general property tax.

Most taxation suthorities are agreed that

the property tax is a failure as a main source

of revenue and that it will have to be izrgely
supplanted by other forms of taxation.

23. Ward G. Reeder, Public School Administration. iev. and
enlarged ed.; (New York, The Macmillan Company, L1941 ] ), p» 368.

th Ibido, p- 371-
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CHAPTER III
STATE SCHOCL FINANCE LAWS

A brief summary of the state school finance laws of each
of the five states selected for this study are presented in this
chapter. The greater part of this chapter is used to summarize
the laws providing state money for the schools. However, other
laws dealing with local or county taxation for schools are

explained briefly if it is necessary for the clarity of this
study.

Kansas

A. House Bill No. 459. This act revises the State Aid Law
of 1937 and provides state aid to elementary schools.

Section 2. . . . In all public elementary
schools, the basis for determining the minimum
guarantee under this act shall be the number of
pupils enrolled on October first of the current
school year in grades one to eight, inclusive:

(1) For each one-teacher school maintained
having ten or more pupils enrolled in any public
elementary school in grades one to eight, inclus-
ive, the minimum guarantee shall be one thousand
dollars: « . .

(2) For each two-or-more teacher school main-
tained having more than nine and less than twenty-
three pupils enrolled in grades one to eight, in-
clusive, the minimum guarantee shall be one thou-
sand dollars: . . .

(3) For each two-or-more~teacher school main-
tained, having more than twenty-two pupils, the
minimum guarantee shall be sixty~five dollars per
pupil for the first forty pupils, eixty dollars
per pupil for each pupil in excess of forty and
less than three hundred and fifty-one, fifty-five
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dollars per pupil for each pupil in excess of three
hundred and fifty and less than two thousand five
hundred and one, and forty-five dollars per pupil
for each pupil in excess of two thousand five
hundred:

Section 4. Same; allocation of state school aid
fund; computation of other revenue; Beginning
with the year 1946, if the product of a four-mill
school district general fund tax levy times the
assessed tangible valuation of a city school dis-
trict or common-school district, together with the
total amount of general fund revenue, other than
ad valorem taxes for the current school year,
applicable to grades one to eight, inclusive, is
not equivalent to the guarantee of such city
school district or common-school district, seventy-
five percent (75%) of the difference between such
amounts shall be allocated to such city school
district or common-school district from the state
school aid fund during the next calender year as
provided in this act. For the purpose of this act,
revenue applicable to grades one to eight, inclus-
ive, shall include all of the district's share of
intangible and dog taxes levied in the current
year; all of the state funds derived from inter-
est on state school fund investments; all county funds
from fines and forfeitures; all other general fund
revenue of the current school year directly appli-
cable to grades one to eight, inclusive, but shall
not include; « . (b) retailers' sales tax residue;
(c) any moneys received from the state school aid
fund; (d) any moneys received from the state school
finance fund; or {e) any moneys received from a
county elementary school tax levy: . . .

B. House Bill No. 457. This act provides state funds to schools

regardless of need.

Section 3. On December fifteenth of each year
commencing in the year 1947, all moneys on hand
in the state school finance fund shall be distri-
buted as follow:

(1) To each one-teacher elementary school dis-

1. Kansas Legislature, House Bill No.459. Copy supplied by Mr. L.W.
Brooks, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Topeka, Kansas.
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trict having an enrollment on October 1 of the cur-
rent school year of ten or more pupils, and to each
two-or-more-teacher elementary school district hav-
ing an enrollment on October 1 of the current school
year of more than nine but less than twenty-three
pupils, the sum of three humdred dollars ($300):

(2) To each two~or-more-teacher school maintain-
ed having more than twenty-two pupils enrolled on
October 1 of the current school year shall be paid
amounts as follows: Twenty-five dollars ($25) per
pupil for the first forty pupils, twenty dollars
($20) per pupil for each pupil in excess of forty
and less than three hundred fifty-one, fifteen
dollars ($15) per pupil for each pupil in excess
of three hundred fifty and less than two thousand
five hundred one, ten dollars ($10) per pupil in
excess of two thousand five hundred and less than
ten thousand one, five dollars ($5) per pupil for
each pupil in excess of ten thousand.

Senate Bill No. 317 provides for a county tax levy for pub-
lic elementary schools not to exceed 2 mills. The levy is to be
sufficient to provide $500 for each classroom unit. Schools with
less than twenty pupils are to be considered one classroom unit.
Schools with more than twenty pupils enrolled, shall be credited
with a classroom unit for each teacher employed.3

Senate Bill No. 269 provides a county tax levy for high
schools of not less than one-fourth of a mill or more than four
and one-half mills on all tangible property within the county.

The mills levied are to be sufficient to provided from $80 to

2. Kansas Legislature, House Bill No._457. Copy supplied by
Mr. L. . Brooks, State Superintendernt of Public Instruction, Topeka,

Kansas.

3. Kansas Legislature, Senate Bill No. 317. Copy supplied by
Mr. L. W. Brooks, State Superlntendent of Public Instruction, Topeka,

Kansas.
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$175 per pupil, depending on the number of pupils enrolled.h

Oklahoma

Enrolled House Bill No. 85, is the basic school law of
klahoma, various sections of which provide for the distribution
of state funds to public schools.
A part of section 2 states that one-tenth of the produc-
tion tax collected be returned to the county from which it was

collected and be uistrituted to the public schools of that

county.

jcle IIT --- State Aid. Section 1. There shall
be apportioned and disbursed annually, by the State
soard of Eiucation, from appropriations made by the
Legislature for this purposes. . . to the several
school districts amd separate schools of the State
such sums of money as each school district or separate
school may be qualified to receive under the pro-
visions of this Act. . . .

Section 4. The amount of money that a school
distric. may qualify for, which shall be designated
as "State Aid" under the provisions of this Act,
shall be determined by subtracting the amount of
the Minimum Program Income from the cost of the
Minimum Program. The /{inimum Program and Minimum
Program Income shall be defined as follows:

Minimum Program:

(a) The number of teachers, not to exceed the

L. Kansas Legislature, Senate Bill No. 269. Copy supplied by
Mr. L. ¥W. Brooks, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Topeka,
Kansas.

5. Oklahoma Legislature, Enrolled House Bill No. 85. Copy supplied
by the State Board of Education, Oklahoma City, Qklahoma.
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number employed, and not to exceed the number as pro-
vided by this Act, and the salary schedule not to ex-
ceed the salaries paid each teacher, principal, and
superintendent,

@) ewSaEasESETN. Y E Wi W e @ @ W ETs TR mew A @B ANE" bl

(b) A1l other legal items of expenditures, exclu-
sive of sinking funds, teachers salaries, transport-
ation, buildings, and sites, at the rate of ten cents
(10¢) per pupil per day in attendance during the
next preceding year for all pupils in grades includ-
ed in approved junior and senior high schools and
seven and one-half cents(7 1/2¢) per pupil per day
for all pupils in the elementary grades in attend-
ance during the next preceding year, provided, that
no school shall receive less than One Hundred Seventy-
five (3172.00) Dollars per teacher per year for such
purposes;

Minimum Program Income:

(a) Income from a levy of fifteen (15) mills act-
ually made by a school district, and as to separate
schools a levy of one and five-tenths (1.5) mills
actually made in any county, on a valuation egqualized
between counties as provided elsewhere in this Act. A

ten per cent (10%) deduction shall be allowed for
delinquent taxes.

(b) State Apportiomment.

(c) Gross Production Tax.
(d) County Apportionment.
(e) Intangible Tax.

(f) Basic-Aid actual amount allocated by State
Board of Education.

() Auto license and Farm Trvck Tax actual collect-
ions during previous year. . .

6. Ibid., p. 17.

7. Ibid., p. 19.
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Secti9n 5. 1. The following schedule shall be used
as a basis for calculating teachers' salaries in the
Minimum Program as defined in this Act:

(a) For each teacher holding a certificate to teach
in Oklahoma and having completed sixty (60) to eighty-
nine (89) semester hours of college work; One Thousand
Dollars ($1,000.00) per school term.

(b) For each teacher holding a certificate to teach
in Oklahoma and having completed ninety (90) or more
semester hours of college work, but less than a Bachelor's
Degree; Twelve Hundred Dollars ($1,200.00) per school
term.

(¢) For each teacher holding a certificate to teach
in Oklahoma and having a Bachelor's Degree; Fifteen
Hundred Dollars ($1,500.00) per school term.

(d) For each teacher holding a certificate to teach
in Oklahoma and having a Master's Degree, or a Library
Science Degree issued upon five (5) years of college
training; Seventeen Hundred Dollars ($1,700.00) per
school term.

(e) Provided that One Hundred Dollars ($100.00)
for each year of teaching experience, not to exceed
five (5) years, shall be added to the schedule of
annual salary to be used as a basis of apportionment
of State Aid.

(£) The Administrative increments shall be as follows:

(1) A teacher serving as Superintendent shall have
State Aid calculated for the term of his or her con-
tract but not to exceed two (2) months in addition to
the school term as defined by this Act, and shall
receive an increment of three dollars ($3.00) per month
per teacher not to exceed twenty (20) teachers.

(2) Principal's increment shall be Three Dollars
($3.00) per month per teacher, not to exceed twenty
(20) teachers per principal, for the school term.

oo.--o-on-u--o--o-o--o---.

(3) The total number of elementary teachers in
any school district on which the State will pay
State Aid shall, on the basis of the legal average
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daily attendance for the previous year, be as follows:

(a) In school districts having thirteen (13) to
twenty-five (25) pupils; one (1) teacher.

y (b) In school districts having twenty-six (26) to
fifty (50) pupils; two (2) teachers.

(c) In.school districts having fifty-one (51) to
seventy-five (75) pupils; three (3) teachers.

(@) In school districts having seventy-six (76)
to ninety-eight (98) pupils; four (4) teachers.

(e) In school districts having ninety-nine (99)
to one hundred twenty (120) pupils; five (5) teachers.

(f) In school districts having one hundred twenty
(120) or more pupils, five (5) teachers shall be al-
lowed for the first one hundred twenty (120) pupils,
ard one (1) additional teacher for each twenty-six
(26) pupils, or fraction thereof to the nearest tenth
(10), provided the district employs such additional
teacher or fraction of a teacher.

o Wl e a0, W e o ae e e el e el A L e e

5. The total number of teachers in an accredited
Junior and Senior High School . . . be as follows:

(a) In school districts having forty (40) to fifty
four (54) pupils; three (3) teachers.

(b) In school districts having fifty-five (55) to
seventy-two (72) pupils; four (4) teachers.

(¢) In school districts having seventy-two (72)
or more pupils, four (h) teachers for the first
seventy-two (72) pupils and one (1) teacher for each
additional twenty-six (26) pupils in average daily
attendance, calculating fractions thereof to the
nearest tenth (10), provided the district employs such
additional teacher or fraction of a teacher.

o.-.c-Qon--c-o.-oo--n-o.ooa

7. There shall be apportioned to all school districts
of the several counties an amount of money equal to
Seven and Fifty One hundredths Dollars ($7.50) multip-
lied by the legal average daily attendance of the
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previous year of such school district; provided, the
school district has a legal average deily attendance
of thirteen (13) or more during the preceding year,
amd levies twenty (20) mills, separate schools shall
be required to levy two (2) mills . . . Such aid
shall be designated and known as Basic Aid for all
school districts and separate schools meeting such
requirements.8

New Mexdico

The basic school finance law of New Mexico is the"State
Public School Equalization Fund" law which became law in 1935.
Section 8 of this law provides for a "basic allowance", which has
the sane meaning as "minimum program gugrantee", of $1,799.93 per
classroom unit. Classroom units are computed in the following
manner:

Classroom units are based on pupils in average
daily attendance for the immediately preceding school
year, allowing fractional parts for pupils in excess
of full classroom units. Said units shall be computed
yearly for the school district(s) within each admin-
istrative division by the State Board of Education .3
follows:

(a) In the Elementary School, including kindergar-
ten and grades 1 to 8 inclusive, or any part thereof;
Allow one classroom unit for any number of pupils from
8 to 22 inclusive.

From 23 to 44 pupils inclusive, allow one classroom
unit for each 22 pupils.

From 45 to 125 pupils inclusive, allow 2 classroom
units for the first 44 pupils and 1 classroom unit for
each additional 27 pupils.

8. Ibid., pp. 20-2k4.
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From 126 to 138 pupils inclusive, allow S‘classroom
units for the first 125 pupils, and 1 classroom unit
for each additional 30 pupils.

(b) To determine the number of classroom units for
the High School, grades 9 to 12 inclusive, or any part
thereof, classroom units as computed below shall be
multiplied by 4/3:

From 20 to 60 pupils inclusive, allow one classroom
unit for each 15 pupils. 2

From 61 to 236 inclusive, allow 4 classroom units for
the first 60 pupils, and one classroom unit for each
additional 22 pupils.

From 236 to 468 inclusive, allow 12 classroom units
for the first 235 pupils, and one classroom unit for
each additional 25 pupils.

The money in the equalization fund is distributed in accord-
ance with the following:

Upon the certification of the State Educational
Budget Auditor and the State Superintendent of Public
Instruction to the State Auditor and the State Treasur-
er and in the manner hereinbefore provided, the State
Treasurer shall distribute to the County Treasurer of
each respective county the difference between the basic
allowances as hereinbefore defined and the aggregate ¢ m
of: "an amount equivalent to a ninety percent collect-
ion of five mills on the assessed valuation of each
respective county; the amourts apportioned from the
State Common School Current Fund the credits accruing
to the school funds of each county by virtue of the
federal forest reserves acts; and such revenues, other
than cash balances or delinguent taxes, as may be cre-
dited to the maintenance school funds of each respec-
tive county." The amounts represented by these
differences shall be paid by the State Treasurer to the
County Treasurer of each of the respective counties as
credits to the school maintenance funds of the counties
upon the order and certification of the State Education-
al Budget Auditor and the State Superintendent of Public

9. New Mexico State Department of Education, Public School
Code. 1938 compilation; Santa Fe, 1938. pp. 15-6
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Instruction and in the mamner hereinbefore provided.
The County Treasurer shall pro-rate these amounts among
the maintenance funds of the school administrative
divisions within that county in accordance with the
approved budgets.lO

Tax For State Common School Current Fund. Each board
of county commissioners, when other county taxes are
levied, shall annually levy a tax on all the taxable
property of the coumty of one-half of one mill, and the
proceeds thereof shall be monthly transmitted to the

state treasurfi and covered into the state common school
current fund.

Nebraska

Nebraska does not have any general system of state aid to local
school districts. The state provides aid to weak rural districts which
are unable to provide the minimum number of months of school with a
7 mill levy on their assessed valuation. This aid amounted to only
$32,799.00 for the entire state of Nebraska in l9h6.12

Mallery Act funds are paid to rural high school districts and
consolidated districts for the purpose of establishing anc maintain-
ing vocational courses. The total amount thus distributed was
$21,321.07.13

The state pays for the tuition of children attending public

schools whose parents are members of the armed forces. The amount

lO- Ibidn, P 95-
100 ThieEsY Bs: 93

12. Information supplied by Mr. Stanley L. Hawley, Director
of Research, Department of Public Instruction, Lincoln, Nebraska.

13. Loc. cit.
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distributed was $31,9A7.66.lh
Nebraska pays $500 annually to any school offering normal
training courses if they are approved by the state.ls
In addition to these, Nebraska has a so-called temporary
school fund, the proceeds of which are apportioned to the dis-
tricts of the state. The amount apportioned during the calender
year 1946 was $990,594.30. The formula for distributing the
temporary school fund to the individual school districts is as
follows:
1. Each district having school land or other state
owned lands within its boundaries is reimbursed for
the amount of school tax which is lost by virtue of
said school lands being tax exempt.
2. Of the amount remaining, one-fourth is apport-
ioned equally among all eligible districts of the
state regardless of population, enrollment or wealth.
3, The remainder (three-fourths of the amount re-
maining after the deduction mentioned in No. 1 above)
is apportioned to all eligible districts in the state
in proportion to school population (the number of

persons residing in the distriig who are between the
ages of five and twenty-one).

Colorado

The original State Aid measure in Colorado went into effect in

14. Loc. cit.
15. Loc. cit.

16. Information supplied by Mr. Roger V. Shumate, Director of
Research, Legislative Council, State of Nebraska.
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1935. It has been changed several times since. However, each re-
vision has maintained the basic features of the original law, chang-
ing only the amounts involved. The law was again revised in 1947
but since the 1947 revision is not available at the time of this
writing, the laws of 1945 are being used in this study.

The basis upon which State Aid is figured is the classroom
unit. In school districts having a school population of more than
one hundred, four classroom units are allowed for the first one
hundred plus one unit for each additional forty in excess of one

17
hundred. The minimum guarantee for each classroom unit is
51,800.00.18

The minimum program guarantee is to be provided in the follow-
ing manner:

Section 5. (a) For the purpose of paying for the

support of the minimum educational program and min-
imumn standards as herein set forth, in addition to the
funds provided as now required by law for the County
General Fund, funds and tax levies may be made as
follows: . . » the school board in each district . . .
shall show the aggregate amount over and above the
amourt derived from the County General School Fund
which it is necessary to raise for the purpose of
maintaining in said district the minimum educational

program and standards as provided in this Act. . . .

(2) It shall thereupon be the duty or the county
commissioners . . « to levy at the same time that

17. Colorado Legzislature, School Laws Enacted by The Thirty-fourth
General Assembly. (Denver, The Bradford-Robinson Ptg. Co., 1943), p- 9»

18. Colorado Legislature, School Laws Enacted by The Thirty-
f£ifth General Assembly. 1945 Supplement ; (Denver, The Bradford-
Robinson Ptg. Co., 1945), p. 3.
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other taxes are levied such rate of tax levy on all the
taxable property in the coumty, not exceeding, however,
one (1) mill as will provide the amount so certified.

(3) The minimum special fund levy necessary to entitle
districts to participate in distribution of the State
School Equalization Fund under this Act shall be as follows:
In county high school districts ard in union high school
districts, one amd one-half (1 1/2) mills; in districts
of the first, second or third class which are parts of
county or union high school districts, four ard one-half
(4 1/2) mills; in all other districts, six (o) mills.1?

The amount to be provided by the state is determined in accord-
ance with the following:

(b) For the purpose of paying the state's share
of the cost of the minimum educational program as
defined herein, there is hereby created and set up
in the state treasurer's office a fund to e known
as the State School kqualization Fund, » . - ‘his
fund shall be distributed to the school districts
of the state which have elected to accept the benefits
of this Act, as follows: « .« . districts electing to
be subject to this Act, . . . shall certify to the
state superintendent of public instruction thre amount
of money provided by his county through the general
school fund of that county for the support of the
classroom units in each district in that county, whic
nas elected to be subject to the terms of this Act,
the amount of money which will be raised for the
respective school districts by the Minimum Special Fund
Levy, and by the one mill county levy, herein provided
for. Any amount required over and above t he money
provided by said Count’ General School und, said !{inimum
Special Fund Levy ana said one mill county levy (assuming
100 per cent collection less coumty treasurer's collect-
ion fee) for the maintenance of the minimum education
program as defined in this Act in each ol the several
districts electing to be subject to this Act, 1 his0
courty, shall be a char:ze against this fund; . . .

190 Ibid.o, pp' h"'5.

20. Ibid., D+ 6.
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The General School Fund is made up of state income tax funds
and a county levy on personal property. Of all the income tax collect-
ed in the state, 31.5 per cent is allocated to the General County
School Funds. If this amount is less than the amount required to pay
the $75 per month per teacher, the county makes the necessary levy

to provide this amount.21

21. Colorado Legislature, School Laws Enacted by The Thirty-fourth
General Assembly, op. cit., Pp. L=b.
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CHAPTER IV
COMIARISON CF THE STATE SCHOOL FINANC

In order to give a true comparison of the state aid laws of
the different states studied, the laws of each state were used to
determine the amount of money an average district would receive
under the state aid laws of the different states. The statistics of
an actual school district in Kansas were used to determine the state
aid this district would receive if it were operating under the state
aid laws of each of the states used in this study. This district is
referred to as District "A".

The data used concerning the district was taken from the annual
report of the superintendernt of schools to the board of education for

1
the school year ending in June, 1946.
Kansas

In determining the amount the district would receive under
the Kansas laws, the laws were applied to the statistics of the
district. The amounts for intangible tax, dog tax, fines, and the
amount receive: from the State School Fund, were the actual amounts
received by the district during the school year 1945-46. The re-

mainder of the figures were the ones computed in accordance with

1. Annual Report of the Sucerintendent of Schools to the Board
of Education, Hoisington, Kansas. June 30, 1946.
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the laws providing for state aid and state support.
TABLE I.
COMPUTATION OF FUNDS DISTRICT "A" WOULD RECEIVE
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS

Minimum Program Income

4 mill levy on tangible valuation . . « « « « « & . . $12,769.28

Intangible tax . « . « « o foaE 5 e el L s liedeinl 25027537

DBE B8 ¢ » @ = b 8 b 2 o & & 2% &8s B E 0 waT 351.00

State School Fund, fines, etce « « o « o o o o o o o 2,023.49

Total Minimum Program Income . The & e e s 66 EMpATASL

Minimum Program Guarantee

$65 per pupil for the first 40 pupils . « « + « « « » $ 2,600.00

560 per pupil for all pupils between 4O and 351 . . . 18,660.00

55 per pupil for all pupils above BN o o @ K @ L5 610,00

Minimum program guarantee . . « « o o ¢ o« o o o o - 522,870.00
State Aid

Minimum program guarantee . « « ¢ o o o o o o o 0 e $26,870.00

Minimum program income . « o o ¢ s ¢ s o o 0 00 0 17,171.14

BAPFarEIIE s 5 & ¢ 6 4 ¢ 8 WA d see e @ w e [3 9,398.83

State Aid is 75% of the difference . « « + « = « « ° P 2o LS
State Support

. 4 1,000.00
: 6,220.00

” 22220,00
. 10,610.00

$25 per pupil for the first 4O pupils « « « o -
$20 per pupil for all pupils between 40 ard 351
$15 per pupil for all pupils in excess Of% 851 0
State SUPPOTL « ¢ « o o o s o oo e e e s e 00

F A A@ L

Total State Money to be Received

SRR L, Ws e R ae poslala s I3 e we DS $ 7,274.15
State SUPPOTL « o o o o o o o o e er e om0l 10,610.00
Apportionment from Permanent School Fund. « « + « 1,078.00
Total Amount to be received from State. « « « « o $18,962.15




»
Oklahcma

In figuring the minimum program income, it was determined
what percentage certain items were of the total amount spent for
public education in Oklahoma.2 These items were county apportion-
ment and intangible tax, school land apportiomment, gross product-
ion tax, and auto license. This percentage was then multiplied by
the total expenditure of District "A".3 The figure thus obtained
would be a fair estimate of what each of these items would net the
district if it were located in Oklahoma.

The amount listed as transportation in the minimum program

was the amount actually expended by the district.
TABLE II

COMPUTATION OF FUNDS DISTRICT "A" WOULD RECEIVE
FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Minimum Program

$1,000 per teacher with 60 to 90 hrs. . « « + « . » $10,000.00
$1,200 per teacher with more than 90 hrs. but less
AR ARE O BB vyl ly ) o) (4.3 18] Yer 48 15 A pe g0 18 g e 1,200.00
$1,500 per teacher with an A. B. or Be S. « » s « o 28,500.00
$1,700 per teacher with an A. .. or Mi Bii o @15 4 5,100.00
Superintendent's salary, plus 2 month's additional

as increment « ¢ <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>