






The next step was to determine the relative weights to 
assign to each factor in the index. The ordinary multiple 
regression technique is not entirely suitable for this purpose 
because it will not measure the relative taxpaying ability of 
small counties as accurately as large counties. Therefore, it 
was necessary to make an empirical adjustment in the 
multiple regression formula. This can be done by eliminat­
ing the constant term and negative coefficients from the 
formula. 

The following formula was developed for determining 
each county's percentage of the total taxpaying ability of 
the state: .168 times per cent of value of public utilities, plus 
.056 times per cent of value of farm products, plus .164 
times per cent of motor vehicle license fees, plus .361 times 
per cent of retail sales, plus .251 times per cent of gainfully 
employed non-farm worker . The sum of these products for 
each county represents that county's per cent of the total 
taxpaying ability of the state. 

This formula can be expressed mathematically as fol­
lows: Let X equal each county's taxpaying ability expressed 
in per cent of the state total, A equal "public utilities," B 
equal "farm products,'' C equal "motor vehicles," D equal 
"retail sales,'' and E equal "gainfully employed non-farm 
workers." Then the index of taxpaying ability for a county 
can be expressed as follows : 

X = .168 A + .056 B + .164 C + .361 D �-�~� .251 E. 
Table 58 shows the data on which this formula is based, 

the assessed valuation of each county expressed in per cent 
of the state total, and the index of taxpaying ability for each 
county expressed in per cent of the state's total taxpaying 
ability. The coefficient of correlation between "assessed 
valuation" and the calculated index of taxpaying ability is 
.988. Statistically speaking, this is a high relationship be­
cause a coefficient of 1.0 is the highest possible numerical 
value of the coefficient of correlation. Nevertheless, a com­
parison of each county's per cent of the assessed valuation 
of the state with its index of taxpaying ability as set forth 
in Table 58 shows some substantial variation. This table can 
be interpreted as follows: If a county's per cent of the 
total assessed valuation of the state is lower than its index 
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TABLE 58 

AN INDEX OF 'l'HE TAXPAYING ABILITY OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA COUNTIES COMPARED 

WITH TOTAL ASSESSMENTS 

Per Cent of State Total 

Gain- lnde., 
Motor Volume fuJ.ly of 

Value Vehicle of Empljl,ed Ta:t• T•tal 
Public of F'a,-,n. License Retail N&n· a'l'm paying Assess-

Count'IJ Utilities' Pr oducts' F'eelf' Sales• Workers-' Abilit-u ment 

Abbeville .7 .9 .8 .8 1.15 .87 .9 
Aiken 1.5 2.5 2.6 1.9 3.00 2.20 2.4 
Allendale .7 .8 .6 .4 .35 .49 .5 
Anderson 3.3 3.5 3.9 4.4 5.32 4.3{) 4.5 
Bamberg 1.2 1.2 .8 .8 .60 .84 .8 
Barnwell 1.1 1.9 .8 .6 .52 .73 .9 
Beaufort .9 .8 1.0 .8 1.37 1.00 1.1 
Berkeley 1.5 .7 1.1 .6 1.10 1.01 .9 
Calhoun .6 1.2 .7 .5 .35 .52 .7 
Charleston 6.9 1.2 8.0 10.3 9.72 9.01 8.8 
Cher_okee 3.3 1.9 1.3 1.3 1.70 1.85 1.8 
Chester 5.7 1.4 1.2 1.5 1.87 2.48 2.5 
Chesterfield 1.0 2.8 2.0 1.3 1.03 1.28 1.1 
Clarendon .4 2.8 1.1 .9 .67 .76 .6 
Colleton 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.0 .95 1.06 1.0 
Darlington 1.6 3.5 2.0 2.1 2.03 1.96 2.2 
Dillion 1.0 3.4 1.1 1.1 .78 1.00 1.2 
Dorchester 1.2 1.0 1.5 .7 .85 .98 1.0 
Edgefield .9 1.6 .9 .6 .50 .69 .7 
Fah-field 6.0 .9 1.2 .8 1.15 2.12 1.8 
Florence 2.8 5.9 3.6 4.3 2.85 3.48 3.1 
Georgetown .3 .9 2.3 1.2 1.30 1.20 2.2 
Greenville 5.6 3.2 9.9 11.4 10.70 9.68 8.3 
Greenwood 1.3 .8 2.3 2.7 3.40 2.50 2.6 
Hampton 1.0 .8 1.1 .4 .60 .70 .9 
Horry .4 7.5 2.6 2.4 1.35 1.72 1.9 
Jasper 1.3 .4 .5 .2 .45 .56 .7 
Kershaw 3.2 1.7 2.1 1.2 1.18 1.79 1.6 
Lancaster 2.9 1.2 1.5 1.5 1.95 1.93 1.8 
Laurens 1.3 2.4 1.7 1.9 2.57 1.91 2.1 
Lee .5 2.7 .8 .9 .50 .{}9 .8 
Lexington 5.3 2.6 2.5 1.2 1.90 2.51 2.3 
McCormick .8 .5 .4 .3 .25 .41 .3 
Marion 1.3 2.9 1.4 1.5 1.22 1.37 1.1 
Mat•lboro .6 3.3 1.1 1.3 1.10 1.06 1.2 
Newberry 1.9 1.4 2.1 1.7 1.82 1.84 1.8 
Oconee 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.40 1.48 1.3 
Orangeburg 2.0 5.0 3.3 2.9 2.10 2.56 2.7 
Pickens 1.7 1.5 1.9 1.5 1.82 1.69 1.7 
Richland 6.5 1.7 8.0 9.5 8.30 8.28 9.3 
Saluda .5 1.4 .7 .3 .40 .44 .6 
Spartanburg 7.1 5.1 7.0 8.9 8.70 8.13 7.9 
Sumter 1.7 2.9 2.9 3.0 2.52 2.57 2.0 
Union 2.0 .8 1.1 1.6 1.87 1.68 1.9 
Williamsburg1.3 4.4 1.3 1.2 .87 1.16 1.2 
York 4.3 2.1 2.4 3.3 3.85 3.51 3.3 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.00 100.00 100.0 

' Source State 'l'ax Commission. 
' Source United States Census. 
"Source State Highway Department. 
•source Sales Management Magazine. 
' Source United States Census. 



of taxpaying ability, it i · assessing· its property at a lower 
per cent of its true value than the average county, but if a 
county's per cent of the total asse s d valuation is higher 
than its index, then it is assessing its property at a higher 
per cent of its true value than the state average. 

Experience has shown that it is not n cessary to recal­
culate annually the formula for determining taxpaying 
ability. The relative weight of the economic factors for 
a given state change slowly over the years. However, they 
should be recalculated every five year preferably. The 
index of taxpaying ability for each county should be recal­
culated annually as more recent data for the economic fac­
tors become available. 

The use of the index described will make it po sible for 
the state to determine equitably the minimum local tax effort 
for schools which should be required of each county. As 
pointed out previously, the use of such an index will make it 
impossible for a county to get more state aid by lowering 
its assessments, nor will a county be penalized in state aid if 
it raises its assessments. 

App1·opriations for the Minimu'rn Foundation P1·ogmm 

It has been recommended that from 75 to 0 per cent 
of the cost of the foundation program should be provided 
from state funds and from 20 to 25 per cent of the cost from 
local funds. Assuming that South Carolina would elect to 
provide 80 per cent of the cost of the foundation program 
from state funds, the cost of the program could be calculated 
and the legislature could make one appropriation for the 
foundation program which would repre ent the differenc 
between the total cost of the program and the local effort 
required. Some states follow thi procedure. It has th 
advantage of simplicity. However, the tate might find it 
desirable to set up separate appropriation for the different 
parts of the foundation program. For example, the legis­
lature might find it desirable to set up on this ba is separat 
appropriations for the following items: (a) teachers' 
salaries other than vocational education, (b) vocational du­
cation, (c) transportation, (d) other current expense , (e) 
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capital outlay. This method has the advantage of letting 
each member of the legislature know the amount being ap­
ptopriated for each item and it might be better understood 
by some of the people of the state. It has the disadvantage of 
requiring more bookkeeping. Because of the advantages 
of this method, the legislature should itemize its appropria­
tion bill for the foundation program as indicated. 

With respect to the minimum required local tax effort 
to support the minimum foundation program, it is recom­
mended that the legislature require the local tax-levying 
body of each county to levy directly a sufficient amount of 
county-wide taxes to provide the local effort required in 
each county according to its index of taxpaying ability. It 
is the responsibility of the legislature to guarantee that the 
children of every county have available to them an adequate 
minimum foundation program of education. However, if 
the people of a local unit want a richer educational program 
than is provided by the state's foundation program, and 
they are willing to pay additional local taxes for that pur­
pose, they should not be prevented from going beyond the 
state's minimum foundation program. 

Long-Term Financing of School Buildings 

The Constitution of South Carolina limits indebtedness 
for schools to 8 per cent of the assessed valuation. Since 
property in South Carolina is assessed at a very low per· 
cent of its true value, many boards of education find it 
impossible to finance many urgently needed school build­
ings. Furthermore, the children living in counties with a 
low per capita wealth are particularly discriminated against 
by the present limitation on the issuance of bonds and by 
the failure of the state to provide aid for school buildings. 
Therefore, South Carolina should amend its constit ution so 
that county boards of education, subject to the approval of 
the state board of education, may be authorized to issue 
bonds in anticipation of annual state allotments provided in 
the foundation program for capital outlay and debt service. 
Such bonds should be issued to mature erially over a period 
not to exceed twenty year and the annual debt service on 
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such bonds in a county should not exceed the annual founda­
tion program capital outlay allotment for that county. The 
state board of education should approve such bonds only 
when they are being issued to construct buildings where an 
unbiased survey shows that buildings are needed. Under 
this plan a county would pledge its annual foundation pro­
gram allotment for capital outlay to the retirement of its 
bonds. However, in order to make bonds of this type mar­
ketable, it would be necessary to pledge that sufficient local 
ad valorem taxes would be levied to service such bonds in 
the event the state ever failed to pay its part of the founda­
tion program allotment for capital outlay. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. South Carolina should reorganize its plans of financ­
ing schools in accordance with the following standards: 

a. The plan of public school finance provided by the state 
should have as its objective guaranteeing to all chil­
dren equal opportunity for education. 

b. The state plan should be designed to encourage ef­
ficient local organization and administration. 

c. The state should provide a program of finance that 
recognizes all essential elements of school costs. 

d. The state program should be financed jointly by state 
and local funds, with 75-80 per cent state funds, and 
20-25 per cent local funds, on a state-wide basis. 

e. All local units should be required to make a uniform 
minimum tax effort for participation in state equali­
zation funds, with consideration being given to varia­
tions in taxpaying ability of local units. 

f. Local units should be allowed to exceed the uniform 
minimum tax effort required in the state program in 
order to provide a more enriched program locally if 
the people so desire. 

g. The plan of financing should be flexible. 
2. South Carolina should adopt the minimum foundation 

program plan of financing its schools under which the state 
will include in its minimum foundation program of educa­
tion reasonable provision for all neces ary elements of 

327 



school costs. From 75 to 80 per cent of the cost of this 
program should be financed from state funds and from 20 to 
25 per cent of the cost should be provided from local taxes 
levied in the counties in proportion to taxpaying ability. 

3. The minimum foundation program of education 
guaranteed throughout the state should include adequate 
provision for at least the following items: (a) instruction, 
(b) transportation, (c) current expenses other than instruc­
tion and transportation, and (d) capital outlay and debt 
service. 

4. The minimum local tax effort required of each county 
for the support of the minimum foundation program should 
be determined by an index of taxpaying ability based upon 
economic factors beyond the control of local assessing 
bodies. 

5. County boards of education should be permitted to 
levy local taxes for schools in addition to the required 
minimum tax effort if the people so desire. County boards 
of education should be authorized to place on the ballot by 
resolution a proposed supplementary tax levy to be voted 
upon by the people in the regular school election, such levy 
to remain until modified by a subsequent election. 

6. A constitutional amendment should be adopted au­
thorizing county boards of education on the approval of the 
state board of education to issue bonds in anticipation of 
foundation program allotments for capital outlay in order 
to construct necessary school plants. 
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County board of education, 173 
County superintendent, 173 
Current expense per pupil, 296, 

309 
Curriculum, 21-22, 56-57 

Distributive education, 86-87; en­
rollment, 86; evaluation of dis­
tributive education, 87 

Districts: area of districts, 165 ; 
total school tax rate, 165 

Educational achievements, 44-46 
Educational needs recognized by 

pupils, parents, and teachers, 
4-13; civic competence, 9-11; 
economic and vocational effi­
ciency, 5-7; fundamentals o! 
learning and communication{ 4-
5; mental and physical hea th, 
8-9; personal living, 11-13 

Education of teachers, 95-98 
Elementary and early childhood 

education, 18-49 
Elementary teachers, 119 
Equalization of educational op­

portunity, 307-308 
Expenditures, current, 298-300 
Experience and tenure of teach­

ers, 102-103 
Extra-curricular activities, 58-60 

Federal aid, 243-244 
Financial ability, 311-312 
Financing pupil transportation, 

215-216 
Financing the public schools, 296-

328; adult education, 305; as­
sessed valuation , 308-309; coun-
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ty attendance teachers, 305-
306; evaluation, 309-313; ex­
penditures, 297-300; local school 
funds, 306-307; present method, 
300-301; present status, 296-
297; recommendations, 327-
328; recommended plan, 313-
326; salaries for teachers, 301-
302; school lunch funds, 304-
305; transportation, 302-303; 
vocational education, 303-304 

Foundation Program Plan, 310, 
321, 325-326 

General Assembly, 1-2, 4 
George-Dean Act, 303 
Guidance and counseling services, 

63-65 

Health certificate, 94 
Health, pupil, 200 
Health services, 245-256; commu­

nicable disease control, 249-
250; examination of school em­
ployees, 250; examinations and 
tests, 246-249; follow-up for 
improvement, 249; organiza­
tion and administration, 251-
256; recommendations, 256-259; 
school environment, 250-251 

Holding power, 52-53 
Home economics education, 80-82; 

enrollment, 80; evaluation of 
home economics instl·uction and 
facilities, 80-82 

Housing conditions, 111 

Industrial schools, 262-272; ad­
missions, 264; age-grade distri­
bution, 265-266; aims, 262-264; 
building and repairs, 271-272; 
dormitories, 270; educational 
plants, 271; educational pro­
gram, 266-267; enrollment, 264-
265; envil·onment, 272; instruc­
tional personnel, 268-269; phys­
ical plant , 269-270; vocational 
education, 267-268 

In-service education of teachers, 
123-124; extension courses, 123-
124; summer sessions, 124-125 

Instl·uctional program, 23-36 
Insurance, transportation, 223-

224 

John de Ia Howe School, 278-282; 
educational program, 280-281; 
enrollment, 279-280; instruc­
tional personnel, 281-282; phys­
ical plant, 282; purpose, 278-
279 

Learning and teaching materials, 
21 

Library association, 155-156 
Local property taxes, 306-307 
Local school funds, 306-307 
Long-term financing, 326-327 
Lunch program, school, 238-239; 

'finance, 243-244; number and 
types of meals served, 239-240; 
operation, 244-245; organiza­
tion and administration, 240-
243 

Married teachers, per cent of, 93 
Men teachers, per cent of, 94 
Morale, teacher, 111-112 

National Teacher Examinations, 
99-100 

Nonattendance, causes of, 232-
233 

Organization: county schools, 
172-173; local distt·ids, 164-
166; 169-171; state, 138-158 

0 r g a n i z a t i o n of secondary 
schools, 54-55 

Orphanages, 272-278; educational 
p r o g r am and instructional 
staff, 274-275; enrollments, 
273; evaluation of the educa­
tional program, 276-277; phys­
ical plant, 277-278 

Parents and teacher, 20 
Physical plants, industrial schools, 

269-270 
Plant, 189-210; construction need­

ed, 207-208; equipment, 191, 
198-199; fire protection, 202-
204; heating and ventilating, 
201; improving plant facilities, 
196-197; insurance, 199; light­
ing, 201-202; 1naintenance, 204-
205; operation, 205-207; recom­
mendations, 208-210; sanitation, 
200-201; site development, 191; 
site selection, 191; standards, 
197 
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P1·e-service education, 119-120 
Professional growth of teachers, 

103-106 
Public Library Association, 155-

156 
Recommendations: administrative 

certificates, 125; attendance 
areas, 49; attendance laws, 49, 
256; attendance laws, compul­
sory, 69; attendance records, 
257; attendance teachers, 256-
257; board of eel ucation, coun­
ty, 184-185; functions, 185-186; 
board of education, state, 157-
158; board of health, 159; board 
meetings, 185; bonded debt, 
300; capital outlay, 328; cen­
sus, 47; class enrollment, 126; 
clinical psychologist, 293 ; com­
municable disease control, 259; 
consolidation, 88; constitutional 
amendment, 328; contract, 
teaching, 126; Convalescent 
Home for C1·ipple Children, 294-
295; credits, high school, 90; 
cumulative records, 47; custo­
dians, 210; delinquent Negro 
girls, 293; department of edu­
cation, state, 158, 208-209; di­
rectors of instruction, 70, 125; 
drivers and mechanics, 226; ed­
ucational programs in the in­
dustrial schools, 292-293; ele­
mentary school program, 47; 
financing schools, 327; fire in­
spection, 209; Foundation Pro­
gram, 210; garage equipment, 
226; guidance, 71-73, 90; health 
educators, 258; highway de­
partment, state, 227; industrial 
schools, 292; in-service educa­
tion, 46-47; instructional ma­
terials, 48, 71; John de Ia Howe 
School, 292, 293-294; kinder­
garten, 49; library program, 
159; local boards of education, 
257; local tax, 328; mainte­
nance, school plant, 209; medical 
examination, 258-259; minimum 
foundation program, 327-328; 
Opportunity School, 73; organ­
ization, state, 157; orphanages, 
293; out-of-school youth, 89; 
physical examinations for driv­
ers, 227; promotion, 48; read­
ing, 47; recruitment of teach­
ers, 126, 294; rehabilitation 
method , 293; reorganization, 

185; resource.-use education, 47; 
responsibility of state for pupil 
transportation, 225-226; Rich­
ards School, 293; salary goal. 
126; school administrators, 257, 
258; school census, 69; School 
for the Deaf and Blind, 292, 
294; school health, 258; school 
laws, 157; school library, 71; 
school lunch manager, 257; 
school lunch program, 257; 
school lunch supervisors, 257; 
school plant, 70; sinking fund 
commission, 209, 227-228; spe­
cial schools, 159-160; state 
board of education, 257; state 
department of education, 258; 
state funds, 328; state-operated 
area trade schools, 89; state 
superintendent, 258; S tate 
Training School, 294; superin­
tendent, county, 186-187; quali­
fications, 187; salary, 187; du­
ties, 187-188; superintendent, 
state, 158; supplementary tax 
levy, 328; taxpaying ability, 
328; textbooks, 159; trustees, 
186; visual aids, 47; vocational 
courses, 193 

Recreational boards, 156-157 
Recruitment of teachers, 117-119 
Reorganization, principles of, 

175-184 
Retardation , 41-45; causes for , 

45 
Retirement, provision for, 107-108 
Revenue receipts, 300-301 

Salaries for teachers, 301-302 
Salaries, teachers', 112-114; ad­

ministrators, 114-117 
School administration, local, 171-

172 
School census, 38 
School for the Deaf and the 

Blind, 285-289 
School districts, local, 164-166, 

167-169 
School lunch funds, 304-305 
School, one-teacher, 192-193; two­

teacher, 194 
School organization, local, 169-

171; 172-173 
School personnel, 91 
School plant, secondary, 60-61 
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School population, 36-45; achieve­
ment, 44-45; age-grade distri­
bution, 42; enrollment and at­
tendance, reasons for, 39; ir­
regular attendance, reasons for, 
39; non-enrollment, 1·easons for, 
38; recommendations, 45-48; 
retardation, 40-44; retardation, 
causes for, 44; school census, 
38 

Secondary and continuing educa­
tion, 50-73; evaluation, 65-67; 
extra-curricular activities, 58-
60; guidance, 63-65; holding 
power, 52-53; instructional ma­
terials, 61-63; organization, 54-
55; program, 55-58; school 
plant, 60-61; school popula­
tion, 51-54 

Sick leave, 109-110 
Social rest1·ictions, 111 
Southern States Work-Confer-

ence, 297, 309 
Special educational services, 229 
Special-purpose rooms, 195-196 
Special schools, 260-295 
State and federal funds expended 

for schools, 301 
State board of education, 138-143; 

rules and regulations, 137 
State council on teacher educa­

tion, 101 
State depa1·tment of education, 

147-151 
State educational organization 

and administration, 128-160; 
recommendation, 157-160 

State Penitentiary, 291-292 
State Training School, 282-284 
State superintendent, 143-145; 

responsibilities, 145-147 
Supervision of pupil transporta­

tion, 224 

Taxpaying ability, 319-325; in­
dex, 324 

Teachers, age, 93; certification, 

98-102; class of certificate, 96-
98; community relations, 106 ;· 
contracts, 110; experience and 
tenure, 102-103; housing, 111; 
married, 93; men and women, 
93-94; morale, 111; physical 
examinations, 94-95; prepara­
tion, 95-96; professional growth, 
103-106; retirement, 107-108; 
salaries, 112-117; selection and 
recruitment, 117; sick leave, 
109-110; soc i a 1 restrictions, 
111; welfare, 106 

Teachers' community relations, 
106 

Tennessee Valley Library Coun­
cil, 61 

Tenure, teacher, 108-109 
Trade and industrial education, 

82-86; enrollment, 82; evalua­
tion of trade and industrial in­
struction, 84-86 

Training School, State, 282-284; 
educational program, 283; in­
structional personnel, 284; 
physical plant, 284 

Transportation, 211-228; adequa­
cy of, 212-213; bus drivers, 218-
220; business management of, 
216-217; financing, 215-216; 
liability and insurance, 223-
224; - maintenance, 221-222; 
number of pupils, 211-212; rec­
ommendations, 225-228; routes, 
222-223; school busses, 214-215; 
supervision of, 224-225. 

Transportation, finance, 301-302 
Trustees, board of, 165-167 

Voca tiona! agriculture, 7 5-80; en­
rollment, 75; evaluation of a~­
ricultural instruction and facil ­
ities, 77-80 

Vocational education, 74-90 ; 267-
268, 303-304 

Vocational guidance, 88 

Welfare of teachel"S, 106-107 

340 




