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PREFACE 

For some t~e it has been an interest of the writer to 

study, in Q rather unscientific manner, the provision of edu

cational opportunity for the ohild.ren of our nation; during the 

past year many opportunitlQs have come to him in the pursuit of 

graduate study at Kansas State Teachers College, Emporia, Kan

sas, to broaden his perspective of the whole field. It Was not 

unnatural, therefoI'e, when the matter of ch.oosing a research 

problem presented itself, that the stUdy found in the following 

pages was selected. 

The author does not claim for it any great- degree of origin

taJ.j. ty; many stUdies bearing on some phase of the field b.ave .been 

ma.de for indivi.dual states; some cover several or all of the 

states with regard to one or two specific items involved in the 

provision of educational opportunities, but few present a very 

wide variety of information concerning similar elements involved 

~n public education over a representative group of states. That, 

briefly speaking, is the thesis of this study,"i.e., to present 

oomparative statistics and information on some four or five major 

implications of public education in ten states, considered to be 

representative of the nation as a whole. 

The asswnption that the primal purpose of all school work 

is to edUCate children to become enlightened and creative c1t. 

izens is here accepted, and has guided the endeavor to select 

those elements which are moat vita.l to the efficiency and effect

iveness of the perfonnance of such a. task. 

P. o. o. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Nature of ~ Study. Thts investigation has as its 

ma1n objective the study of the educational opportunities in 

ten states of the United states. The purpose of the invest

igation is to present comparative statistics and information 

concerning some vital elements in the provision of public ed

ucation with a view to displaying the many inequalities exist

ing the :t'ein. 

Related Stadies •. Dr. Edwin J. Brown.. Director of the 

Graduate Division, K.ansas state Teachers CoJ.lege .. Emporia, Kan

sas, published in the AMERICAN SCHOOL BOARD JOURNAL, ro~ Ma1, 

1923, a sketch of a few of the inequalities existing in our 

educational opportuhities; the most striking of these were those 

regarding length of school year (187 days to 57 days); total ex

penditures for school purposes per pupil ($76.30 to $7.89); teach

ers' wages ($1,612.00 annually to ~256.00 annually); and, amount 

spent for new buildings per pupil ($17.62 to 5¢j. Statistics 

used in this study were· for the school year 1918-1919, and cov

lered some four or five states in their scope. ~he reSUlts, as 

shown above, were decidedly indioative of noticeable inequalities. 

Dr. Thomas Howard Winters, for his Doctor's dissertation, 

made a very comprehensiva study of the attempts to equalize educa

tional opportunity by state aid. ln this stUdy he reviews the past 

1 Dr. Edwin J. Brown, "A Land of Equal Opportunity? "; AMERIOAN 
SCHOOL BOARD JOURNAL, Vol. LXVI, No.5, May, 1923, pp. 75, 78. 
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efforts of eve'iy state in the Union to, equalize its eduoational 

opportunities by state aid, and takes up very analytically the 

equalization plans of thirteen of the states. 2 

While this stUdy deals primarily with financial support of 

eduoation, the tindi~gs resulting from it brought out very clear

ly the taot that there is great inequality in the provision made 

by the various states tor equalization ot educational opportun

ity. 

Dr. Winter's· stUdy is not strictly oomparable with that of 

the writer in that its pu:rpose was to evaluate attempts at equal

ization rather than to bring out inequalities existing. The 

studies are related, however, 1n that the implication of the for

mer is that inequalities do exist. 

Leonard P. Ayres has made several studies relative to the 

rankings of the states on the following items: 

1. Percent ot school population attenditJ.g school daily.
2. Average days attended by each child of school age. 
3. Average number of days schools were kept open. 
4.	 Peroent that high school attendanoe was of total at 

tendance. 
5. Peroent- that boys were of girls in high schools. 
6. Average expenditure per child in average attendance. 
7. Average expenditures per teacher employed.
8. Average expenditure per child or school age.
9.Expenditures	 per pupil .for purposes other than teach

ers' salaries •. 
10. Expenditure per teacher employed for salaries. 3 

The results of these studies have again and again shown that 

inequalities among the states do exist, althOUgh his purpose in 

the studies was to rate. the states. not 80 much to bring out the 

extent of these inequalities. 

-
2 Dr. Thomas Howard Winters, An Evaluation ot Typioal Attempts 

to Equ.alize Educational ~:20rtuni'H'es.!?I sta'€"e Aid, unpUblished
arsseria~lon, osro sta~e niversi€y, 1~0. 846 pp: 

3 LeonaX'd P. Ayres, .&! Lndex ~er For stlilat§ §choo.1)?xstenUh
Department of Education~ Russell Sage Foundation, N.Y.1920. 70 pp. 



The Research Bulletin or the National Education Association, 

Volume IV, Nwnbers land 2, January and March, 1926 deals quite 

thoroughly and at length with the matter of the relative ability 

of the states to support education. 4 This again is strictly a 

:N.nancial study, but it brings out vividly a wide variation in 

tl1e ability of the various states to support education. As an 

irLdieation of the content of the stUdy its chapter headings are 

g:i-ven below; they are self-explanatory. 

Oh. I. Economic Resources of the states. 
Ch. II. Educational Obligations of the States. 
Oh. III. The Relative Ability of the States to Support 

Education. 
Ch. IV. Some Accompaniments of the Differences in Ab

ility to Support Education, and the Perman
ency of these Differences. 

Oh. V. Some unmeasured Factors Affecting the Ability
of the states to Support Education. 

The conclusions drawn from the findings made 1"n this study 

are again very decidedly to the effect that there is much inequal

ity among the states as to financial ability to support education. 

~ Scope £f ~ Study. Ten states were chosen as repras

er.ltative of the entire nation for the purposes of this study. An 

eff'o rt was made to obtain a "random selection" as far as such 

variables as historical background, social inheritance, population, 

tradit~on, geographical location, and general wealth ~ concerned. 

For convenience's sake, the list may be divided into two groups, 

Eastern and western; Maine; New York, OhiO, North Carolina, and 

Georgia make up the EasteI"!l group; in the Western are Kansas, 

Texas, Montana, Arizona, and California. 

The period covered in this stUdy is the school year 1929-1930. 

4 "The Ability of the States to Support Education"; N. E. A. 
Research Bulletin, Vol. IV, No1 s. 1 and 2, Jamtary and March,,1926. 

'.,\ 



4 

This year was chosen for two reasons: first, statistics on pop

ulation, wealth, and schools were not available for all states 

for later years; second, the disturbing factors connected with 

the present general economic instability were not so potent then 

as they have become since that time. 

Only the educational opportunities offered in kindergartens, 

elementary school~, junior high schools, and senior high schools 

are included in this study 1n vi~w of the fact that it is gener

ally conceded that it is the State's duty to provide education 

for its youth up through the conventional twelfth grade. 

Chapter II, "Financia.l Considerations~l deals with the wealth 

of the states and its correspondence to public school receipts 

and expenditures. All thought as to how school funds are raised, 

the extent of taxation, or the ratio of state and local expendi

tures is avoided. It is a matter of common knowledge tha.twide 

variety exists in those matters, but as the writer Bees it, these 

questions involve legislative administration more than education

al opportunity as it is to be thought of in this stUdy. 

In Ohapter III, entitled ttSchools and Their Buildings, II. con

sideration is given the number of bUildings, the average number 

of pupils enrolled in each, the number of teachers employed in 

eaoh, and especially is the matter of the one-teacher school in 

eachnof' the states taken up. 

Modern trends in edUcation indicate an ever-growing import

anoe of the school library. Chapter IV, uSchools and Their Lib

raries, It treats the s1 tna.tlon as~"the number of volumes in them, 

in total and per student in sChool, and the valuation of library 

books and equipment, in total and per stUdent in school. 
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. Without a doubt the teacher is a most important figure in 

any educational system, and Ohapter V, under the title of 

"schools and 'l'heir Tea.chers,1t is given over to a study of several 

~tems pertaining to them, namely; the total number of them, their 

average pupil-loads, their preparation, or schooling, and their 

average wages. 

Chapter VI, "The School Year:' takes up the relationship be

tween total state population and school population; the total en

rol~ent, and its relationship to the Bchool population; average 

daily attendance, and its relationship to school enrol~ent; and 

finally, the average number of days in the school year for each 

of the states. 

Chapter VII, "Recapitulation and Suggestions, II presents, in 

resume, the most significant findings made in the former chapters, 
IJ·followed by the authorfs suggestions as to what ought to~done to 

improve the situation. It is felt that there are several inter

esting and important revelations made, and this last chapter pre

sents the writer's attempt to interpret the needs, and to sug

gest means for future standardization in the whole field of ed

uoational opportunity for the youth of our natiom. 

May it be said, in closing, that the comparisons and rank

ings made throughout the study are to be interpreted as purely 

scientific observations. No thOUght, either of commendation or 

.of' reprimand, has been in the mind of the writer at any time 

during the preparation and writing of the investigation. As 

has been said, the thesis of this study is to reveal the 1nequal

i ties existent in our educationa.l opportunities, and the best 

way to present such ma.terial is through compar1sona and rankings. 
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Sour?~~ ~ ~aterial. Reliability, the writer feels, in 

this study is ac~ieved in the fact that such sources as the 

Annual and Biennial Reports of the various Superintendents of 

~ublic Instruction in the states studied, the United States 

Bureau Qt Education Bulletin, No. 20, 1931 (Biennial Survey 

of Education) , Statistical Abstract, and the World Almanac were 

used almost exclusively for gathering data. AssidUOUS effor'c 

to procure entirely comparable figures was put forth, and num

erous checks on them were made before final adoption of them.· 

Validity, because of the general objectiveness of the data 

utilized, is quite satisfactorily present throughout the stUdy, 

it is felt. 

Definition of Terms. The definitiom of a few terms, which 
--;;.;;;;.~",;,,;;,....._- - ";;,,,;;.,..;;.;;;;;.

might be ambiguously construed, are given below as they are used 

in thi s study: 

"Wealth"	 as used in Ohapter· II means all property, 
natural resources, and any other possible 
source of income within a state. 

"Ohild of school age II refers tp any child between 
the ages of 6 and 21 years.

"Total receipts II means all revenue receipts accruing 
to school funds, including balance carried 
forward from the preceeding year, if any. 

"Ohild enrolled" refers to any child whose name ap
pears on the school register as a regular 
attender. 

"Average	 daily attendance" is the average munber of 
cbd.ldren attending school every day that it 
is taught.

"School propertylt inclUdes bUildings and sites, and 
all equiiiment.

"School equipment' is any property of the school which 
has a period of usefulness of more than two 
years. All else is ca.lled "supplies". 

"Total expenditures" include all expenses of the school 
year, namely:

General Control. 
Instruction. 
Ma.intenanoe and Operation of Plant. 
Fixed Oharges 
Debt Service 
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Oapital Outlay
Auxiliary Agencies 
Miscellaneous Expenses

"Current expenses It include all the above exoept Oap
ital Outlay and Debt Service. 

"Library equipment" inoludes book cases, shelves, tab
les, desks, chairs, etc.,-not bUildings.

ltTeacher-pupil load or ratio" is the average number 
of pupils per teacher, figured on the basis 
of enrollment, usually. 

l1School population" refers to the total number of 
children of school age (6-21) in the state. 

Presentation_....o...... ................--. of Data. It is the plan of this stUdy to give
 

an accurate presentation of the data collected; and wherever they 

km put into tabular for.m, the states are listed in descending or

der in regard to the most significant facts presented in the 

table. , 
Wherever statistics occur which are not justifiably compar

able with others given in the same connection, notation of the 

fact is made, and an 'explanation given. 



OHAPTER II 

FINANO!A1L 

-.W..;,e.;;,;a;;;;,l...-t,h ~ The last official data__ ~~ states S~udied. 

concerning the total wealth of the states of the United States 

weme compiled in 1922. Much has happened since that time to 

change condition~ and it WaS the writer's desire to recognize 

those changes. Diligent search resulted in the discovery of on

ly one set of statistics relative to this matter tor 1930, and 

this was admittedly an estimate. These data were oompiled by 

the National Industr'ial Oonference Board, and were taken from 

page 422 of the World Almanac for 1933.--_1&& ...... 
By "wealth tl is meart the va.lue of all property, natural re

sources, and all other possible sources of revenue within the 

state. The estimates are made to the nearest million dollars, 

and range from $37,766,000,000 for New Yorlt to $1,366,000,000 tor 

Arizona. The states, ranked in descending order as to wealth, 

appear as in Table I. 

TABLE I 
Estimated Wealth of the Ten states Studied 

to the Nearest Million Dollars 
1930 

state Wealth 
New York $37,766,000,000 
Ohio 19,066,000,000 
Oalif. 15,433,000,000 
Texas 10,067,000,000 
Kansas 6,369,000,000 

, , - -state Wealth 
N. Carol. $4,719,000,000 
Georgia 4,005,000,000 
Montana 2,290,000,000 
Maine 2,06B,OOO,OOO 
Arizona 1,366,000,000

.'-Read table thus: New York's total wealth in 1930 
WaS $37,766,000,000; Ohio's --, etc. 

Under the exi.:.:Jt;lng systems used to raise public, Bch.ool furlda 

there 1s no semblanoe of a stand.a~ ratio between the wealth of 



a state and the amount of money raised within it for public 

sohools. However, for the sake of comparison, the average 

wealth per ohild of school age (6 to 2~) in each state, oomput

ed on the basis of the abo've given figures, is presented in 

Table II, whioh follows: 

TABLE II 
Estimated Wealth Per Ohild of Sohool Age in 

the Ten States Studied 
1930 

state Wealth state Wealth 
Montana $1,423.88 New York $976.52 
Ohio 1,228.03 Maine 869.01 
Oalifornia 1,170.76 Texas '705.54 

Kansas 1,14'7.40 Georgia 46~.4l 

Arizona 1,024.76 N. Oarolina 451.48 
Read table thus: Montanats average estimated wea~th 
per child of sohoo1 age in 1930 was $1,423.88. Read 
in like manner for the other states. 

From this table it will be seen that thOUgh Arizona was the 

poorest state of the group' in total wealth,she stands in fifth 

place when r~~ed as to average wealth per ohild of school age 

in 1930. New York, the wealthiest of the group as to total 

wealth, ranks sixth in average wealth per ohild of aohoo~ age, 

having almost $50.00 less per child. in average wealth than Ariz

ona. 

The wontar is aware of the faot that the above data are not 

a justifiable basis upon which to make Buggest1onsfor ehanges 

in the praotioes of raising school funds. The ratio of Ohildren 

to adults in the different states is decidedly variable, and the 

ability or any given popUlation to support education varies as 

the square of the ratio between children and adults within It. 6 

5 Of. H. F. Olark, "The Effect of Population Upon Ability to 
Support Eduoatlon lt • Bulletin of School 2! Edu9~t1..QnJ Indiana U. 
Vol. II, NO. J., 1.925. p. 20.' - 
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However, the comparisons af~orded in the above statistics are 

of interest in this stUdy; inequality of dollars and cents back 

of every child of school age in these states is clearly presented 

by them. 

School Wealt~ of the Ten States as to Funds Available. The 
--- ~,.;;;;,;,;,.......... - - --... • - # - -- -..,;.;~....
 

facts for a. eompar:1.son of school wealth in terms of a.vailable 

funds with total wealth in these states may be derived from the 

total school receipts and their relationship to state wealth. The 

states are ranked as to percent of total wealth raised for school 

purpoBes~ and the data concerning this percentage, the total 

school receipts and total state wealth are presented in Table III. 

TABLE III 

ShOWing the Percentage of state Wealth Re
ceived for School Purposes; the total 

School Receipts; and, Estimat
ed State Wealth, 1930 

%WIth., School State 
state Rec'd. Receipts Wealth. 

New York 1.20% $481,072,883.99 $37,766,000,000 
Oalifornia 1.16% 179,469,732.05 15,433,000,000 
Ohio .93% 177,896,526.82 19,066,000,000 
N. Oarol1na .79% 37,605,277.47 4,005,000,000 
Kansas .77% 49,340,805.26 6,369,000,000 
Texas .76% 77 , 35r

/ ,196.02 10,067,000,000 
Arizona. .69% 9,485,847.41 1,366,000,000 
Montana .67% 15,360,737.31 2,290,000,000 
Maine .60% 12,466,484.67 2,068,000,000 
Georgia .p6% 2,2,79$ ,108.03 4,719,000,000 

" , 
Read, table thus: New, York ra1sed ,.i,n 1930 $481,072, 
883.99 for school J,?urposas, or 1.2% of her state 
wealth, Which was $37,766,000,00. Read in like 
manner for the other states. 

The range in the matte:r' of percent of wealth l'ai,sed for all 

school support was from l.~ for New York, to .56% in the Case 

the state of Georgia. Such variations as these picture consid

t 
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erabla inequality 1n the amount of available flllnds for sohools. 

Further comparison is brOUght out in Tabl~ IV, which prese~ts the 

average wealth per child of sohool age, and the average receipts 

per ·child 6nrolled in th6 schools of these states. The states 

are ranked in descending ,order as to average wealth per child of 

school age, and the last oolumn on the right of the table contains 
~-'~' 

the rankings of each state as to average receipts per child in
 

school.
 

TABLE IV 

Showing the Wealth Per Ohild of School Age,
the Receipts Per Child Enrolled in 

1930 

Wealth Receipts Rank ion 
State on Pop'n on Enr't. Receipts. 

Montana $1,423.88 $127.60 4 
Ohio 1,228.03 139.19 :3 

Oalifornia 1,170.76 160.70 2 
Kansas 1,147.40 114.02 5 
Arizona 1,024.76 85.62 6 
New York 976.52 224.65 1 
Maine 869.01 72.26 '7 

Texas 705.54 ~6.29 8 
G~orgia' , 461.54 30.69 10 
N. Oarolina 451.48 48.39 9 

Read table thus: Montana, in 1930, ranked first 
as to wealth per child of 8chool age, haVing a 
total of $1,423.88, but she ranked only fourth 
as to average receipts per ohild in school, having
$127.60 per ohild. Read in like manner for other 
states. 

SOMe interesting oomparisons are presented 1n this table. 

For instance, Montana ranked first in the matter of wealth per 

ohild of sohool age, and as low as fourth in the matter of ave

rage ~ount of receipts per Child in school. This is indioation 

that Montana's system of raising money for publ:lc school purposes 
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~s not so productive as North Oarolina's~ ror exampl~ whose 

wealth per child of school age was approximately ten dollars 

less than that in Georgia, but whose average receipts per child 

in school v..ere twelve dollars more than that in the latter state. 

New York, while ranking first in the matter of available f'unds 

per child in school,l'anked in sixth place as to wealth per child 

O.:r school age in the state. 

The relative ranJdngs of the states on the items of wealth 

.per child of sehool age and receipts per child in school am re

presented in Figure 1 in cross-hatch form. 

Figure 1. Showing in Oross Hatoh Fo:rm. 'I;he Rel
ative Ranklngs of the states as to Wealt~ 

Per Pupil of Scholl Age, and as to 
Receipts Per Pupil Enrolled. 

1930 

Receipts on 
School Enr'mtt. 

Wealth on 
School Pop' n 

Montan 

Oalifornia 

Ohio 

1 New York 

2 Ohio 

3 California 

1 Montana 

5 Arizona 

6 New York 
I 

7 Maine 7 Maine 

8 Texas 8 Texas 

9 Georgia 9 N. Carolina 

CarOlina~ ==:::::::::=;:010 N. Georgia 

Read figure thus: Montana ranked first as to 
wealth per child of school age, and fourth as 
to reoeipts per child 1n school; New York, 
sixth as to wealth~ but first as to receipts. 
Read in like manner for the other states. 



The rather extremely high ranking of New York as to rec

eipts, When compared w~th her ranking as to wealth per child, 

can be accounted for by two conditions, namely: (1) the fact that 

her school enrollment is not a very big percentage of her total 

sChool population; 'and (2) the superiority of her taxation sys

, tem of raising pUbli'c school funds. The same may be said of 

North Oarolina, as has been pointed out. Her receipts are rel

atively higher in proportion to her wealth than the state of 

Georgia, in spite of the fact 'that her wealth is much less than 

, that of Georgia per child in school. Again, there exist inequal

ities in educational provision in the states stUdied, and the 

natural result of such conditions is inequality of educational 

oppo rtunity. 

It is generally conceded that the most equitable basis upon 

whioh to compute school wealth or costs is that of per capita of 

average daily attendance. Since it is only for those in attend

.. ance that the school can fulfill its mission, it does seem most 

fair that such computations be made on the basis of those getting 

the most good out of school because of their school attendance. 

Computations of the amount o~ s~hool revenue available ~or 

each child in average daily attendance result in an inequality 

ranging from $257.78 for New York to $41.52 for Georgia. Such 

variations as those prese'nted in Table V, on the following page, 

are decidedly startling. 'One wonders that our education the na

tion over is as nearly standard as it is} little Ralph Davis, 

whose parents live in New York go'ss to a school whi~h spends, on 

the average, over $250.00 for his schooling, and his se~ond COUSin, 

Jackie Pope, whose home is in Georgia, attends a school ~hich 
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spent, in 1930, only $41.52 ~or his education. How can this be 

educational equality? Table V presents this information for all 

the states studied. 

TABLE V 
P resenting the Amount of School Funds Avail 


able Per Ohild in Average Daily Attend

ance for 1930
 

State Amt. Avble. state Amt.Avb1e. 
New York $257.78 Arizona $120.90 
Oalifornia 185.47 Maine 89.32 
Ohio 155.82 ,Texas 75.19 
Montana 143.17 N.Oarolina 54.34 
Kansas 134.68. Georgia 41.52 

Read table thus: New York, in 1930, had available 
funds for each student in average daily attendance 
to the amount o~ $257.78. Read in like manner for 
the other states. 

While it is to be remembered that not the entire amounts 

quoted above are spent for items which contribute directly to the 

task of training children in school, inasmuch as expenses for gen

eral control, instruction, and maintenance form most of the expen

ditures of school operation, thewe figures are qUite representa

tive o~ the actual differences accruing to the boys and girls in 

di.rferent ,states. 

Wealth 2f. ~~ States!!! ~ Value of School Propertl.' The 

valuation of school bUildings, Bchoo1 sites, and school equipment 

for 1930 in the states_ studied were as follows: 

TABLE VI 

Showing the Vluation of School Buildings, Sites, 
and EqUipment for the year 1930 

*
 

New York $871,228,178.00 Kansas $99,979,463.12 
Calif. 438,484,646.00 Georgia 52,151,655.00 
Ohio 409,649,305.36 Maine 33,984,625.00 
Texas 214,575,347.00 Montana 31,077,328.00 
N.Oarol. 112,930,371.00 Arizona 5,776,109.49$ . 

1 S nc u as 0 y e o our ean coun es. 
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Read the above table thus: New York's school 
property valuation in 1930 was $871,228,178.00, 
Oalifornia's was -- etc. 

With New Y0rk heading the list at a figure almost twice as 

large as that of the state ranking next in order, and the small

est valuation, excluding that of Arizona, being approximately 

one twenty-eighth of New York's, there is again pointed out a 

striking inequality. These figures reduced to per capita of ave

rage daily attendance are somewhat more conceivable, and present 

the inequality more fairly. 

TABLE VII 

Showing the Per Oapita Valuation of School 
Property and EqUipment on the Basis of 

Average DailY Attendance 
1930 

State Per O.Val' n State Per a.Valln 

New York $466.84 Maine $243.48 
California 453.51 Texas 208.57 
Ohio 358.81 N. Carolina 163.20 
Montana 289.65 Arizona 133.08 
Kansas 270.99 Georgia 94.98 

Read table thus: New York, in 1930, had $466.84 
worth of school buildings, sites and eqUipment 
back of every child in average daily attendance. 
Read in like manner for the other states. 

The Variations are not quite so great when figured on the 

basis of average daily attendance; this is due to the va~ying 

proportions of school population and state population in the 

different states. There is still, however, considerable inequal

ity when it is observed that the highest f'igure, New York's, is 

more than four and one-half times as large as the smallest,-that 

in Georgia. When put in terms of the actual share of school 

property va.luation per pupil attending school every day, it is 

a definite inequality. 



So~o~1 EXJ2e~d1tures .2f ~ !!E: statef! for 1930. Thus far, 

thought has been direoted toward the wealth of the various sta:t@s 

as an indication of what eaoh was oapable of doing in support of 

sohools. ~ow, as an indication of what eaoh did in 1930, atten

tion will be directed to the matter of school expenditures w1t~ln 

these states. 

By lttotal expenditures ll is meant the entire expense of the 

operation of the schools, ineluding general control, instruction, 

maintenance and operation, fixed oharges, debt service, capital 

outlay, auxiliary agencies, and miscellaneous expenses., The term 

"current expense It refers to the actua.l running expense of the 

schools for the current year, and includes all the above items 

except debt service and capital outlay. 

Table VIII presents the total expenditures and ourrent ex

penditures of the states studied for the school year 1929-1930. 

TABLE VIII 

Showing Total and Cu~rent Expenditures for 
Sohools in the Ten.States Studied. 

1930 

state Tot.Expenses Cur.Expenses 
. New York $391,41'7,28'7.06 $309,213,939.11 
'0 alifo rnia 

, 
150,514,444.76 126,720,125.97 

Ohio 135,169,081.52 112,075,869.53 
Texas 8'7,549,1'79.63 68,495,270.22 
Kansas 42,378,594.86 33,857,922.93 
N. Carolina 38,468,791.45 28,519,583.04
Georgia 23,196,817.99 17,988,574.68 
Montana 15,228,125.53 11,931,297.23 
Maine 12,408,695.43 8,966,512.00 
Arizona 9,890,577.81 9,114,381.62 

Read table thus: New York's total expenses ror.d~ 
uoat10n in 1930 were $391,417,287.06 of which $309, 
213,939.11 were spent tor ourrent expemHu, etc. 
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There are diLscrapano1es in 'the figures for the total reo

eipts for school purposes and these far total expenditures) which 

may be explained by saying that the statistics for the total re

oeipts included balance carried forward from the previous year; 

and~ in some oases" total expenditures exceeded the amount ot funds 

available, acoording to all information obtainable oonoerning such 

Cases. 

It is rather natural that New York should lead in the matter 

of' total and current exp.enditure because of her very lall'ge school 

population; there is, however, a contrast between her expenditures 

and those of California in that the former amounted to more than 

twioe as muoh as did California's. Arizona ' s relatively low ex

penditure may be accounted for in the fact of her low school pop

Ulation. There is obviously much more than a representative val

ia.tion in the· above figures, however, and again the more truly rep

resentative and more justifiably comparable per capita expenditures 

are given in Table IX. Reducing these statistics to per capita 

basis on average daily attendance eliminates t4e variable of 

dif'fering proportions of .scOOol and adult' popUlation, a.nd puts. 

the figures on a 'compa.rable bas:l.s for ranking. 

It will be noticed that the inequality ranges from $209.74, 

as in the ca.se of New Yox'k, to $1-2.25 in Georgia, as to the average 

amount of total expenditures per pupil in average daily attendancQ. 

The raxg e is not qui te sO great in the matter of per capita aver·age . 

of ourrent expense for the year, but eveh here it extends from 

$165.69 for the boys and girls 1n New York down to $32.76 for 

tbose in the state of Georg1a. Once more an inequality is found, 

and in a matter so vital as the amount of money spent for each 

ohild's schooling for one year. 



The states are given in descending order as to per capita 

total expenditures in Table IX, and again at the right side of 

the table are given the rankings of them as to pe r oaptta current 

ex.pendi tures. 

TABLE IX 

Showing Per Capita Total and Current Expend

iture on Average Daily Attendance in
 

1930 in the States Studied.
 

. ... -
-
 . _
Per. Cap _ 

state -!ot.E?CE -_ 
New York $209.74 
California 155.54 
Montana 141.94 
Arizona 126.06 
Ohio llB.59 
Kansas 115.68 
Maine 88.90 
TeXas 85.10 
N. Carolina 55.59 
Georgia 42.25 

_.... ... ... 
Per.Cap 
Our.Ex.p .. 

$165.69 
130.95 
111.20 
116.17 

98.17 
92.42 
64.24 
66.58 
41.21 
32.76 

.. 

Rank as to 
Cur. Expense 

1 
2 
4 
3 

5 
6 

8 
'7 
9 

10 
Read table thus: New York, in 1930, spent an ave
rage of $209.74 for each child attending school 
every day for all school expenses, and an average 
of $165.69 ro~ each child attending school every
day for current school expenses. North Carolina-~ 
etc. 

Once again, rath.er ·conclusive evidence is presented that eq

Uality of edUCational opportunity is just about non-existent. It 

might be commented that if such wide variations in the elements 

involved in providing publ:1.c education which have been discussed 

in tbis chapter OCcur in only ten of' the forty eight states of 

the United States l probably much more striking variations would 

be :fou.nd if·all of the states were studied. 

Conclu~lo~. The ten states have been compared in this chap

ter as to (1) total state wealth, (2) total x'ece1pts for sohool pur

poses, (3)valuat1on of school bu.ildings, sites and equ.ipment, 



(4)total school expenditures, and (5) current school expenditures. 

Great inequality in every one of these items has been found; an~ 

in summary:, of' the chapter, Table X shows the data concerrrl.ng the 

above five items for eaoh state included in the investigation. 

The states are listed in descending order as to average estimated 

wealth per child of school age;' figures for this item are comput

ed on the basis of school population within each state; the other 

four are on the basis of amount per child in average daily attend

ance. The right-hand column lists the ratings of the states as 

to average amount of current expenditure per child in school every 

day, or 1n avera.ge daily att:;endance, and are given for purposes of 

comparison with the rankings of the states as to average wealth 

per child of' school age. 

'tP.BLE X 

Showing Per Oapita Oompa.risons on Wea.lth, School 
Receipts, School Valuation, Total Expend

iture, and Current Expenditure. 
1930 

ste,te " 
Av. 

Wealth 
Av. 

Rec'p'ts 
Av. 

Valin 
Tot. 

EXpl se 
Our. 

Exp'se 
Rk. 

C.Ex:,P.....,.,,-,.,... ~...,"',-'" 
'Montana, $1'1 423' '88to. • $127.60 $289.65 $141.94 $111.20 4 
Ohio 1,228.03 155.82 358.81 118.39 98.17 5 
Oalif. 1,,170.76 160.70 453.51 155.54 130.95 2 
Kansas 1,147.40 114.02 270.99 115.68 92.42 6 
Arizona 1,024.76 85.62 133.08 126.06 116.17 3 
New York 976.52 257.'78 466.84 209.74 165.69 1 
Maine 869.01 89.32 243.48 88.90 64.24 8 

Texas 705.54 56.29 208.57 85.10 66.58 7 
Georgia 461.41 41.52 94.98 ' 42.25 32.76 10 
N. Oarol. 451.48 54.34 163.20 55.59 41.21 9 

Read ta.b1e thus: Montana ranked firs'l; ~,n ] !=l30 a.s to wealth 
per child of school age, $1423.88; she had' $127.60 per 
child for school purposes; $289.65 per child in sellool pro
perty valuation; she spent per child $141.94 for total ex
penses, $111.20 for current expenses, and she ranked fourth 
among the ten states as to wnount of current expense per 
child in average daily attendance. Read likewise for other 
~tates. 
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A	 graphical raprasentationof the various rankings o£ the 

states ~s to the five items of comparison included in Chapter 

II is given below. By following out the the lines under each 

state	 in the left column the rarorings in each of the other £our 

items is shown. 

}tligu.re 2. Showing the Ranklngs of the Ten states 
as to (l)Average Wealth Per Child of School 

Age, (2)Average Receipts Per Ohild In 
En~Ql~m~~t(3)AveraseValuation of 

Property Per Child in A.D.A. 
(4)Average	 ~ota1 Expendi

ture and t5)AVerage Cur
rent Mxpenditure Per 

Ohild	 in A. D. A. 
19W 

Av. AV. AVe Av. Av. 
Wealth. Rec ItS. Val' n. T.Exp. C.Expi 

1 Mont. 1 ,N.Y. 1 N.Y. IN. • 1 N.Y • 

2 Ohio Cal. 2 Cal 2 Cal 2 Cal. 

3 Cal. 3 Ohio Mont :3 riz 

4 Kan ont 4 Mont 

5 Ohio 5 Ohio 

6 N.Y. Ariz. Kan 6 Kan 

7 Maine 7 Maine Maine 7 Tex 

8 Tex. a Tex. Tex 8 Maine 

9 Gs. 9 N C N.C. 9 N.G 

10 N G 0 Ga. 10 Ga. 10 Ga. 10 Ga. 

r Read figure thus: Montana ranks first in average wealth 
per child of school a.ge, fou rth as to average receipts 
pel" child i,n: t.ota:1.,:sch:odl ~/e:n~611ment:~, fourth as. to a.ve-· 
rage valuation of school propel·ty per c.b.ild attending 
daily, tbil'd as to avera.ge total expenditure pElr ohild. 
attending daily, and fourth as to ave~age current expen
diture pet' child attend.ing school da:t1y. 

The ran.lcings of Montana, New York, ana Arizona show strik

ing variations, :J.nc11oativa of educational inequallty. 



Summa~ of Findings 

The following important findings were made in the course 

o:f the preparation and writing of Ohapter II':. 

1.	 In point of wealth, New York ranked first, with a total 

of $37~766,000,000, and Arizona last with ~1,366,OOO,000. 

2•. As to wealth per child of school age, Montana ranked first 

with an average of $1,423.88, and North Carolina last 

with an average of $451.48. 

3.	 New York had, in 1930, the most avialable funds for school 

purposes, $481,072,883.99; Arizona had the least, with 

$9,485,847.41. 

4.	 As to percentage of wealth raised for school purposes New 

York ranked first with 1.2%, and Georgia last with only 

.5%. 

5.	 New York's receipts per child enrolled ~ounted to #224.65; 

Georgia's to $30.69. 

6.	 New York raruced sixth as to wealth per ahi1d, but first 

as to average receipts per child. 

7.	 For every child in average daily attendanc~New York had 

$257.78 to spend, and Georgia had $41.52. 

8. New York's total valuation of school property amounted to 

$871,228,178.00	 in 1930, whereas that of Montana Was 

only $31,077,328.00. A total of $5,776,109.49 was re

ported for Arizona, but this included only eigh.t; of her 

four'been counties. 

9.	 The per oapita valuation of school property ranged from 

$466.84 in New York to $94.98 in Georgia. 
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10.	 From a total of ~39l,4l7,287.06 for totul expenditures 

in New York, the range extended down to $9~890,57708l 

in Arizona. 

11.	 The highest per capita expenditure on A. D. A. was $209.74; 

in New York; the lowest, $42.25 in Georgia. 

12.	 New York's current expenditure was $309,213,939.11, and 

Arizona's Was $9~114, 381.52. 

13.	 The per capita current expense on A. D. A. for New York 

was $165.69, for Georgia, $32.76. 

14.	 Apparently ~ew Yorkts taxation system is the most efficient; 

'tbo>ugh she ranks sixth as to weal til, she is first in per.. 

capi ta valuation, total, and current expend! tures. 

15.	 Montana, on the other hand, seems to have a less efficient 

system of raising school funds; she ranks first as to 

wealth per capita, and as low as tbdrd and fourth on 

other items. 

16.	 Arizona, .in 1930, did not speId, proportionall'j) as much for 

school buildings up to that time as the other states; 

she ranks fifth in wealth per child, and ninth as to 

valuation of school property. 

11.	 OhiO, ranking second in per capita wealth, stands only in 

fifth place in total school expenditures, indicating 

that the schools are not getting much out of her wealth, 

when oompared with some of the poorer states of the group. 

18.	 North Oarolina, the poorest of the states listed, spent 

$17.00 more per pupil for total school expenses than 

did Georgia, who im r1char per child in A. D. A. by 

$13.00 than the fo~er state. 



OHAPTER III
 

It was somewhat disappointing to the writer to find that 

much of the information desired as to school buildings was not 

given in any ot the sources used. Since lack of time forbade 

further waiting for cGmmunicatlon with author1ties~ the material 

as far as colleoted was compiled and is presented in this chap

ter. 

Number .2! School Buildings ~ ~ Stat~.s 8tudi~d. Statis

tics concerning the total number of elementary and high school 

buildings were available for every state exoept ArizonaJ and are 

presented in Table XI. The average IDJ.mber of pupils enrolled in 

each building for each state is given, and it is upon this basis 

that the states are ranked in the table. 

TABLE XI 

Sho'Ning the Average Number of Pupils Enrolled 
in Each Building, and the Total Number 

of Buildings in Nine states 
1930 

state Pupils Per Bldg. Tot.No.Bldgs 
New York 328.53 11,760 
Oalifornia 241.45 4~584 

Texas 171.29 7,964 
Ohio 164.68 7~'76l 

N. Oarolina 127.44 6~098 

Georgia 96.30 6~508 

Kansas 45.99 9~4l0 

Montana 41.59 2~897 

Maine -  33.78 5,114 
Read table thus: In 1930 New York's average enroll~ 
ment per building Was 328.53; there were 11,760 
publio school bUildings 1n the state. Read in like 
manner for the other states. 
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These statistics cover all buildings "in existence" and 

the figures for average enrollment in eaoh building present an 

inequality ranging trom 328.53 pupils down to 33.78 pupils. In 

other words, this means that the average size of schools 1n New 

York in 1930 was 328 enrollment, and for Maine", only 33•. Four 

of the above states have an average enrollment of less than 100; 

and when it is remembered that every type of building, from the 

one-room rural school, to the largest and finest high school, is 

included in these figures" the signifioanoe of the difference is 

even more striking. The figures for New York and California are 

particularly interesting; while the former has 11,760 bUildings 

in all, California has only 4,584, but New York's enrollment per 

building is 328.53, whereas that of California is 241.45. This 

is a good ex~ple of the great variety of problems whioh face 

some of our states in regard to housing school children. And yet 

it is said, and many of us believe, that this is a land of equal 

opportunity. How can it be, with such variations eXisting? 

While it is no.t justifiable to say, merely on the strength 

of the above figures, that public school education in New York 

or California is greatly superior to that in the other states, it 

may be sa.id that; in as muoh as large schools are usually more ef

ficient than sma.ll onea, there is an equal degree of inferiority 

1nthe small sohool. There is no doubting the faot that large 

schools are superior in equipment, and probably are superior in 

the matter of qualifications of teachers. With these faots in 

mind, it is not too much to Bay that the tour states listed above 

whose average school enrollment is less than 100 are not offering 

eduoational opportunity on a par with that offered by states with 

SChools averaging over 200 pupils enrolled. The one and only 



advantage the small school has over the large one is the matter 

of so·-oalled "personal t€luch" between pupils and teaoher, and. 

probably between pupil and pupil. There is not much dOUbt in 

the mind. of the writer, however, that the advantages or the large 

school outweigh those of the small school considerably. 

Expenditures .!2£ Schoo,:!; Buildings, Ground_s,!ig,. The Stat

istics contained in Table XII relate to expenditures for new 

buildings and grounds, replacement of old bUildings, and repair 

on old building~ for the school year 1929-1930. They are given 

in per oapitaamounts computed on the basis of average daily at

tendance, and in total. The states are listed in descending or

der as to average per capita expenditures. 

TABLE XII 

Indicating the Per Oapita Expenditures for 
New BUildings and Grounds, and Deprec

iation and Repair on Old BUild
ings, Computed from A.D.A. 

1930 

Per Capita Total Rank 
. State Expenditure ExpeOOiture T.Exp 
Kansas $8.36 $3,065,462.58 6 
N. Oarolina 5.17 3,576,444.47 5 
Maine 4.11 573,391.00 9 
New York 3.11 57,955,199.22 1 
Oalifornia 2.49 24,170,455.00 2 
Ohio 2.02 23,118,234.00 :3 
Texas 1.19 12,193,763.00 4 
Arizona 1.19 934,756.70 8 
Montana 1.10 1,184,779.77 7 
Georgia .70 382,651.23 10 

Read table thus: Kansas' average expenditure on 
each child in average daily attendance for new 
buildings in 1930 amounted to $8.36; her total 
expenditure was $3,065,462.58, which ranked her 
sixth 1n the group of ten states. Read in a 
similar for the other states. 
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Here is inequality. Georgia, in 1930, spent for every boy 

and girl attending school every day, an average of only 70¢ for 

new buildings. Kansas, in contrast, spent an average of $8.36 

per child going to school every day for new bUildings; this is 

just about the amount spent by the six lowest-ranking states 

of this group altogether, and is more than $3.00 more than was 

spent in the swne yea~ for the awne purpose by the state ranking 

next to Kansas--North Oarolina with ~5.l7 spent per child in ave

rage daily att~ndance. 

The One-Teacher School in the States Studied. There is no- -- - ---....;.;.;;;;.;.,,;,...,; 

questioning the statement that the usual one-teacher school is 

greatly interior to larger schools, whether of the consolidated 

type, or in the city. From the standpoint of building, equipment, 

teacher's qualifications,. and number of pupils enrolled, the one

teacher school is both inefficient and expensive. Trends in most 

states among those studied seem to indicate that this type of 

school is destined for extermination. Georgia, however, because 

of the topography ot part of the state, the sparsity of po~ulation, 

and the general inadvisability of providing transportation in 

some localities, feels that the one-teacher school has a definite 

contribution to make to its educational system for a time yet. 

Each of the other states, may it be repeated, are making plans 

for the most rapid possible elimination of the one-teacher school, 

and the small district. 

Because of the rather universal feeling that the one-teacher 

school is inferior to larger schools, the writer has compiled 

data relative to the number of such schools in eight of the states 

inclUded in this stUdy. Information concerning the matter in 
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New York and Arizona was not available. 

Table XIII presents the rankings or these eight states as 

to the pereentage or one-teaoher sahoo1s in eaoh; the total 

number of school wildings, and the total number of one-teacher 

sohools are given, also. 

TABLE XIII 

Showing the Hankings ot Eight States as to 
Feraentage of One-Teaaher SChools; 

Total number of Sahoo1 Build
ings, and Number of One-

Teaahers Sahools in 
1930 

State 
l~~§!ir.
Schools 

,~l 
~o .• of r

choo1s 
1~r
Schools 

J,~;t'
Schools 

Kansas 
Montana 
Ohio 
Georgia 
Texas 
N. Carolina 
Maine 
Califomia* 

78.82 
74.04 
56.02 
50.52 
39.96 
34.34 
32.63 

00.00 

9,410 
2,897 
7,760 
6,508 
7,964 
6,098 
5,114 

4,584 

7,417 
2,245 
4,348 
3,288 

3..183 
2,094 
1,669 

00000 

1 
5 
2 
3 

4 
6 
rr 
8 

'*	 California does have a few one-teacher schools, 
but a very tew, and they rank high edueat10nally,
henoe the ~ ab01 e. 

Read table thus: California, out ots/total of 4,584 
schools had no one-teacher schools. Kansas, had 
7,417 one-teacher schools out of a total ot 9,410, 
or a percentage of 78.82%. She also ranked first 
as to number of one-teacher schools. Read in like 
manner for the other states. 



ation bench at the front of the room, aping the yourlg and inex

perienced teacher until the allotted fifteen minutes are consumed. 

illl e1.ght grades are inoluded in the curr'ioulum of th:1s school~ 

and some ten or fifteen minutes each day is given to reading, 

wri ting and arithmetic. Compare the eduoational opportunity 

affo~ed pupils in such a school with those offered to the ave-. 

rage pupil in a modern, well construoted and well equipped con

solidated or district sohoo~ where well trained teachers teach, 

and where there are enough. of them to make it pos sible to give 

reasonable time to all subjects in the curriculum, from arith

metic to art, music, and sewing. 

Conclusion. This chapter has been devoted to the investi

gat1.on of the situation regarding sohoo1s and their school-build

ings, and the following points have been discussed: (l)number 

of buildings, (2) average enrollment for each building 1n each 

state, (3)Amount spent for new bUildings per pupil 1n 1930, (4) 



the number of one-teaoher schools in eaoh state, and the percent

age .of one-teacher schools in ea.ch state. In recap1.tulat10n of 

the Chapter as a whole, Ta.ble XIV presents data oonoerning each 

of the above points. The states are listed in descending order 

as to average enrollment per building. 

TABLE XIV 

Showing Average Enrollment ·Per Building, Num
ber of BUildings, Average Expenditures

Per Pupil in A.D.A. on New BUild
ings, Number and Peroentage

of One-Teacher Schools 
1930 

,,_._""_...... 
It'.. ·,·.. , 

State 
Eux'.Per 
Bldg. 

-
No. of 
Bldgs. 

Bldg. 
Exp. 

I-Tch'r 
Sch' s. 

1 70
1 

.O.;I
I-Tah' J

Sch's 
New York 
California 
Texas 
Ohio 
N. Car. 
Georgia 
Kansas 
Montana 
Maine 
.Arizona 

328.53 
241.45 
171.29 
164.68 
12'7.44 

96.30 
4,5.49 
41.59 
33.78 

--

11,760 
4,584 
r/,964 

'7,761 
6,098 
6,508 
9,410 
2,897 
5,114 

--

$3.11 
2.49 
1.19 

·2.02 
5.1'7 

.70 
8.36 
1.10 
4.11 
1.19 

--
000 

3,183 
. 4,348 

2,094 
3,288 
'7,41'7 
2,245 
1,669 

--

--
000 

39.96 
56.02 
34.34 
50.52 
78.82 
74.04 
32.63 

--
Read table thus: Texas, in 1930, had an average enroll~ 
ment per school building of 17l.29 pupils, 7,964 school 
buildings, spent on new bUildings an average of $1.19 
per student in A.D.A., had 3,183 one-teacher sohgols, or 
a percentage of 39.96%. Read in like manner for the 
other states. 

One. of the most interesting comparisons in the above stat

istics is between Kansas and Montana. Kansas had the most one

teacher schools of the group, and spent by tar the greatest amount 

per pupil for new buildings; Montana, with almost the same percent

age of schools as KanSaS had, spent praotiaally one-e1ghtb,on1~ 

of the amount that the former state spent f~r new buildings. This 

seems to indioate that probably Kansas is striving hard to do away 
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with her one-teaoher schools, the assumption being that most 

of the new buildings put up in 1930 were not the one-teaoher 

type. 

The re is no partioUla~ oommon ground of oompari son for the 

items studied in Chapter III, so the comparative rankings of the 

states on these items will not be piotured by oross-hatch graph, 

as was done for Chl4> ,tel' II. 

Summary of Findings 

The chapter is rather fruitful in the matter of significant 

findings. some of whioh are given below: 

1.	 The state having the greatest .number of school buildings 

in 1930 wa.s New York, with a total of 11,'760; Montana 

had the least. with 2,897. 

2.	 As to the Qverage number of pupils enrolled per building, 

New York again lead the group with an average of 328.53 

pupils. Maine had the smallest average enrollment, 

being 33.'78 

3.	 Kansas ranked first as to avera.ge amount of money spent 

per pupil in average daily attendanoe for new buildings. 

She spent $8.36, and Geo rg1a spent only "'O~ per pupil 

for the same purposes. 

4.	 In 1930 Kansas had a total of 7,417 one-teacher schools, 

which was "'8.82% of the total number of buildings. Mont

ana's percentage of one-teaoher schools was 74.04%. Oal

ifornia had very few one-teaoher sdhools in 1930, and. 

those few rank educationally on a pa.r with 01 ty or oon

solidated sohools of the state. 
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SOHOOLS AND THEIR LIBRARIES 

A rather singular evidence of the inequalities existing in 

relation to school libraries is brought out by the fact that con

tinued and diligent search resulted in the finding of very little 

i~o:rmation concerning them. For only six of the ten states in

eluded in this study were sta,.tistics on total number of volumes 

contained in school .libraries available; and the same is true 

of figures relative to the valuation of 11beary books and equip

ment. An attempt was made to collect data on the number of vol

umes added during the year 1929-1930. and on the total expense 

on school libraries for the same year, but it was met with al

most complete failure. 

The writer does not assume that there are no school librar

ies in the states for which no figures were fwnd~ but he does 

contend that the fact.that some state Reports inclUde itemized 

accounts relative to school llbrarle~ and others make very little 

or no mention of them at a11 is indicative of mnch inequality in 

the emphasis placed upon them. 

Table XV, on the following page, presents the figures on 

the total number of volumes in school libraries for six states, 

and the average number of volumes per student. enrolled in school 

in 1930. Oonsiderable variation will be noticed in these figures, 

even though only six states are covered by them. Of course, the 

total number of volumes in a library does not in itself indicate 

much as to the usefulness of the library; no doubt there are 

many duplicates inoluded in the figures quoted here, and it is a 



£oregone conclusion that many of the volumes counted are obso

lete) as far as practioal usefulness is concerned. These f1g- . 

ures, however, present about the only means o£ comparison avail

able, and for that reason they are here used. 

TABLE XV 
Showing the Average Number of Volumes In School 

Libraries Per Child Enrolled, and the .To,:, 
tal Number of Volumes in these Lib

rarie s for 1930 

Vols. Per Total No. Tg~~ 
State Child Volumes Volumes 

Montana 6.37 764,513 4 
Kansas 4.00 1,732,540 2 
Arizona 2.15 238,861 6 

New York 2.14 4,587,318 1 
N. Oarolina 1.56 1,218,080 3 
Georgia 1.15 720,171 5 

Read table thus: Montana, in 1930, had an·average
of 6.37 books per child in school in her school 
libraries, or a total of 764,513. She ranked fourth 
as to total number of volumes in school libraries. 
Read in like manner for the other states. 

It is seen by the table that for every child enrolled in 

the schools of Montana there are 6.37 books in the school lib

raries; Georgia presents the other extreme with only 1.15 books 

per ohildrless than a fifth of the number available for eac:q 

child in Montana. 

It is a matter of oommon knowledge that a small, usable 

library is much more effective in a school library than a large, 

poorly selected one; even a good small library'S worth oan not 

be estimated from the number of volumes alone. It is the amount 

and extent of oirculation to whioh the books are put that makes 

the library valuable. It was not possible, however, to arrive 

at any sort of comparative figures relative to circulation in 



sohool libraries in these ~tates. What the above figures do in

dioate in some measure; however, is the extent to which these 

states are providing library faoilities for the school children 

of thei r population•. 

Valuation 2f LibrarI Books !E£ Equipment. The total lib

raryvaluation for the six states represented is presented in 

Table XVI, along with the average valuation per child enrolled. 

The states are ranked'in descending order as to the latter. 

TABLE XVI 

Showing the Average Valuation of Librar.1 Books 
And Equipment, and the Total Valuation. 

(The average valuation is figured 
on total enrollment) 

1930 

state 
Val' n. Per 
Child Enr'd. 

, Total: 
Val 'ltatlon 

Rsi1TIl.r 

~~ ~tJ. n. 
Montana 
California 
Texas 
New York 
N. Carolina 
Georgia 

$5.36 
4.66 
2.26 
2.07 

1.50 
1.09· 

$646,759 
5,204,260 
3,112,535 
4,439,287 
1,165,787 

686,460 

6 
1 
3 
2 

4 
5 

Read table thus: In 1930 Montana's library book' 
and equipment valuation averaged $5.36 per child 
enrolled; her total library valuation was $646, 
759, in whioh she ranked sixth in this li$t of 
states. Read in like manner 'for the other states. 

Here an inequality ranging from $5.36 in the Case of Montana 

to $1.09 for Georgia is found. This means that there was five 

times as much library valuation per ohild in school in Montana 

as there was per child in schoolln Georgia. Montana. leads the 

state ranking next to her, Oalifornia, by an oonount equal to ap

proXimately half of the latter's average library vlluation per 

ohild enrolled; and Oalifornia. has been ranked within the highest 



five state educationally for many years. This is inequality 

of educational opportunity. 

In resume" the findings of' this chapter are presented in 

Table XVII. 
TABLE XVII 

Showing (1) Average Numbe~ of Volumes Per Ohild 
Enrolled, (2)Total Numver of Volumes, 

( 3) Total Valuation of Library
Property, (4) Average Val

uation Per Child En
rolled 
1930 

_. 

State 
Libral'V Volumes Valuation v~~ 

Cha 

1 

--
--

4 
5 

6 
2 

3 

Per ,Gh't,d. Utot'a:r "No. Total Per Chi d 

6.37 764,513 $646,759 5.36 
4.00 1,732,540 -- -
2.15 238,861 -- -
2.14 4,587,318 4,439,287 2.07 
1.56 1,218,080 1,165,787 1.50 
1.15 720,171 686,460 1.09 

- -- 5,204,260 4.66 

- -- 3,112,535 2.26 

Montana 
Kansas 
Arizona 
New York 
N. Carolina 
Georgia 
California 
Texas 

Read table "\.i •thus. hadMontana, in 1930, an average or 
6.37 books per child in school, and a total of 764,513 
school library volumes altogether; her total valuation 
of library property was $646,759, or an average or $5.36 
per child enrolled in school. She ranked first in ave
rage library property valuation per child in school. 
Read in likewise manner for the other states. 

These figures bring out these startling inequalities: New 

York provided, in 1930, 2.14 volumes per child in school, in con-, 

trast to 4.00 volume,s per school child in Kansas; educationally, 

according to several stUdies, New York ranks much higher than 

Kansas, yet she provided only about half as many books per child 

in school as did Kansas. If every boy and girl enrolled in 

school in Montana Should check out of the school libraries their 

share of books, they would carry home six books with which to 

!:L------ .1" .. 



start a library of' their own: while if every school boy and gi1'1 

in Georgia should do the srona thing each would have only one 

book; the aristocratic and time-honored state of North Oarolina 

would supplr each of its boys 'an,d girls enrolled in school with 

one and one-half books apiece. 

In the matter of valuation of library property, Montana had 

an average worthJto each boy and girl in school~f $5.36 in 

1930, whichJwhen compared with Oalif'orniats $4.66 presents an 

inequality, and when compared with Georght s $1.09 is truly an 

inequality. 

A land of equal opportunity? One wonders, upon finding that 

the state of Montana, with its herds of wild houses, its acres 

of prairie grass and its gruff homesteaders, leads such reputedly 

cu.ltur~d states as California, New York, North Oarolina, and 

Georgia in the number of books in school libraries per child in 

schoml. What does this mean? It means that the child in Montana 

has about five times the chance of getting the pleasure and pro

fits which accrue from library reading and study that the child 

in Georgia has, and more than twice that chance that the school 

boy or giri in New York or Texas had in 1930. ThiS, again, is 

inequality of educational opportunity. 

In closing, it is interesting to note that though Montana 

leads the other states in the matter of average nwnber or library 

books per child, and in average library property valuation per 

child, her total library valuation in the schools of the state 

is the smallest of the list of six states stUdied. This, of 

Course, is because of the small sohool popUlation and enrollment 

in Montana. New York had approximately eight times the total 



valuation of library property that Montana had, but only a little 

less than half the per capita valuation in Montana. 

Summary of. Findings 

The following statements of findings in this chapter are 

given, in cloaing~ 

1.	 The state with the most volumes in school libraries in 

1930 was New York, having a total of 4,587,318. 

2.	 The state having the fewest volumes in school libraries 

was Arizona, with 238,861. 

3.	 Montana had an average of 6.37 books per child in school 

in her school libraries. 

4.	 Georgia had an average of only 1.15 books per child en

rolled in school in her school libraries. 

5.	 New Yo~rkl s library property valuation was the highest of 

the group, being $4,439,287. 

6.	 The lowest library property valuation inl930, of this 

group of states, was found to be in Montana; it was 

$646,759. 

7.	 Montana had $5.36 worth of library prope~ty per 

child enrolled in school in 1930. 

8.	 ueorgia had the lowest per capita library property val

uation, on the basis of enrollment; it was $1.09. 

9.	 'l'hough Montana had the highest average mllllber of volumes 

per child enrolled, she had the lowest total library 

valuation of any state in the group. 

10.	 New York ranked first both in number of volumes, and 

in library valuation, but her per capita figures ranked 

her fourth in both these items. 



CHAPTER V 

SCHOOLS AND THEIR TEAOBEHS 

In this chapter, thought is directed to the following con

siderations: (1) the total number of teachers in the ten states 

studied; (2)the average teacher-pupil load; (3)the training of 

the teachers inte~s of years of schooling; (4)the average 

wages of teachers. 

It is the desire of the writer to keep the situation studied 

as close to the classroom and pupils as possible in view of the . 

faot that most of the educational opportunities offered in school 

come f'rom classroom associations, both among pupils, and between 

teacher and pupils. For this reason all statistics on teachers 

in this chapter bear only upon regular classroom instructors in 

the conventional ~lementary School (inclUding kindergartens and 

the f:lrst six grades) and High School (including junior and senior 

high schools, grades seven to twelve, inclusive). If any excep

tion occurs it will be indicated and explained. 

The Number of Teachers in the Ten States ~tudied. The total- - - .....-.- ---. 

number of teachers in. any state is not significant in itself in 

this study, but subsequent eomparisons drawn in the chapter are 

based on these figures; they are therefore put into Table XVIII. 

These figures, as it has been suggested, include only regular 

classroom teachers; all speoial teachers, supervisors, principals 

and administrators have been eliminated. It is to be expected 

that the sta.tes with the 1,llrgest total population will have the 

most teachers in their schools, and figures bear this out. 



TABLE XVIII 

Showing for 1930 the Total Number of Teachers 
Those in Elementary Schools, and thos£) , 

in High School in the States 
Studied. 

Total No. Tch'rs in Tchrs in 
ste\t~ Teachrrs Elementary H.Schoo1 

New York 75,511 64,336 11,1'75 

Texa.s 41,656 30,826 10,830 

Ohio 31,468 26,282 11,186 
Ca1.1f'ornia 33,416 22,293 11,123 

N. Oarolina 23,691 18,571 4:,940 
Georgia 1'7,992 12,171 5,821 

Maine 6,908 5,238 1,670 

Montana 6,36~ 5,099 1,265 

Arizona 3,616 2,828 788 

Read table thus: In 1930 New York ha.d a total of 
-75,511 teachers, 64,336 of whom were in elementary 
sChools, and 11,175 of whom taught in high schools. 
Read in a similar for the other states. 

The range./' as to total t~achers. is from 75,511 for New York 

dqwn to 3,616 for Arizona; the high and low rankings as to 

both elementary and high Bchool teachers is not quite the same. 

Ohio had the most high school teachers, New York) the most e1em

. entary, and Arizona the fewest in both classes of schools. Ohio's 

high school tota.l is some fourteen times greater than Arizona' 8. 

Teache!-pupi~~ !!! ~~ states Studied. The above 

given figures tell little as to the supply of teachers in relation 

to the number of pup!Jls in school. The average teacher"-opupil, 

load, or the average number of pupils per teaoher, in each state 

is given in Table XIX. These Qverages are computed on the basis 

o:f total school enrollment in these states; the states are listed
 

in descending order as to avera.ge teacher..pup1l loa.d in both
 

elementary and high schools, but figures for these divisions are
 

-;'\ 
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given also. 

TABLE XIX 
Ranking the states as to Average Teacher-Pupil

Load in 1930 fa!" All Sohools; Figures
for Both Elementary and High

SchoOl Are Given Also. 

state 
All Schools
Tch-Ppl Ld. 

lUementaraTch-Ppl L • I 

Ii. School
Tch-Ppl Ld. 

Georgia 
Ohio 
Texas 
N. Oaro1ina 
Oa1ifornia 
Arizona 
New York 
Maine 
Kansas 
Montana 

37.82 
34.11 
32.98 
32.56 
31.56 
30.63 
29.08 
25.00 
24:.05. 
18.91 

40.40 
31.71 

--
35.30 
34.45 
33.5'7 
27.42 
26.21 
26.04 
18.32 

26.86 
35.13 

--
23.30 
26.07 
20.10 
38.81 
21.21 
20.06 
21.28 

Read table thus: Geo!~ia'a average teacher-pupil
load in 1930 in all schools was 37.82; in elemen
tary schools, 40.40, and in high sohools 26.86. 
Montana's average teacher-pupillaad in all sChools 
was 1891; for elememtary sohools, ·18.32, and for 
high sohools, 21.28. Read in like manner for the 
other states. 

The teacher in the elementary schools of Georgia had an aVe

rage of 40.40 pupils in her classes, and her sister in Montana 

taught 18.32 pupils, less than half as many as the Georgia teacher 

had. The 'variation in the high schools is not so great as it 

seems to have been in the elementary schools, but Ohio's average 

teaoher-pupi1 load in high sohoo1s was 35.13, wheras that in 

Kansas was only 20.06 pupils per teaoher. The average for both 

elementary and high schools indicates that Georgia's average 

olass per teacher oontained 3? .82, and Montana'S average clasS 

per teacher was less than half as la~ge, with only 18.91 pupils 

in. it. This means that the Montana teacher gave praotioally 



GeorgiaI 

Ohio 

'rexas 

N. Oar.
 

Oalif.
 

I 
Arizona 

:New York. 
Maine 

Kansas 

Montana 

37.821 

I 

34.111 

32.98 I 

32.561 

, 

"

31.561 

30.63 J 

29.08 1 

25.00 I 

24.05 I 

lS.91/ 

Head figure thus: Georgia's average teacher-pupil 
ratio Was 37.82 to 1, that is there were 37.S2 pu
pils per teacher. Read in like manner for the 
other states. 
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The Schoo1ins .2! ~eache:t:s, .!E: ~ states .§..tudie.,g. An attempt 

WaS made to arrive at rather definite estimates of the amount of 

schooling the teachers in the states studied had had up to and 

including the school year 1929-1930. Oarefu1 study of the re ... 

qUirements for each kind of certificate, or diploma,offered in each 

state, ,and of the statistics regarding the number of eaoh kind of 

certificate or diploma held by teachers employe~ resulted in the 

grouping of the teachers .into the following classes: (1) those hav

ing less than four years of high sohoo1 training; (2) those hav-. 

ing graduated froJl1 high sc~ool~ but having had no training above 

high school; (3) those haVing done one year of oollege or normal 

training work; (4) those haVing done two or three years of such 

work; (5) those who were college graduates. This infonnat1on, along 

with the total number of teaohers, is presented in Table XX. 

TABLE XX 
Showing the Training of Teachers in Eight 

states up to and Including 1929-193~ 
Listed in Descending Order as to 

Total Number of Teachers 

state 
New York 
Texas 
Ohio 
ll.'; Oar. 
Georgia 
Kansas 
Montana 
Arizona 

T~t.NO
T h t 1'8. 

75,511 
41,656 
37,468 
~3,69!t 

19,635 
17,992 

6,364 
3,616 

Call.I 

Grad 
44,964 
11,633 
15,620 
18,135 
9,903 
6,81'1 
2,681 
1,453 

2or3 . 
o6'f: lyr~ 

Gol. 
.H.S. 
Grad ~h.~a. 

29,167 00 1,330 00 
21,044 6,684 1,711 584 
2,393 9,300 10,155 00 
00 4,176 1,380 00 
00 4,433 5,299 00 

3,424 567 7,194 00 

~,135 548 00 00 
1,949 188 00 26 

Read table thus: Out of a total or 76,511 teachers .in 193Q, 
New York had a total of 44,964 college graduates, 29,167 
who had had two or three years of 0011ego training, none 
with only one year of oollege training, 1,330 who were 
high sohool graduates an~ no more, and. none who were not 
high Bchoo1 gradua.tes. Read in 111~e manner for the other 
states. 
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Educational authorities in most of the states are agreed 

that the traditional County Oertifioate or Diploma, which as its 

pre requislte has one or two years of high school 'and the pas 'sing 

of an examination, must be done away with. Muoh has been done in 

many states to outlaw the fUrther granting of such certificates, 

but it will take some time to weed out of the profession all of 

those Who are now teaohing on suoh oertifioation. The in~or.mation 

contained in Table XX is indicative of the conditions eXisting in 

some of our states. There were tea~ng in Texas, in 1930, a 

total ~1' 584 teachers who were not high school graduates" out of 

a total of 41,656 teachers in the state. ~rizona is doing a 

great deal to eliminate such teachers as fast as possible, but 

there were 26 of them teaching in that state in 1930. According 

to the above table, New York, Ohio, North Oarolina) Georgia, Kan

sas, and Montana had no teaching being done by anyone with less 

than four years of high school training. Here, now, are some 

contrasts which are bound to result in inequality of educational 

opportunity. 

The 8ituation eri sting in some state; where high schools 

are legalized to turn out "nonnal training" graduates to teach 

in rural and elementary schools, is not much better than that 

created by the Oounty Certificate-teaoher. In 1930, about one

third of the entire teaching force in Ohio were teachers who 

were no n,lore than high sohool graduates,.-lO,155 out of' a total 

of' 37,468. The same year there were in Kansas 7,194 high school 

graduate~ out of a total of 17,992, teaching in the state. 

It is qUite noti~eab1e that Montana was the only state 

in the group studied whioh had in 1930 no teachers who had not 



had at least one year of college or advanoed nor.mal training 

work. Oontrast with this record_ that of Texas, whioh state, 

1,.n the same year, had a total of 584 teaohers employed who had 

not had fou'!' years of high school work, to say nothing of ad

vanced training of any sort. This is evidence of inequality 

of educational opportunity. 

The following table presents statistics for the percentage 

of college graduates ronong the teachers of the states inoluded 

:1n this study. The range is from 76.1% in North Oarolina. down 

to 27.8% in Texas. The states- are ranked as to percentage of 

college graduates; the total number of college graduate teaohers, 

and the total'number of teaohers are listed also. 

TABLE XXI 

~anking the states as to Percentage of Oollege
Graduates among the Teachers, and G1ving 

Total Number of College Graduates, 
and Total Number of Teaohers. 

1930 

%age of Total No. ' Total No. 
State Coll.Grads. ColI. Grads. Teachers 

N. Carolina '76.1% 18;135 23,691 
New York 59.5% 44,964 '75,511 
Georgia 45.3'J, 9,903 19,635 
Ohio 41.'7% 15,620 37,468 
Arizona 40.2% 1,453 3,616 
Kansas 37.8% 6,8l~ 1'7,992 
Montana 32.6% 2,681 6,364 
Texas 27.8% 11,63::5 41,656 

Read table thus: 76.1%, or 18,135 out of 23
1

691 
teaohers in North Carolina in 1930, were 001 ege
graduates. 27.8%, or 11,633 out of 41,656 teaoh
erB in Tesas in 1930, were college graduates.
Read in like manner for the other states. 

North Carolina, with 76.1% of its teaohers the possessors 

of valuable college degrees, leads the list, and her perc$ntage 

of college graduates is almost half again as large as that or 



New York, 59.5%, who ranks second in the above list. Only 27.8% 

of the teachers in fexas were college graduates in 1930; and it 

may be remembered, in this connection, that in the s~e year 

Texas had 584 teachers employed who were not yet high school 

graduates.. Here again, in a matter of most vital importanoe to 

the efficiency and effectiveness of school accomplishment, is 

anything but equality fOUnd. 

A graphical presentation of the rankings of these states 

as to percentage of college graduates appears in Figure 4. 

Figure 4. The fercentage of Oollege Graduates 
Among the Teachers in 1930 

N. Oar. ?6.J%1. 

New 'York 59.5%1 

Georgia 45.3%( . 

Ohio 41.7%1 
I 

Arizona 40.2%1 

Kansas 37.8%J 

Montana 32.6%1 

Texas l27.8%1 
~ 

Read figure thus: 76.1% of North Oarolina's teachers 
were college graduates, 59.5% ot New York's teachers 
were oollege graduates. rtead similarly for other states. 



Teacher~Wages!! ~ State~ Studied. The study of the 

situation regarding wages of teachers in these states brought 

forth some interesting comparisons.. Only regular olassroom 

teachers are included in the data; and all statistios concern

ing the wages of colored teachers were eliminated, too. The 

salary level for colored teachers was so low that to inolude 

ftgures conoerning them wQu1d have not been representative of 

the situation conoerning white teachers in . states w:b.ere there 

is a large amount of oolored population. Table XUI oontains 

data oonoerning the average wage for all teachers in each 

state, as well as the average wage for elementary and high school 

teachers. Data concerning Oalifornia teachers' wages was un

available, 80 that state will not be inclUded in the list below. 

TABLE XXII 
Showing the Average Wages of all Teachers in 

the States StUdied, the Average for El
ementary Teachers, and for High

School Teachers. 
1930 

state 
Av. Wage

All Schools 
Av. Wa~e

E1.Schoo s 
Av. Wage

H. Schools 
New York $2,3'72.15 * - -
Arizona ~,663.10 $1,504.56 $1,821.64 
Ohio 1,551.00 1,439.00 1,868.00 
Maine 1,3'72.'72 1,,02'7.38 1,631.56 
Montana 1,333.30 1,112.74 1,553.86 
Kansas 1,301.33 975.20 1,62'7.46 
Texas 1,259.00 956.00 1,555.00 
W. Carolina 954.11 865.06 1,241.69 
Georgia

* 
835.22 629.89 1,275.03 

This is for all teachers. salaries, i.e., spec
ial teachers, au:perv1sora, prinoipals, etc. 

Read table thus: Arizona's state average teaoher's 
salary was $1663.10 in 1930; $1439.00 in elementary
sohoo1s, and $1821.64 in high sohools. Read in like 
manner for the other states. 



The elementary teacher in Arizona in 1930 received more
 

than twi~e(aB much annual salary as did the elementary teacher
 

,in the state of Georgia; in fact, ahe could lay aside the 

ainount in exoess of double her Georgjal friend l s earnings, and 

have $244.78 to spend in taking a summer trip, or attending 

summer school in some good university. The a.verage hi@h school 

salaries, do not vary' nearly as much as the elementary salaries 

do. Ohiols waS the highest, being $1,868.00, and the lowest,was 

$1,275.03 (found again in Georgia). New York's state-wide 

average was $2,372.15, which is some five hundred dollars more 

than the highest high school salary in any other of the states; 

it is to be remembered, however, that this figure for New York 

includes other tl;la.n regular classroom teachers, and is likely 

'not faithfully representative of the regula r classroom teacher's 

annual salary. The lowest state average wage was in Georgia, 

mnounting to $835.22. 

Table XXIII presents interesting comparisons between ave

rage teacher-pupil load and average annual salary in these states. 

TABLE XXIII 

Comparing Average Teacher-Pupil Load and Ave
rage Annual Salary of Public School 

Teachers in 1930 

Sta.te 
----

Av. An. Salary Tch-Ppl Ld 

New York $2,3'72.15 29.08 
Arizona 1,663.10 30.63 
Ohio 1,551.00 34.11 
Maine 1,372.72 25.00 
Montana 1,333.30 18.91 
Kansas 1,301.33 24.05 
Texas 1,259.00 32.98 
N. Oarolina 964.11 32.56 
Georgia. 835.22 37.82 

Read thus: New York' B teacher received: $2,372.15 
and taught 29.08 pupils. Read similarly for others. 
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It is noticed trom the above table that the Georgia teacher 

taught the most pupils and received the smallest wage for her 

trouble. A teacher in Montana with 'the' smalla st average class, 

18.91, received $500.00 more t~an the Ge&rgia teacher; and her 

average class w.Q;s less than half as large in nwnber of pupils. 

The respective rankings of the states as to average annual sal

ary and as to average number of pupils per teacher are present

ed through the eross-hatch graph be1ow~ 

Figure 5. Showing the Rankings of Nine States 
as to Average Annual Salary of Teacher, 

and as to Average Number of 
Pupils Per Teacher 

1930 

Averageerage Tch-Ppl Ld.Salary 

Read figure thus~ as 
to average annual salary, and sixth as to 
average teacher-pupil load; Georgia raDed 
ninth as to average annual salary, but first 
as to average teacher-pupil load. Read 1n 
like manner for the other states. 

It is seen by the graph that there is no correlation at 

all between amount of salary paid and the average size of class 

1n pub1io schools for these states. 



teachers. 



12.	 The lowest average annual salary was found to be in 

Georgia; it was $835,22. 

13.	 Georgia's average teacher-pupil load was the largest of 

any wi thin the group, but her teachers we:re paid the 

least of any within the group studied. 

14.	 Montana, whose classes were the smallest per teacher-

they were less than half as large as Georgia's--paid 

$500.00 more annually than the Georgia teacher re

ceived. 

15.	 The statistics given show that New York's average annual 

wage to teachers is twice the average annual salary 

paid to Texas teachers; the New York teaoher'ha(l~ on 

the average, three less pupils than the Texas teaoher 

did:•• 
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CRAPTER VI 

THE SOHOOL YEAR 

Attention in this chapter is given to the fOllowing con

sidera.tions relative to the sohool year 1929-l93Gt. (1) the re

lationship between total state pOpulation and sohool population; 

( 2) the total enrollment in elementary and high schools, and its 

relationship to sohool population; (3)the percentage of school 

enrollment in average daily attendance; (4)the average number 

of days in the school year. It is thought by the writer that 

these statistics serve as an indication of the effectiveness 

of' publio schools in reaching the greatest numbers of children. 

stat~ ~ ~Chool?opulation in ~ States ~udl~g. Table 

XXIV presents the state populatib'n, the school population, and 

the relationship between the two in terms of percentage. 

TABLE XXIV 

Showing Total Population, School Population 
and the Percentage Relationship Between 

the two for 1930 

Total School %age of 
state Population Population Sch.Pop'n 

New York 12,588,066 3,658,341 29.84 
Ohio 6,646,69'7 1,552,573 23.35 
Texas 5,824,705 1,426,259 24.50 
California 5,677,251 1,318,204 23.22 
N. Carolina 3,1'70,276 1,045,230 32.97 
Georgia 2,908,506 86'7,995 29.84 
Kansas 1,880,999 555,080 29.51 
Maine '797,423 237,972 29.84 
Montana 537,606 160,828 29.92 
Arizona 435,573 133,299 30.60 

Read table tbUB~ Maine's total popUlation in 1930 
WaS 797,423, of which 237,972, or 29.84%, were 
children of school age. New Yorkls total popula
tion was 12,588,066, of whioh 3,658,341, or 29.84%, 
were children of school age.. Read, for other states 
in similar manner. 
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It is seen by this table that North aa~olina had the big~ 

est percentage of ohildren of, school age in her population; 

Oalifornia's was the lowest, being 23.22%, while that of North 

Oarolina. was 32.97% for the smme year. 

Sebeol Enrollment and School Population ~ states Studied. 

Now, to came more directly to the school situation in these states, 

the figures for total enrollment, and the relation~hip eXi,sting 

between total enrollment and school population, are g1ven for 

1930 in the states studied in Table XXV. 

TABLE XXV 

Showing nankings of states Studied as to Per
centage of School Population Enrolled. 

1930 

Percentage School 
state Pop. Enr- d. Enrollment 

Texas 96.31 1,374,161 
Georgia 85.5'7 742,756 
Oa1ifornia 84.73 1,116,939 
Arizona 83.15 110,780 
Ohio 82.32 1 278 173, , 
Kansas 77.96 432,749 
Montana 74.85 120,385 
N. Oarolina 74.32 '777,160 
Kaine '72.59 1'72,751 
New York 58.54 2,141,479 

rtead table thus: In 1930 Texas enrolled 96.3l~ 
of her total Bchool popUlation, or a total of 
1,374,161 pupils. Read in like manner for the 
other states. 

Here there is a range from 96.31%; in the case of TexasJ to 

58.54% for the state of New York. Out of every 100 school boys 

and girls in the former Btat~ 96 were in school, while in New 

York, only 58 out of every 100 were enrolled. This means that 

_________......11l. 

116 



New Yo,rk was educating only a little over half of its ohildren 

in the publi,c schools in 1930, and that Texas was doing its 

duty to 96 out of every 100 children. This, again, is inequal

'ity of educational opportunity. 

The figures given above, it must be remembered, do not 

mean that no more than the number of children here given are in 

school, because only the public elementary and high schools are 

included. To the extent that we are dealing only with the con

ventional schooling offered 'to the resident boys and girls of 

each state, there is a decided inequality pictured. The fact 

that only one state among ten enrolls more than ninety percent 

of its school population, that most of the states enroll about 

seventy five percent of their pqpulation, and that one state in 

this group of ten enrolls only fifty eight percent of its school 

population, explains why there is as much illiteracy in the United 

states as exists. 

Avera5e Daily Attendance in ~ ~tates studi~ for ~. 

The term "average daily attendance" means the total number of 

students attending school every day of the school year. It is 

a rather reliable meauure of the extent of numbers reached by 

the schools, and is used for many computations of school statis

tics. Table XXVI presents data ooncerning the average daily 

attendance 1n the states stUdied for 1930, the percent of en

rollment in average daily attendanoe, and the percent of the total 

school popUlation in average daily attendance. The states are 

ranked aocording to percent of enrollment in A.D.A., and there 

1s a range from 89.33% for Ohio to 70.83% for Arizona. 
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TABLE XXVI 
Showing the Percent of Enrollment in A.D.A. 

Total A.D.A., Total Enrollment, and 
Percent of School Population 

in A.D.A. for 1930 

-, 

State Ent'tA••A. ToBal
A••A. iotf~nr • lB~A. 

Ohio 89.33 1,141,701 1,278,073 73.54 
Montana 89.12 107,292 120,385 66.71 
N. Car. 89.04 691,995 777,160 66.21 
Calif. 86.64 967,666 1,116,939 73.41 
Kansas 84.66 366,357 432,749 66.00 
New York 84.13 1,801,530 2,141,479 49.25 
Maine 80.BO 139,575 172,571 58.65 
Texas 74.87 1,028,808 1,374,161 ,72.11 
Georgia 73.92 549,062 742,756 63.26 
Arizona 70.83 78,460 110,780 58.86 

",~Read table thus: Ohio's percentage of enrollment in 
A.D.A. was 89.33%, or 1,141,701 out of 1,278,073 
pupils; her A.D.A. w_s 73.54% of her total school 
population. Read in like manner for the other 
states. 

The state with the highest percent of school population at

tending school every day was Ohio, with ,73.54%; only 49.25% 

o£ the school children in New York attended school every day in 

1930. In Ohio seventy three out of every one hundred boys and 

girls attended school every da't~: and in New York only forty nine 

out of each one hundred were in school every day. Again, this 

is inequality of educational opportunity. 

~ Lengta 2! ~ SChoq,l y:ear ~-illQ. !!l State~ Studied. 

Probably the ,. average layman thinks that the school tenn, the nation 

ove~ is the same, or at least that it is either eight or nine 

months long. The statistics regarding this matter, however, paint 

a different pioture. In New York, in 1930, an average of 191 days 

of school'were held, whereas· in Texas the same year only 146 days 
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of school were taught. Table XXVII presents the states listed 

in descending order as to the average length of their school 

years for 1930. 

TABLE XXVI I 

Showing the Ranking of the states as to Ave
. rage Number of Days in the School 

Year 1929-1930 

state 
No. DQiS

Taugb. 

New York 191.0 
Maine 180.5 

Oalifornia 178.3 
Ohio 176.5 
Montana 176.4 

State 
No. DgKS

Tau t 

Arizona 
Kansas 

1'70.5 
162.9 

N. Oarolina 
Georgia 
Texas 

154.9 
150.0 
146.0 

Read table thus: In 1930 New York's school year 
contained 191 days; Texas' contained 146 days.
Read in like manner for the other states. 

Were a choice between sending a child to a school which kept 

open 146 days in the year, or to one which kept open for 191, or 

two month longer, given to the average parent, there is not much 

question whiCh he would pick. In the course of twelve grades of 

schooling, the child attending the former school would actually 

have attended school twenty four months less than the child 1n 

the latter school. .Of course, the former child is in the same 

grade as the latter, but he is at the foot of the class most of 

the time; he dislikes to go to school because it is difficult 
/jlJe,17

for him to grasp all the things which the boyAwho has had two 

years more schooling than he, and he really isntt to be blamed 

for feeling that way about it. He is the vitBtim of the unequal 

side of the inequalities ,which exist in his school; bis education

al opportunities are not on a par with those of the boy in the 

school which holds forth the longer term. 
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Oonclusion. Thi s chapter has di scussed (l),.:hh!ivpell"centfof 

school population enrolled in school; (2) the percent of school 

population in average daily attendance; (3) the percent ot en

rollment in average daily attendance; and (4) the average :rmm

ber of days in the school year 1929-1930 in the ten states 

chosen fo~ the stUdy. The data concerning each of these four 

items for each state appear, in resume, in Table XVIII, which 

is given below. The states are ranked as to percent of population 

enrolled. TABLE XXVIII 
Showing (l)Percent of Population Enrolledj (2)


Percent of School Population 1n A.D.A.; \ 3)
 
Percent of Enrollment in A.D.A.,and 

(4) Average Number of Days 1n the 
School Year 1929-1930. 

state 
Texas 
Georgia 
Calif. 
Arizona 
Ohio 
Kansas 
Montana 
N. Car. 
Maine 
New York 

l~.
EPo~anr • 
96.31 
85.57 
84.73 
83.15 
82.32 
77.96 
74.85 
74.32 
72.59 
58.54 

_. 
~ 

p~.l 
A.~1l. 
72.11 
63.26 
73.41 
58.86 
73.54 
66.00 
66.71 
66.21 
58.65 
49.25 

I~~i: No. Days
Taugb.t 

74.87 146.0 . 
73.92 150.0 
86.64 178.3 
70.83 170.5 
89.33 176.5 
.84.66 162.9 
89.12 176.4 
89.04 154.9 
80.80 1-80.5 
84.13 191.0 

Read table thus: In 1930, Texa.s had 96.3l/b of'her 
school population enrolled, 72.11% of it 1n A.D.A. t 
74.87% of her enrollment in A.D.A., and her schools 
were taught 1'146 days. Read in like manner for the 
other states. 

Some interesting comparisons are noticeable from this table. 

For instance, Texas, ranking Tai'St in number of days taught, 

ranked first in the percent of her population enrolled in 

school; New York, ranking last in percent of' population enrolled 



taught school the most days. New York was giving, in 1930, fifty 

eight out of everyone hundred boys and girls in the state about 

two months more of schooling than Texas; but, the latter was 

giving an average of 7.3 months schooling to ninety six out 

of ever-y one hundred boys and girls in the state. Which case 

offers the more educational opportunity~ If the answer be in 

the light of the most good to the most people, it will have to 

be said that Texas wm doing more toward educating its youth than 

_ New York. 

The figure below presents graphicall~ in cross~hatch fonn, 

the rank1ngs of the states studied on the four points of compar

ison used in this chapter. 

Figure 6. Picturing the Rankings of the states 
on (l)Percent of ~opulatlon Enrolled; (2)Per

cent of ~opulation in A.D.A.; (3)Percent
of Enrollment in A.D.A., and (4) Ave

. rage Number of Da.ys Taught 
1930 

% POIl.
Enr'o. 

i %. jPoP.
A.D.A. 

t No. DaY's
Tam t. 

1 Tex. Ohio 1 Ohio 1 N Y. 

2 Ga. 

3 Cal. 

Ohio 

Mont. 

Ariz. 

9 Me. 

10 N Y 

9 Ga. 

10 Tex. 

Read figure thus: Texas ranks first as to percent of pop
ula.tion enrolled,third as to percent of popUlation in A.D.A., 
eighth as to percent of enrollment 1n A.D.A., and tenth 
as to average number of days 1n school year,--etc. 

- ---"J 
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Thi s graph brings out ve1!1 olear1y the lack of equality as 

to the four points compared. The relative rankings of New York 

and Texas regarding percent of population enrolled and the number 

of days taUght is striking in that their respective positions 

are completly reversed. Almost as signif'icant a change is shown 

in the rankings of Georgia and Maine for these two items. 

SUmmary of Findings 

In closing this chap tar, what may be considered as signif

icant findings are briefly stated as follows: 

1.	 New York had the most school population, 3,658,341, and 

Arizona the least, 435,573. 

2.	 Texas, with 96.31% of its population enrolled, lead the 

other states. . 

3.	 New York' B 58.54% of school population enrolled was the 

lowest of the group. 

4.	 Ohio's average daily attendance was 89.33% of her enroll 

ment, and Arizona's was only 70.83%. 

5.	 New York lead the list of states studied in the matter of . 

length of school year; it !...was:, 191 days. 

6.	 Texas' school year was the shortest, being only 146 days 

in duration. 

7.	 Though New York's school year wa.s the longest; she en

rolled only 58.54% of her popUlation. 

8.	 Texas enrolled 96.31% of her school popUlation, but her 

school year waS the shortest of the group. 
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GHAPTER VII 

REOA,PITUI,ATION AND SUGGESTIONS 

Probably no other single statem.ent is so universally aO

cepted as indigenous of American thought and philosophy as that 

famed line taken from the Declaration of Independence which 

makes the statement .that II ••••• all men al'e cl'eated free and equal". 

The belief in this declaration has been so strong that many have 

spoken of OUI' nation as a land of equal opportuxlity. 

':Llhe writeI' does not Cal'S to deny that our nation is one of 

greater opportunity than some others in the wOl'ld; his contention 

is that the findings of this study haye proved beyond a doubt 

that there is no equality of opportunity as far as the education 

of the average boy and girl is concerned. When there is a var

iation from $1,423.88 to $461.41 in the amount of state wealth 

back of every child of school age in ten states which have been 

stUdied; when, in .New York, there was an average of $224.65 avail

able for the education of every child enl"olled in school, and in 

Georgia only $30.69 per child enrolled; when the average val

uation of school property and eqUipment for each child in average 

daily attendance ranged from $466.84 in New York, down to $94.98 

in tieorgia--when such inequalities as these occur, how Can there 

be equal opportunity offered? 

It was pointed .out that in 1930 there was expended for 

total school expense an average of $209.74 per ohild in average 

dai:Ly attendanoe in l'leW York, and an average of only $42.25 in 

in lteorgia. .J:.4'or current eduoationalexpense, ~ew York spent an 

----------- w. 



average of $165.69 per child attending daily,' and Georgia only 

$32.76 per child in daily attendance, for the same purposes. It 

is needless to ask if the educational opportunities in a school 

whi ch spends only $32.76 per child are on a par with tho se in 

a ~~h601~spending $165.69 per child. 

Kansas 1n 1930 spent an averq,ge of $8.36 per pupil in s.ve

rage daily attendance for new bUildings, while GeorgiaJ in the 

same yea:r:, spent only 70¢ per child for the same purpose. Here 

is a difference of twelve times as much spent per child for new 

buildings in Kansas as was spent per child in Georgia; and prob

ably 1930 was no unusual year for either of the states. 

Assuming the general inferiority of the one-teacher school, 

great 1nequality was found eXist'ag in the educational opportun

ities or the states studied; California had very few such schools 

in 1930, whereas Kansas had a total of 7,417. Furthermore, 

these schools in Cali.fornia were maintained in such 10ca11ties 

that centralization was provenly impossibl~, and the teachers 

met the same requirements that any elementary school teacher in 

a city or centralized system met; in Kansas, on the other hand, 

the majority of such schools WEme about four miles apart, and 

'Vlere taught by teaehers who VtBI9 not always high school graduates, 

who hold only County Certificates, and in many instances, wa~ 

without any experience in teaching. Over 78% of the schools in 

Kansas were of the one-teacher type in 1930. Montana's SChools 

were 74.04% the one-teacher type, but in this state there "W.9ln:=) no 

teachers who had not had at least one year of college or normal 

training in advance of high school graduation, and only 8.5% 

of the teachers in the state had less than two years of such 





Teach~rs' wages in the states studied va~ied from an an

ual average of $2,372.15 in New York, to $835.22 in Georgiar 

the fonner almost four times the latter. Wages for elementary 

teachers ranged from $1,439.00 in Ohio to $629.89 in Georgia, 

and for high school teacher~ from $1,868.00, in Ohio to $1,241.69 

in North Oarolina. The average m:unber of students per tea.cher 

in these chosen states varied from 37.82 1n Georgia to 18.91 

in Montana. The teaoher in Georgia received about $500.00 less 

than her friend in Montana, and taught more than twice as many 

pupils. The New York teacher received 2.8 times as muoh salary 

as the Georgia teacheIj and taught eight pupils less. Oan equal

ity of educational opportunity arise from such variations as 

these? 

As an indication of the variation in the matter of percent

age of school popUlation enrolled in the schools of these states, 

Texas enrolled 96.31% of its school population, and New York 

only 58.54%. The percentages of school popUlation in averase 

daily attendance are even more striking in variation. Texas, 

whose enrol~ent in 1930 was 96.31% of its popUlation, had only 

72.11% of its popUlation in average daily attendance; Californ1~ 

wi th only 86.64% of 1ts school popUlation enrolled, had 73,41% 

of it in average daily attendance. This is evidenoe that) even 

though a state may have a large peroentage of its school populaM 

tion enrolled in school.) it may not be doing as muoh in an educa

tional way for as many ohildren as some other state beoause of 

lower average daily attendanoe. As has been pointed out, Texas 

ranked first as to peroentage of sohool population enrolled., but 

only thi rd in percentage of school population in ElVirage da.11y 

attendanoe. 
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In this connection, another striking inequality was found 

in the matter.of length of school year. The range Was from 

191 days in New York to 146 in Texas. From this it would seem 

that New York was doing a good deal more to educate its children 

than Texas until it is remembered that the fOl~er had in daily 

attendance at school only 49.25% oE its school population, 

while Texas had 72.11% of its school population in daily attend

ance. The difference in the length of the school terms for the 

two states amounted to about two months. New York was giving 

fewer children more schooling, and Texas was giving more Child

ren less schooling. From the standpoint of the good of society 

as a whole there was considerable inequality in the educational 

effectiveness of the two states. The contrast is almost as strik

ing 
I 

between Georgia and Maine on these two points. Georgia 

ranked second in the percentage of population enrolled (85.57%), 

seventh in the percentage of population in daily attendance 

(63 0 26%), and ninth in the length of the school term (150 days); 

Maine ranked ninth both in percentage of population enrolled in 

schools (72.59%) and in daily attendance (58.65%), but second 

as to length of school yaar ·(190.5.days). 

These rather brief statements of same of the most outstand

ing inequalities existing in our educational programs, in the 

ten states studied/offer evidence that, af'ter allJ our nation, 

in an educational sense, is not a land of equal opportunity. 

Suggestions ~ !£ ~ Improvement of' ~ Situation. That 

the situation is in need of' improvement no one can deny. It 

decidedly is not desirable to have so much variety in elements 

so vital to education as the money spent f'or it, the teachers f 



preparation and salaries for it, equipment and property owned 

in the name of it, numbers of students reached by it, and the 

length of annual ter.ma in it. 

Probably the most potent reason for the lack of uniformity 

in these elements the nation over is the fact that the founders 

of our government decreed that the control of education be left 

entirely up to each individual state. The . result is that 

there is no Nationalized control of the educational practices 

of the various states, i.e., we have no national education. It 

is only natural that, along with the inequalities existing among 

the states as to natural resources, wealth, geographical loca

tion, population, topography, transportation facilities, etc., 

there should be inequ~lities in educational opportunities. This 

condition will continue to exist as long'as the full control of' 

educational provision and practice is left to each state. 

'In the opinion of the writer, the one thing which can do 

away with the inequalities now eXisting in our education is a 

Federal Department of Education which will be more than a clear

ing house for the gathering and dissemination of educational sta

tistics; a Department haVing authority to: 

1. Create and uphold standardization on~ 
a. Length of school year.
b. Teacher~pupil ratio. 
c. Library reqUirements.
d. Teacher certifioation reqUirements.

2.	 Dictate improvement of methods of taxation, or any 
means of raising public eduoation funds. 

3.	 Organize a system of raising a national equalization 
fund, and, 

4.	 Administer the proper distribution of said fund in 
order that standards may be maintained throughout
all atat~s. 

FINIS 
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