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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM

There i3 & leck of information concerning the
'polieies and practices of Texas publie school districts
with respect to the distribution of budgetary expenditures
within these districts. Complete and adequate definitions
of the budgetary divisions snd of the line items under these
divisions ere not contained in reguler pudblished form. This
leads to uncertainties in the minds of those persons charged
with the responsibility of sdministering the district's
funds and in turn to udget reports which do not represent
the degree of wniformity which would ellow desired comparie
sons. The ennual publication of & handbook of informative
breakdowns of the budgetary expenditures of the school
districts of the state with supporting dasts and interprete-
tions has been most helpful to officials in other states,

The most importsnt part of eny school tudget is the
statement of educetionzl need snd of the yprogram for which
expenditures will be made., This very important section,
however, 1s conspicuous by its absence in the majority of
Texss public school tudgets,

The degree of geographicsl sepasration within the
state and the relatively lerge number of new and
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inexperienced budget officials teking office each yesr come~
bine to create s need on the part of these officlals for
strong leadership end guidasnce in the faithful pursusnce
of thelr grave responsibilities for studiously sdminister=
ing the district's finsnces.

Btatement of the problem. It was the purpose of
this study to meke sn snalysis of the budgetary expendi-

tures during the first year of operstion under the Texas
Foundation School Program of a selected group of the publie
school distriets in Texss whose sssessed veluations were
from five to twenty million dollars as shown by the state
department records for the school year 1949-1950,

The specific aims of the study were: (1) to make
avellsble for study the budgetsry expenditures of a repree~
gentative group of the Texas school districts whose
assessed valuations were from five to twenty million dollars,
(2) to analyze unit costs within these various districts,
(3) to show the relations between asssessed valustions and
unit costs, (&) to find if there were any statistical rels-
tionship between assessed valuatliens per pupll in aversge
daily sttendence end unit costs, (5) to show the relastions
between assessed vealuastions and tax retes, (6) to show the
correlations between budgetery expenditures per pupil in
gversge dally sttendsnce end the assessed valuastion per
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pupil in average daily attendance, and (7) to provide a set
of eriteris by which school officials may evsluate their
own budgets.

Importence of the study. The placing of the finene
‘cial ?esponsibilitias of the school distriets in the hands

of the various boards of education and thelr administrative
assistents 1s an act of trust of the firet magnitude. This
sct of trust should be gealously guerded. |

“Fnancial monagement i3 not an end in itself, It |
is, rethery, a service which permits the educationesl progrem
to function most effectively."d Efficient methods of
riscsl control are necessazry if the schools of today ere
to realize the greatest smount of educational returns from
rapidly expanding school costs. FPolicies thet govern the
administration and expenditure of publie school funds, 1f
they are to provide the gchools which our ehildren need,
should grow out of the experience and thinking of lesymen
end administrators who heve snslyzed, planned, snd executed
satisfactory fiscal procedures,

Problems in fiscal accounting and menagement srise
because of the decentralization of the sducetional funce
tion, 1nadequste legal provision, the political nature of

1 pgul R. Mort and ¥slter C. Reusser e School
Finence (New York: MeGraweHill Inc., 1941)) . 117.
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the selection of school boards of education, and the free
quent inexperience of budget officisls. The human element
in the msnagement of school funds 18 perhaps the most
eontinuing problems Mach hag been sald in recent years
coneerning the equalizstion of educationsl eopportunities,
The emphasis, however, has been prrineipelly on income,

Kot encugh thought hes been given to the formetion of a
systenm of unitarmvpoliaias of distritution and accounting.
This phase of the progrem is important if the greatest
benefits are to be derived from expenditures.

‘ One of the major factors in presenting sccurate
statistlical dete on & state-wlde basis is the uniformity
with whieh all recording units use standerd terms, definie
tions, and procedures. lLocal conditions necessitate some
veriations, but 1t is important that edministrators be
informed of these veriations snd of their desired limits,
Deta published by different reporting sgencles within the
state 4o not alweys sgree snd cannot therefore be used as
& basis for comperiscn. To be useful and understaendable,
published data should contein informstion as to time of
collection, source, explenation of reasons for collection,
end purposes for which the information will be used.

Variations in sccounting procedures of school
districts create problems in the securing of comparsble



expenditure figures, The educstional phileosophy of a
district may affect 1ts accounting prectices. BSome dise
tricts may feel thst beyond a certain point incressed
-expenditures for other budgetary functions would produce
grester educationsl returns than 1f they wvere applied
directly to the instructional function. It is pessidle,
vhere state financlal forms de rot provide adequate
instructicns, for a distriet to list a3 instructional
services expenditures which in reslity belong more rightly
under some other function. Mort in his book Publie Echool
ziggngg sttributes this statement to Scates, "Unit costs
are no better than the school secounting system upon
vhich they sre based."@ Unfortunately, we do not have &
resdy-nade instrument by which we can measure the exsct
amount of educstional benefits recelived by a pupil. The
lack of such & device makes necessery the substitution

of other srbitrsry means of meazsurement. Buch devices
will nsturally differ from distriet to district. This
varistion produces practices end procedures which impede
cost analyses. The secounting procedures upon which
expenditures sre based creste variations in recording vhich
must be taken into sceount in considering expenditures of
& school distriet,

2 Ibtdey e 249,



Another factor which eontrilbutes to the lack of
uniformity in the recording of school expenditures i1s the
budget form used. A mumber of different budget forms are
4n use throughout the nation. These forms range from mere
statements of expenditures to rsther lengthy reports which
present finsncial outlays in terms of many detalled operaw
tions and services. Some states have standsrdized Ybudget
forms while others do not. It is understasndable that
there will exist differing needs according to the size end
circumstances of variﬁua'aahgal districts. It is guite
possible that unanimous egreement on any particuler form
may not be resched, dut 1t would seem fairly certain that
fundamentsl features might well be sgreed upon. The
greatest funetlion of the budget has not been achieved by
the mere placing of a set of figures on a prescribed form.
A wniform instrument which inecludes all the necessary
requirements, end et the seme time readily sllows for
expension and adaptation by a locel distriet, should prove
beneficial to any state or group of school distriets. Such
en instrument should provide for sufficlent information as
to be rather certain of securing wmiform reports gnd should
be sceompanied by a&eqﬂate instructions which would insure
uniform sccounting procedures within desired limits,

A system of uniform records gnd reports mey prove
of unusual benefit since by its use comparisons may de
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made of the varicus reporting units, Purke3 1ists three

limitetions in the making of snslyses and compasriscons of
expenditures of government sgencles; srbitrary classifie
-cations, overlapping units of finance, end differences in
definitions, sccounting, records, and reports. The problem
of uniform reporting takes on edded significsnce vhen we
consider thet a functional treakdown of educational setivie
ties 1s necessary if the publie 1s to understsnd end
aprraise expenditure outlays in support of these services,
In the consideration of expenditures of different school
distriats, particular notice should be taken of the number
and nature of services provided by each district, Educa-
tionsl expenditures of two school districets sre directly
comparsble only when the services provided by the distriets
are comparedle, Such items as transportstion services,
slze and sdequacy of the plant, snd number of pupils taught
influence the distritution of expenditures of school dis~
tricts, Districts whiech draw most of their enrollment from
within the limits of the elity in which they are located do
not need to spend lsrge sums for trensportation end may
therefore divert this money te other phases of the program.

3 arvia J. Burke, Pinene

%%;&g%‘%ggggg (llew York:
- -, »




8
Districts which provide modern physical plants may use some
money for this purpose which would otherwise be gpent for
current opersting expenditures. The expenditures of a dise-
trict whieh provides an enlarged curriculum including
expensive wvoeational, ertistie, end recrestional opportue
nities, will differ from cne which confines itself to
strictly ascedemic offerings.

Finsncisl reporting practices ere constently undere
going changes and some improvements have been made. These
improvements are reflected in the work of the United States
office of Edusation, the use of uniform budget forms in
some states, end efforts at standardization of definitions
of seoepted budgetery divisions. Purther essistance is
needed in the definition of terms used, of the clarification
of budget line item clessifications, and a more complete
publication of snalyses snd interpretations by central eduve
cation euthorities.

in important consideration in the study of school
district finences 1s the selection of sprropriate units
in vhich to express the costs, "Pupll costs may be
expressed in terms of different types of pupil measuress
the number of pﬂ@iis in esverege dally attendance is gener-
ally considered te be the most satlasfactory of thaso.““

b ¥ort and Reusser, op. ¢it., D» 245,
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Expenditures per pupil in average dsily sttendsnce have been
presented in this study for all major budgetery functions,
This unit was chosen becsuse of its theoretical acceptance
snd extensive use by many reporting agencies. Expenditures
per teacher have also been presented for sll msjor budgete
ary funetions., This unit has been found exceedingly useful
snd readily understandable since 1t deals with information
vhich 1s on file snd therefore easily obtainable. Expendie
tures expressed Iin terms of teachers employed ere of pere
tioular value in Texas since sllotments for supporting
services are made to the local distriets by the central
ageney In terms of this unit. In the study of operation
and maintensnce expenditures, the addition of other unite
troadens the foundation on which observetions may be made.
Costs of operation end malntensnce have sometimes been
figured in terms of floor erea. Information ss to exact
floor ares, type, condition, end location 1s not contalned
in regulsrly collected reports snd is not therefore exten-
slvely used within the state. The difficulties involved
in the collection of information necessery for the use of
this unit end itz inherent limitations d4id not Justify its
use in this studyg. In eddition to the previously mentioned
units, expenditures for plent operation are presented in
terms of costs per $1 original value of all school property.
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These units make use of figures which ere contasined in
regularly collected reports and although not entirely free
from limitations sre readily usable. Although there sre
admittedly limiting fectors in connection with the use of
eny given unit of cost analysis, it 1s none-the-less
beneficial to school officisls to be eble to meke comparie
song involving expenditures so that some gulde way be had
vhiech will tend to keep expenditures funetioning st en
efficient end uniform levels

Differences exist among the various distriects

ineluded in this study, but the location of these dis-
tricts is such that a ploeture of conditions in all sec~
tions of the state may be obtalned., Averege expenditures
vill be more meaningful since fasctors affecting the educae
tional processes of all sections are represented. Specisl
conditions vherever they ﬁé exist ere pointed out end
information is evalusted so that trends mey be cleerly
seen snd comparisons readily made. The distriets included
in this study ere strategically loested in ell major sec~
tions of the stete and should therefore provide & renge of
expenditures with averages which would not be unduly
affected by such téetara 88 geographical locstion, sectione
elized interests, or ¢limatie conditions, 4An fmportant
feetor in the selection of the school districts included
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in this study was thelr scholastic population. The number
of scholastics residing within the districts ineluded was
of sufficient size and the range in scholastic population
éf the districts was such that a large number of the condi-
tions affecting thelir progréms and expenditures may dbe
comparable.

In this study an attempt is made to present recent
information which may be used as a basls for comparison

by those interested in finanelsl practices,

Sources of data. The dats used in this study wvere
collected from the following sources: (1) superintendents!
enmual reports to the Texas Education Agency, (2) budgets
of the school districts studied as they were presented to
the Texas Education Agency for sudit, (3) bilennial report
of the Texas Education Ageney, 1948+1950.

gelection of schools. Since the number of pupils
to be educated is one of the major contributing factors

in determining educational expenditures, those districts
having the greatest similarity in number of scholasties
vere chosen for study. All distriets with valuastions of
betwveen five and twenty million dollars were ranked sccord-
ing to the number of scholasties résiding in each district.
The midpoint of this distribution was determined and the
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twenty districts immedlately sbove and below this point
made up the forty vhich were selected for use in this study.

There were 944 secredited independent school dise
triets in Texas according to records obtaiped from budget
forms in the offices of the Cemtral Education Agency for the
school yesy 1949-1950. Of these 9% schools, 210 had valu-
etions of less than one million dollsray 439 hed velustions
of from one to five million dellarsy 217 hed valuations of
from five to twenty million dollars;y 20 from twenty to
thirty million dollerss 18 from thirty to fifty million
dollars; 1% from fifty to one hundred million dollsrsj end
10 had more than one humndred million dollars. Considering
these figwres as percentsges, twenty-two per cent of the
sceredited Independent schools of Texss had valuatlons of
less than one millien dollars. Sixty-elght per cent had
less then five million dollers. KNine per cent had more
than ¢wenty million dollars. The group of schools come
prising the range of from five to twenty million dollers
represented twenty~three per cent of the sceredited indee
pendent school dlstricts of Texas.

The forty seleeted schools represent thirty-six
eounties. The renge in scholsstie population for the
selected schools was from 943 to 1977. The geographical
location of the schools was such es to give & good ploture
of trends end practices in all sections of the stste,
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Since school distriets having sssessed valuations

of less than five or over twenty million dollers have
situations which are of a particular nsture and not neces-
sarlily common to other districts, the writer hoped that
the selected group of schools would shovw practices whieh

would be more useful as a basis of comparison.

Methods of procedure. Due to the lack of published
materlsl, all assessed valuations used in this study were

taken from the school district budgets for the years
ce§ered by the study. All basie information used in this
study was collected from ectual reports by the various
school districts after presentatlion to the Texas Eduestion
Agency. With the exceptlon of saleries of teachers,
supervisors, snd school nurses, all expenditures were
taken from the school district budgets as they were pre~
sented for asudit, Information other than setual expend=-
itures was taken from the superintendent's annusl report
to the Texas Education Agency. Figures used in this study
will not necessarily sgree with any published data which
vere not taken from the same original sources.

Basie inrarmgtian and the results of computations
made during the study ere presented in s series of tables

arranged according to the variocus budgetary subdivisions.
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The tables are summarized snd snalyzed in an effort to
present e more comprehensive understending of the problem.

Definitions of terms used. All commonly quoted
technical terms employed in this study sere used in the same

sense 88 those defined by Goods?

There are some concepts introduced, however, that
require explenation gnd clarification. A4 list of terms
and definitions follows:

l. Aversge daily gttendance. The aggregate
nuhber of pupil-days for a school unit divided by the
number of days school was in session. This term is
ebbreviated ADA.

2. Schelestic populstion. The number of persons
six to seventeen years of age, inclusive, residing within
the gesographic limits of a unit of school administreation,
a3 determined by a school census taken during the month
of March of tha preceding school year.

3+ Independent school distriet. A unit of school
administration designated by general or specisal lav inde-
pendent of county organization and edministration.

b Sgpgx;gténaent‘s gnnusl report. A statistical
report made to the Texas Educatlon Agency by the

5 Carter V. Good, Dictionary of Educstion, passim.
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superintendent of each independent school distriet and by
each county school superintendent st the end of each school
‘year, Standardized information regarding attendance,
.enrollment, number end training of teachers, salaries,
'finances, physical plant, and other pertinent facts are
given,

5+ ZIeacher-pupil ratio. The number of pupils
taught divided by the number of teachers employed in any
given school dlstrict.

6. Texas Foundation School Program. A minimum
education program for publie schools provided for by the
Foundation School Program Act, senate bill 116, acts of
the fifty-first legislature--regular session 1949,

7. Asgessed valuation. A statement of the esti-
mated value of property and other assets for the purpose
of taxation within a unit of school administration,

8. Enprollment. The number of puplls that have
registered in a given school district within any specified
school year.

9. DBudgetary expenditure. A legitimate expendie
ture made by s school district and shown on its ennusl
report to the Texas Education Agency.

10. line item. Any detalled expenditure listed on
a budget form under one of the major divisions,
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ation earnings. The money sllocated

to a school a:.striat t‘w the purpose of transportation and
besed on & pmseri*baﬁ mrmuia a8 ne’c forth by the c«mtral

Edueation Agemyu

i» For purpose c:f eonvenient

mnsidwmum, the fcllwing divisions of the subject
matter of the study have been adoptaa, and they will bde
disocussed in the suceeeding chapters as follows:

- Chgpter Il

- Chapter 1IV.
Chapter V.

Administration,.

Instruction.
Supporting Services. -
Bummary and Conclusions,



CHAPTER 1I
ADMIRISTRATION

Administrative expenditures inelude those for the
election of the boerd of education and other sehool elec-
tions, the secretary or fiscal officer such as tressurer
or comptroller, general snd educstional sdministration by
the superintendent of schools, business sdministration,
consultation, end general resesrch sctivities, Included
also are expenditures for all central office staff for
the above functions and all genersl control which is system
wide and not confined to one building.

The allocation of expenditures to the administra-
tive function 1s not an easy metter. Considerable dif-
ficulty is experienced in the determinstion of that portion
of supplies and equipment which 1s used in comnection with
general administration and thet which balonéa to specisl
phases, The question of elerical assistance may also
present problems in determining the sssignment of expenses,
Ona distriet may choose to spend lerge amounts for edmine
istretion, especlally for consultastion services snd genersl
research sctivities, while another dlstriet may prefer to
divert most of its revenue to the instructional function,
The feet that differsnces in phllosophy do exist indicates
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that gome variation in expenditures may be sttributed to
this econdition,

Cost snalyses should not be considered es en end
in themselves, but a means to an end. Adninistrative
éxpenditurea should be studled in their relationship to
other budgetery figures. As sn example, sdministrative
expenditures of one distriet mey seem high as compsred
with those of enother district, but may appesr Justifiadle
vhen viewed in thelr relation to other expenditures within
the seme district. Certein items in the school program
are expensive at any cost, Good school administration will
attempt to set up the best educational services that can be
secured under the conditions that prevall and within the
ability and the willingness of the community end the state
te finance,

Many budget forms do not give sufficient detail to
make thelr purpose c¢lesr. Pudget officials are nol slways
certain 83 to the nature end extent of expenditures which
should be listed for administration, The Texas budget
form, for example, is very trief in the administrative sec-
tion. This fact tends to bring sbout vaeriations in reports
of the different school districts., Some officlals go to
considerable extent in gllocating administrative expendie

tures while others are content to merely list salasries of



19
the superintendent and his secretary. Too much detail, of
course, is not practical, but it would seem desirable to
furnish information which 1s needed in order to obtain &
clear pileture of the gdministrative function within any
given school district,

The administrative function often goes beyond the
concept held by some school offiecisls., In reality this
function to a lerge extent sets the educational pattern
for the entire system. It 18 important that the adminise
trative officlel be awsre of trends in educational costs
gnd of the importence of prudent edministrstion of the
budget as projected, The best prepered budget fails to
achieve its purpose if 1t is‘net wvizely sdministered. The
trends of school costs reveal tendencies of incresse or
decresse that are significant for purposes of administrae
tion and mznagement, Any tendency that is out of line
with the general trend is one that should be investigated.

A more complete understanding of the administrative
function as implemented has been made possidle in recent
yesrs by more uwniformity in the data reported and in
terminology, ¢lsssificatlion of receipts and expenditures,
end cost data. & regularly published manual of financial
accounting has in some instances served to provide the
ecentral agency with records and reports vhich sre wmiform
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enough to serve zs & basis for comparison. Such s manual
should contain complete definitions end detailed instruce
tions for the division of expenditures according to the

various line ltems.

Purposes of the chapter. This chapter desls with
the administretive expenditures of a selected group of

Texss independent school distriects. The purposes of this
chapter are: first, to show the total sssessed valuaticns
in these districts; second, to list the total budgetary
exﬁanditures for gll current expenses in these districts;
third, to present the total expenditures for administra=
tive purposes within these distriets; fourth, to show
what per cent of each total budget wss spent for adminise
trationy fifth, to list the administrativw expenditures
per pupll in average dally attendsncej sixth, to list the
administrative expenditures per teacherj; snd seventh, to
show the deviestion in expenditure of each school district
from the mean administrative expenditure per pupil in
average dally attendance.

The writer compared the financial condition of
these selected schaél distriets during the first year of
operation under the Texas Foundation School Program with
that of the spme distriets for the previous year, slso
with the condition in the entire state., An sttempt was
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made to show by these comparisons what trends were apparent
in these school programs as shown by budgetary dishurse-
ments during the first year of operstion under the new
ﬁlan.

Tables I and II furnish the basie Informetion for
this chapter. Much basie information has been inexuded in
the body of this study in en effort to show more clearly
net only the tren&a‘and averages, btut plso the condition
within the various distriets studled.

Table I shows the totals for assessed valustions,
current budgets, administrative expenditures, and the per
cent of esch budget expended for administrative services
within the forty independent Texas school distriets
covered by this study.

Property valuations

aere affected by such factors &s rate of sssessment, needs

of the district, tax rates, local politics, and the pres=
ence in consideratle smounts of underground minerals.
Assessed values and true or full valuves are often quite
different, Although by law property is required to be
assessed at 1ts true merketable value, it 1z common prace
tice in Texas to use only a fractional part of the true
value in meking ssseasments, TFew school districts examine
their tax rolls regularly snd make substantlal revisions



ASSESSED VAILUATIONS

TARLE I .

EXPERDITURES FPCR CURRENT BUDCETS
ADMINISTRATION, ARD WﬁGM&RY PERCENTAGES OF ADMINISTRAT

tve

EXPENDITURES IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1949-1950

Assessed Current Adminls-  Per cent
Schools velugtions tudgets tration of budget
Alpine $ 6,800,000 £153, 4 $10,000 6.5%
mngleton | 115345210 260:3 261786  10.1
Ballinger 5,901,523 2274471 14,26k 6.2
Birdville 74765,160 213,253 12,006 5e
Fdshop 17,000,000 170,743 18,823 11.0
Erady 70267,630 281, 17,1 6.1
Prenhem 6,31@,233 191,945 13,796 742
Cisco 6,2 117 181,522 13,572 Z.S
Cleveland 745274521 190,856 15,32% o3
Columbus 39%,460 146,989 10,376 7.1
Dalhart 1Z:voc§7u3 276 4 59% 13:2% 7.0
Dayton 8,981,101 206,10 L+y730 7.1
Dickinson 15,299,3?0 248,66 24,0 94
Fdna 7:800,000 218,573 12,758 5e
Electra 9,700,000 94437 14,735 5.9
Fabens 5,§ga, 87 142,152 74706 5%
™., Stockton ’ ﬁ’ 00 266,’*?‘1’ 17*316 6,
Catesville 6,253'?93 17?, lh, G2 Be
Georgetown 5,697,445 190,757 13,357 7.0
George West 6,087,16 149,487 14,981 10.0
Hamlin a;uzZ:sgg 161,674 11,388 7.0
Jim Hogg 11,233,440 159,046 16,046 10.1
la Porte 3.0,6?,51’4- 24529 25,569 10-3
Marfa 54960,849 170,53 11,891 7.0
Muleshoe 9,14kt,320 237,993 13,491 5.7
Oden 5,000,000 96,252 11,661 12,1
pﬂlﬂeiﬂs 6'509'000 190,6 6 1%,""65 7:1
Pearsall 6’107‘293 16&,7 7 1 '920 10.1
Ferryton 18,630,000 239,929 13,683 5e7
Phillips 17,269,912 303,3&2 2&,11 7.0
Quansh 74456 ,670 192, 1 ,hgs 7o
Rotan 6,000,000 135,232 8,689 €.
Seymour 842564370 226,919 10,473 7
Stemford 6,%16,330 205,159 13,835 6.7
Stephenville 5,412,286 247,401 12,820 50
Teft 18’391“”823 1 ’972 11, 7 6.1
m1a ’%315 205’332 11’652 5‘7
West Columbia 9,300,000 219,1 17,905 2
Maxionm s $18,630,000 $303,350 $26,786 12,14
Arithmetic mean: § 8,731,069 $209,131 $1k,87% 744
MAndmum s $ 5,000,000 $ 96,252 $ 74706 474
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a8 needed, Property values st1ll exert s considerable
influence on loeal school districts' finsnces, but thelr
importance seems to be gradually diminishing. The income
or potential finsneial sbility of s given community is
ha longer portrayed by the velue of its taxable property.
Assessed valuations in Texss stlll retein a certain potenw
tisl since they are capable in many instances of increas~
ing the fiscal support which could lead to enlarged
educational progrems. Tsble 1 shows the assessed valua-
tions in each of the forty school districts covered by
this study. These sssessed valustions ranged from
$5,000,000 in Odem to $18,630,000 in Perryton. The mean
veluation for the group was §£8,731,069, The ratio of the
range in vsluations was 1:3.7., &dditicnal information
will be presented in a later chapter to show more clearly
the effect of these valuations, lLater tables and discus~
sions will desl with assessed valuations as they relate to
teachers, pupils in average delly attendance, current
expenditures, and bonded dedt,

Totel current budgets. Total ecurrent budgetary

expenditures include all expenses with the exception of
those for bonded debt. The sigze of the current budget msy
be affected by such factors &s the abllity and needs of the
commmity, the number of pupils enrolled, and the smount
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of bonded debts Total current budgets as shown in Table I
ranged from $96,252 in Odem to §$303,350 in Phillips, These
figures represent a ratioc of approximately 1:3, or slightly
iess than the ratio of the range in assessed valuations.
Ths average current budget was $209,131. The range in
current budgets for the ssme group of school districts
'duiing the school year 19481949 was from $99,010 to
$243,45% with an aversge of $160,215., The figures for the
school year 1949-1950 represent an inecrease of 28 per cent.
P@rryton with the greatest assessed wealth had a current
budget of $239,929, which was only slightly larger than
the $277,471 figure for Ballinger with sixth to the lowest
assessed valuation, Odem with the lowest assessed wealth
also had the lowest current budget. The average current
budget for the forty school distriets was $205,131.

Total pdministrative expenditures snd budgetery
percentages, Total expenditures for administrative serve

ices as listed in Tasble I revesl a range of from $7,706
in Fabens to $26,786 in Angleton. The mean expenditure
vas $14,87%,

The range in.budgetary percentages was from 4,7 per
cent in Seymour to 12.1 per cent in Odem. The mean of the
budgetary percentages was 7.4. The range in expenditures
for administrative services in this group of school
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distriets for the school year 1948+1949 was from $6,080

to $19,809. The mean administrative expenditure for the
same year was $11,978, Seven and four-tenths per cent of
iha current budgets of this group of school districts was
spent for edministrative services during both s¢hool years
studied. This figure 1is Slightly higher than the 5.4+ per
cent average which was spent by the school districts of
the state during the 19%9-1950 school year. & correlation
ecoefficlent of 50 was found to exist between total
sssessed valuatlions and totel administrative expenditures.
In considering administrgtive expenditures, it is
well to keep in mind the faet that a clearly defined
policy as te the exact items to be included in this cate~
gory does not exist., Considerable nﬁuertaimﬁy exists as
to two items In partieulars namely, the line item supplies
and expenses and the omitted item for essessing and ecolw
leeting taxes. Although information eoncerning these items
is avallable to the inquisitive administrator, 1t is not
within easy resch of the majority of school administrators.
Table II presents the administrative expenditures
per pupil in average dally sttendance, expenditures per
teacher, and the deviation of each distriet?’s expenditure
from the mean administrative expenditure per pupil in
average daily atiendsnce within forty Texas school districts.



TAELE 1X

EUDGETARY EXPENDITURES FCR TCOTAL ADMINIBTRATION, ADMINISTRATION
FER FPUPIL I ADA, PER TEACHER, AND DEVIATIOES FROM THE MEAN
ADA EXPERDITURE IN FORTY TEXlﬁ SCHOCL DISTRICTS, 19491950

Total Adminige Adminise Deviations
sdninise tration tretion from mean
Schools tration per ADA per teacher  ADA expendw
itures
Alpine £10,000 $11.93 - §oule 3.26
Angleton 26,786 23.15 51 7496
Ballinger 14 ;2629' 11.66 27 2 QEB
Birdville 12,006 8.78 218 okl
Bishop 18,80 25,38 607 10419
Erad 17,415 14,59 291 0.60
Pre 13,796 12,67 282 2.&2
Cisco 13,572 13.71 gz 1.48
Clevelsnd 1 5’ 79"7' 13 17 33 2.02
Coleman 1 5’ 2‘”‘?9 1l. 93 277 3 » 26
Columbus 10,376 1. 273 3.4
met R BR @ &
gyton ' * , »
Dickinson zhzo&k 26.%2 523 11.593
Edna 133758 11.12 2‘*5 11'007
Klectrs l%,?Bz 12.69 263 2,50
Fabens 7570 9.00 20 6.19
Ft. Stockton 17,913 17.88 33 2469
Catesville 1 k02 13.€9 329 15
Ceorgetown 13,357 13496 311 1.23
George West 14,9081 19.79 454 - W60
Jim Hogg 16,046 1?¢§ 58 2,19
Ia Porte 29,569 25,34 Sgg 10,15
Merfa 11,891 16,1 297 0,99
Muleshoe 13,491 11,48 %50 3,71
Odem 11,661 29 45 83 1%,26
Palacios 1g,k65 1%,29 21 0.90
Pearsaell 18,920 18,76 g 3.57
Perryton 13,685 14.08 351 S 1.1l
Phillips 21,118 19.5% 377 e
Quanah 1@,%53 13434 321 . &.85
Roten 8,689 10,38 241 81
B8tamford 13,835 12.19 277 3,00
Stephenville 12,8%6 9.49 21 570
Taft 11,887 13,73 27 1.46
Tulla 11 3652 11, 51 2""8 3 .68
vest Columbile 17,905 18.50 381 3.31
Maximum ¢ $26,786 $29.45 §607 14,26
Arithmetic meen:  §14,87% $15.19 $327 3.89

Mindmum s $ 7,706 $ 8,78 $203 64k
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Administrative expenditures per pupil in average
daily pttendance. It 18 resdily understendable that
@dministrstivé expenditures will vary considersbly with
the size of the school district. The extremely small and
the extremely large districts have conditions whieh are
peculisr to thelr particular situations. The scholastle
.~popu1ations of the districts included in this study are
sufficiently simllar to allow for administrative expend-
itures which ere comparable within limits. The variations
in expenditures as shown in thls chapter are en indicstion
of the fiseal policles and practices as well as the
enrollments to be found within the distriets studied.
Figures for thils table were determined by dividing the
total sdministrative expenditures of each district by the
number of pupils in average dally sttendance within that
distriet. These figures present a plcture of administra-
tive expenditures as they relate to the individusl child.
The range in administrative expenditures per pupil in
aeverage dally sttendance was from £8.78 in Birdville to
$29,45 in Odem. Odem with the largest administrative
expenditure per ADA also had the largest budgetaery percente
ege for administration. This situation wss caused by a
small enrollment., 4s will be shown more elesrly in later
chapters, Odem had an extremely low per cent of its



28
scholasties enrolled due to a large migratory lLatin
American population. The mean ADA administrative expende-
iture for this group of schools was $15.19. The range in
é&ministrativa expenditures per pupil in average dally
éttendance for the same group of schools during the pre-
ceding school yesr as shown by state department records
wes from £7.31 to $23.61 with en average of $12.36, There
was an incresse of some twenty-three per cent in admine
istrative expenditures during the two-year period. The
gverage administrative expenditure for the schools of the
state during 19%9-1950 was $10.51. There was found to
exist a significant statistical relationship between
assessed valuations per pupil in average dally attendance
end administrative costs per pupil, There was a rank-
difference correlstion of .68 between administrative
expenditures per pupll in average dalily attendance and

assessed valuations per pupil in average dally attendance.

Administrative expenditures per teecher. There ere

times when 1t 1z desirsble to compute certain expenditures
in termsz of the number of teachers employed. State funds
for services other than teacher salarles are distributed
to schoels participating in the Texas Foundation School
Progrem on this basis. The teacher-pupll ratio may not be
the seme 1in all distriects., A number of school districts



employ more teachers than the Minimum Foundation Program
provides. lLocal vigor 1s indicated by the rate of locel
taxation for the support of educstion. The results of
ioeal vigor may become evident in Increased services
ﬁrcvided* More and better trained personnel 1s often a
direct result of such manifestation, There is some evi-
dence to indicate that local initiative or vigor 1is
proportional to the closeness of the relationship of the
people with the budget~determining process, Good educa=-
tional administration may go a long way toward raising
the level of local initistive., Increased ocutlays for edu-
cational sdministration have in many ceses served to pro-
vide the district with additional and better-trained
instructional personnel, the result of superior planning
on the part of more experienced officlals. Recent studles
indicate that in most cases inereased outleys for instruce
tional personnel have resulted in substantial improvements
in educational offerings. These observations have been
presented as & means of emphasliging the fact that the
effectiveness of the educstionusl administration in deter-
nining improved fisesl policies may be at least partly
measured by the cost of such adminlstration per member of
the Instructional staff. Becguse of these reasons many
expenditures are vresented in this study in terms of the
number of teachers employed within esch distriet,
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Table II shows the administrative expenditure per
teacher in each of the forty independent school distriets
included in thie study for the school year 1949-1950,
Flgures for this table were obtalned by dividing the total
édministrativa expenditure of each dlstriet by the mumber
of teachers employed in that district. The smallest amount
wvas $203 spent by Fabens. The largest amount expended per
teacher for administrative services was {607 at Blshop.
The mean expenditure was $32?Qh As will be seen later in
the study, the mean expenditure per teacher for all current
expenses was $4,5083 thus it may be seen that the §327
expenditure per teacher represents 7.3 per cent of the
total average expenditure. The ratio of the range in
expenditures per teacher was approximately 1:3, a ratio
similar to that for expenditures per pupil in sverage
dally attendence and for tatal administrative services.
The average administrative expenditure per teacher in this
seme group of schools for 1948~194%9 was $292.15. The
sverage administrative expendlture for all state schools
for 1949-1950 was $23%.

Deyistions g;;-_qg; the meen gdministrative expenditure
per ADA. Deviations from the mean administrative expendi=-
ture per pupll in average dally attendance for each of the
forty districts ere shown in Table II. It may be seen from
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this table that fourteen distriects asre above the mean

expenditure snd twenty-six distriets are below. The great-
est deviation above the mean was §14,26 at Odem, and the
grmntest deviztion below the meen was $6,41 at Birdville.
The mean deviation was $3,89. The standard deviation,

hovever, was 4,40,
CHAPTER SUMMARY

Administrative expenditures have been analyzed and
their relation to total current budgets and to pupils in
average dally asttendsnce and teachers has been noted in
this chapter. The average current budget for the forty
school districts studied was $205,131. The average expend=-
iture for the asdministrative function was §14,874%., Admine
istrative services accounted for 7.4 per cent of current
budgetary expenditures, Although current budgets Increased
an average of twentye-elght per cent from the 19481949
school year to the 1949-1950 school year, the per cent
spent for administrative services remained the same. The
average per cent of current budgets spent for sdministra-
tion among the school districts studied does not vary
significantly from state and nstional averages, but it is
well known that state averages hide the extreme differences
in public school expenditure levels which exist within the
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states. It 1is these differences which bring ebout cguses
for speculation and csll for a re~evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of individual programs.

Administrétive expendlitures per pupil in average
dally attendence increased from $12.36 to $15,19 in this
group of school districts during the two-year period
covered by this study. There wes & similsr incerease in
expenditures per teacher from $292.1%5 to $327. The aver=-
age expenditure for administrative services per ADA in
this group of schools exceeded that of the entire state
for the seme period by §4+.68, The average total expendi~
ture per ADA in this group of schools alsc exceeded that
of the entire state by $9.83.

There was found to exlist a significant statistical
relationship between assessed valuations per pupil 4n
average delly sttendance gnd administrative costs per
pupil. There wss & rank-difference correlation of .68
between administrative expenditures per pupil in average
daily attendance end assessed valuations per pupil in
average daily attendance., Sufficlent varlations prevalled,
however, to arouse speculation as to the adeguacy of some
of these expenditures.

There was a correlation coefficient of .50 between
total assessed valuations end total administrative



expenditures snd a +32 coefficient of correletion between
ADA gssessed valustions end total administrative expendi-
tures.

| These flgures indicate a closer relationship
between ADA administrative expenditures and ADA'assessed
valuations than existed between total sssessed valuations

and total administrative expenditures.

33



CHAFTIR IIX
INSTRUCTION

This chapter deals with current expenditures for
instructional purposes in forty Texss independent school
distriets for the school year 19490-1950., These expendie
tures ere listed and enslyzed under twenty classifications,
The tables end thelr sccompanying explanations are designed
to reflect instructional expenditures ss they relate to
the number of teachers employed, mumber of pupils in aver=-
mgé daily ettendsnce, end sssessed veluations in support
of esch pupil.

Saleries of instructional staffs sccount for the
largest single expenditure in school district budgets,

The per cent of total current expenditures allocated for
instructional purposes, however, varies greatly from one
school district to enother,®

in efficient teaching personnel is essential if
schools are to provide sdequste opportunities for pupil
growth and development. A competent tesching force cannot
be provided for the schools of the state unless the various
school districts péssess the ability to purchase wellw-
qualified educationsl personnels With the expansion of the

6 Texas Fducation tgeney, Thirty-sixth Blenniel
Report, pessim.
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educational program to meet the needs of en advancing
democrecy, socliety is in the position of dem&ndiﬁg better
instructional staffs. The tescher has a pecullsr responsiw
.bilzty for leadership and is c¢harged with the responsidbility
of transmitting the heritages of history to the youth of
todey and the responsible citizens of tomorrov,

Recent legislation in & numbeyr of states has
inereased the snnual smount of state funds for the schools,
raised szlary stendards for teschers, end expanded the
scope of state perticipation in school support.’/ The
recent Gilmer~Alken legislation In Texas hes, besides
pleeing & floor under the educational program and gusrane
teeing financial support for e minimum foundstion program,
provided additionsl possibilities for specially treined
nurses, supervisors, librarisns, visiting teachers, coun-
solors, and classroom teachers. Vhile much progress has
been made, there still remains much to be done. Although
teacher salaries are going higher, the parallel rise in
1living ecosts, coupled with inereased personal taxes, tends
to lower the purchasing power of teacher sslsries rather
than raise 1t. There is plso & tendency for business and
industrial salaries to top tescher seslaries. These factors

, 7 Pederal Security Agency, Annual Report, 1948,
pe W62,
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tend to creste a dearth in the supply of teachers. There
is glso e demend for teachers with higher quslifications.
Provisions should be made to insure instructional staff
salaries which sre commensurate with their education and

ﬁxpmrienea in relation to those in business and industry.

Purposes of the chapter. This chepter presents
dats on the expenditures for instruction in forty independ=

ent school distriets in Texas for the school year 19491950
together with comperlsons extending over s twoeyear perioed,
The material in this chapter deals with the following
‘phasest first, totel instruectional expenditures; second,
budgetary percentages spent for instruetional expenditures
third, instructional expenditures for white puplls; fourth,
instructional expenditures for colored pupilsy fifth, per
cent of instructionsl expenditures spent for saslarless
sixth, instructicnal expenditures per white pupil in aver-
age dally attendsnce; seventh, instrnctionai expenditures
per colored pupil in average dally attendance; elghth,
instructional expenditures per pupil in average dally
attendance, both colored and whitej ninth, total white
teacher salariesj tenth, total colored teacher salaries;
eleventh, totel teacher salaries, both cclored and vhites
twelfth, per cent aversge sslerles increased over previous

yeer; thirteenth, average teacher salariess fourteenth,
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ADA tescher salaries; fifteenth, instructional expenditures

per teachery sixteenth, number eof scholasties per teacher;
seventeenth, number of pupils enrolled per teacherj eight=-
anth, number of puplls in sversge daily sttendance per
teachar; nineteenth, sssessed valuations supporting each
teacher and twentieth, expenditures for supervision,

This chapter makes avallable a recent end comprehen-
gsive summery of ststisties on instructionsl expenditures,
88 well a8 some other factors affecting instruetion, in a
selected group of Texas school districts. This chapter
furnishes basic information for the formulation of educe-
tional policies snd procedures. A summary of much of this
informastion 1s presented at the close of the chapter.

Basic dats for this chapter sre presented in eight tables
sccording to the warious phases of instruetion.

Teble III presents information on total instruce
ticnal expénﬁitmras in relation to assessed valuastions end
total current budgets in forty independent schoel distriets
in Texas during the 10491950 school year. The same table
8180 shows the percentasge of each udget spent for instruce
tions The average expendlture for instruction for the
group was $148,369, The ratic between the minimum and
maximum instructional expenditures wss essentislly the same
&8 that for sssessed valustions, The forty districts



EUDGETS ARD PER C

TABLE IXI
ASSESSED VALUATICES, CURRERT OPERATION BUDCETS hINSTBUCTION

" OF BUDGETS ALLOCATED FCR

WSTRUCTIONAL

PURPOSES IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1949-1950

. Assessed Current Instruce Per cent
valuations operation tion of budget
Schools budgets tudgets for
instruction
Alpine $ 6,800,000  §153,449 $126,746 B2.6%
Angleton 11:53#:210 260: by 155:365 5946
Rallinger 59901, 523 2274471 172,387 55.8
‘ Bishop 17’ 3 lgo’ 1 3,856 6607
Prad 267,630 281, 203,321 242
Pr ,310,zg3 191,945 15 ,308 1.7
Ciseo 6,2 1417 1 1,gaz 135,426 7% .6
Cleveland 7'527 ,521 190’ Zg 152”‘"0 7 09
Colemen 5,687,150 252,6 168,2 7845
Columbus 239,460 146,98 110,529 7542
Dalhart lzg'?oo o 74 276459 194 '223 7043
Dayton 8,981,10 206,1og 156,%2? gg.9
Dickinson 15,299,370 248,66 169, 0
Electra 9,700,000 249,137 190,972 7646
Febens 5,§gz. 87 142,152 109,327 77.1
Catesvitle Diioos  inolole  Talems  bo
ales ] ; .
Georgetown 53297:225 190,757 %M:mé 7646
George Vest 6,087,169 149,487 96,657 64,7
Hemlin 8 424 18 1614670 119:a7i 7.1
le Porte 10,&50,51% 2,525 134,030 5543
Liberty 11,289,692 zlh,zag 153,1&0 71.5
Merfa 5,960,849 170,53 125,143 7547
Muleshoe 94144320 237,993 16%,350 69.1
Cdem 5,000,000 964252 33.373 61,7
Palacios 64 500,000 190,636 b ,022 73.5
Peersall 6,107,293 16647547 121,27 22,7
Perryton 18,630,000 239,929 155,438 64,8
Pnillips 1732291913 303:222 21328%2 7045
Quansh $1#56,670 192, 138,200 7147
Rotan +000,000 135,232 90,868 6742
Seymour 8,256,370 224,919 159,025 70.7
Stamford 6,%16,332 205,159 161,129 8.
Stephenville Get12,2 2;2,#01 128,857 Oe
e Rash  sonds  naee B
a .
West Columbla 93001060 219,1 150, 740 R
Maximum ¢ 918,630,000  $303,350 $213,862 82,64
Arithmetic meanss § 8,731,069  §209,131 $148,369 7245%
Minimum s $ 5,000,000 $§ 96,252 $ 59,373 5543%
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veried in the percentages of the umdgets being spent for

instruction from 59.3 per cent in la Porte to 82.6 per cent
in Alpine, with a meen aversge of 72.5 per cent,

Totel expenditures for instruction. The mere state-

ment of the emount of money spent for ianstructionel serve
ices 15 not a true indicetion of the aetusl amount of
education sceruing to the pupil. Several factors affect
these expenditures. Eparsity of population, creating a
need for large expenditures for trengportation, decreases
th§ reverrue wvhich might otherwise be diréetly essigned to
instruetiensl services. The sparsity of scholastlic populsge
tion has & definite effect on the finencial outlay raquired
by a school district. This condition affects the financial
progrsm in a number of ways. It affects differently school
eosts at different levels. The ratlo of slementary to high
school pupils mey be an influencing fector in the fiscal
needs of s particulsr district since costs sre relatively
higher in the secondsry schools. In the study of comparae
tive expenditures the use of a sparsity eorrection formule
developed by Paul R. Mort will be found useful, The
sparsity effect on the cost of education is most rronounced
in the trensportstion program. The rapidity of growth of

8 community, which may creste an immediate need for greatly
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ineressed plent facllitles, may slso serve to reduce reve-
mie for instruction. The scoounting procedures upon which
unit costs ere bssed will materislly influence budgetary
éxpenditures as listed, The rango in expenditures for
instruction given in this chapter is en indication of the
varying philosophies, accounting prazctices, end finsneial
support within the verious school distriets. These factors
will aceount for vsriations, but extreme practlices may
indicate a need for a re-evaluation of services rendered.
Edueational returns may not be directly proportionsl to
the smount of money spent for this purpose. It is fairly
certain that expenditures cen be &0 low that the effective-
ness of the school program is seriocusly curtailed, or that
expenditures may be 80 great that money 1# sctuslly wasted.
The difficult question is to determine the amount of money
that & comrunity should spend on its educetional progrem in
order to realize adequate returns, Perhaps the results
achieved by the schools eannot ever be eccurately messured
in dollers and cents.

Table 1II shows the total expenditures for instruce
tion in relation ta the total assessed wealth and totel
current budgetsz in each of the forty independent school
districts included in this study. 8ince the instructional
budget makes up the greatest pert of the expenditures of
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public schools, 1t iz interesting to compare it with total
expenditures end sssessed weslth, Perryton with the greste
est pssessed wealth hss aﬁ instructionsl budget which is
bnly slightly above the mesn for the group. .This fact is
partly, 1f not largely, explained by the fact thast Perryton
has only thirtye-nine teachers, s figure which is less than
the forty-six mean. While Perryton spends less than the
mean for average teacher salerles end ADA teacher salarles,
it has the highest instructional expenditure per teacher.
This may be the result of the purchase of substantisl
quantities of instructionsl materisls and supplies, laborae
tory equipment, or books.

Total instructionsl expenditures &s given in this
chapter sre those shown on the Texss standard school budget
form as instruetion by the school distriets studied. These
expenditures include salaries of supervisors, prineipals,
teachers, and other instructionsl staff members, as well es
clerical essistants connected with the instructional proe
gram, textbooks, teaching supplies, and other supplies end
expenses of an instructional nsture. ©Since the Texas
standerd tudget form is only a brief statement of income
end expenditures, and does not provide or ask for much
detalled information, s breskdown of instructionsl services
is not readily obtainable from it.
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0f the dlstriets studied, Odem had the lowvest

essessed weaslth and also the lowest instructionsl btudget
with only twenty teschers, the lowest number for the
grmﬁp, end a figure considerabdbly lower than the fortye-six
mean. La Forte was low in per cent of the budget spent
for instruction with 55,3 per cent, vwhich was considerably
lower than the 72.5 per cent mean.

The mesn expenditure for instructional services
within this group of school districts was $148,369 with
seventeen distriets within $15,000 of the mean. Only two
districts spent more than £200,000 and only three spent
less than §100,000,

Per gent of dudgets spent for instruction. Table
III shows the per cent of current hudgets spent for

instructional services in each of the forty Texas independe
ent school districts covered by this study. Figures for
this table were derived by dividing the total instruetional
expenditures by the current btudget in each of the forty
school districts studied. Fhillips with the largest totsl
instruction tudget spent 70.5 per cent of its totsl current
budget for this rhase of the progrem, which is lower than
the 72.9 per ecent mean for the group: Alpine with the
grestest per cent of 1ts current budget golng for instruce
tion had & total instruction budget of $126,746, which is
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lower than the £148,369 meen for the group., Total instruce
tional expenditures varied widely with the number of
teachsra, supplies and etﬁex services., Since some heavy
and expensive laboratory equipment i1s sometimes included
és instructional supplies by one school distriet, and as
equipment by snother, it is often Aifficult to ascertain
the true smount of educationasl serviees sccruing to the
pupils by 8 mere statement of the percentage of the btudget
being spent for that purpose. Thls exsmple, end others
that could be given, will serve to point out the fact thet
it 18 possible for sdministrative officials to use the
present budget form in & manner which would create the
i1llusion that instructional services are better than they
nay actuslly be.

The mean percentage of total current tudgets spent
for instructions) services in this group of school dise
tricts was 72.5 per cent, Twentyeseven districts fell
within five per cent of this mean. The lowest percentage
was 59,3 at la Forte. la Porte was below the mean in
rumber of teachers and in expenditures per pupil in ADA snd
per teacher, as well as aversge teascher sslaries and ADA

teacher salaries.

Totel expenditures for white instruetion. It mey be
nioted from Teble IV thet the four school districts spending



TAELE IV

*

INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES FCR BOTH WHITE AND COLCRED PUPIIS
AND THE PER CENT OF INSTRUCTIONAL EXPENDITURES REPRESENTED
BY SALARIES IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1949-1950

Per cent of
Schools ¥hite Colored Both 1inst, budgets
for salaries
Alpine $123,72 $ 3,019 $126 , 746 101.8
Angletoa 305,92 u%;uav 155,365 ga.eg
Rallinger 1584356 14,031 172,387 ol
Birdville 174,210 none 174,210 o6
Fishop 110,859 2,997 113,856 2.4
Erady 194,022 91209 203,321 91,4
Brenham 1074260 49,6 156,908 94,2
Cisco 132'275 22’151 135'“26 99.7
Cleveland 125,879 0526 152,40 «6
Columbus 734556 36,973 110,529 99.0
Delhart 19i:372 33051 194:3é3 9649
Dayton 116,990 39,369 156,322 1.2
Dickinson 134,566 34,580 169,1 6.7
Pdna 128,527 39,300 167,827 31.0
Eleetra 18?’97Z 2’ 190’972 a‘7
Fabens 107, 16 2, 93 109’6 .3
Ft. Stoekton 192,942 none 192,9%2 841
Catesville 141,901 5,022 146,92 89.6
Georgetown 128,574 17,500 146,07 89.4
George Vest 96,637 none 96,657 9247
n 109’9 l 9’892 119’87 1.1
Jim Hogg llg ,Bgl none 112,39 1.8
lLaForte 128,288 Gy742 134,030 88,9
Liberty 109,760 hs,ago 153,150 82.5
Marfa 126,67 2,470 129,163 92.6
Muleshoe 161,03 3,31% 164,350 94,2
Odem 594373 none gg, (3)73 100 .4
Palacios 131,039 8,984 140, 89.9
Pearsell 117,625 3,651 121,27 91.1
Perryton 155,438 none 155,438 69,
Fhillips 213:823 none 21 :822 89:3
Rotan 87, g,'ﬁ& o0 ' 868 111, 5
Seymour 1&‘5,962 4063 159,025 90.3
Stamford 147,252 13,873 161,125 93.2
Btophmwlllc 195'806 . ’Oﬂ 1 8,857 0.8
Tulie 11‘4',619 3*256 117,285 118,2
West Columbdia 109,400 k1,340 150,7 91.3
Maximum 1 $213,862 §49,648 $213,862 118.2%
Arithmetic mesnss §135,u44 §15,667 $148,369 91.9%
Mindmum ¢ $ 59,373 $ 2,470 $ 59,373 69.3%
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less then £100,000 for white instruction were Odem, Columbus,
Rotan, znd Ceorge VWest, Only one district, Phillips, spent
over §200,000 for this purpose. Fourteen districts were
ﬁithin $15,000 of the meen of §135,4lk. The range in total
instruction expenditures wes from $59,373 at Odem, with the
least number of teachers, to $213,862 at Phillips, with the
fourth from the largest number of teschers, TNeither Odem
nor Phillips listed expenditures for colored instruetion.

A1l total expenditures for instruction were teken
from the budgets of the various school distriots. Sepse
rate totals sre listed for vhite instruction and for
colored instruction. Flgures for both white snd colored
instruetion inelude, according to the Texas standard budget
form, sslaries of prineipsls, supsrvisors, instructional
staff, clericsl essistents, snd supplies relsting to
instruetion,

Total expenditures for colored instruction. The

renge in expenditures for total colored instruction as
shown in Tsble IV was §47,178, Marfa, with one colored
teachmr, spent §2,470 while Prenham, with sixteen colored
teachers, spent 49,648, or an sverage of $3,103 per
teacher, for colored instruction. The mesn expenditure
for the group, §15,667, was closely adhered to by four
districts, Ballinger, Coleman, Georgetown, and Stamford,
vhose expenditures were all within £4,000 of the mesn.
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Per sent of instruction Iudpets spent for salsries.
The per cent of each instruction budget spent for salarles,
see Table IV, was obtained by dividing the figures given
for total salaries on the superintendentts annual report by
tho given figures for totsl instruction as listed on each
school district budget.

It may be seen from Table IV thst four schools
cleimed a greater expenditure for instructional salaries
then for total instructionsgl services. This faet may be
explained or partly explained by seversl factors. The
superintendent®s ennual report is made at the close of the
scholestle year which ends on the lsst day of June. The
budgets are made st the close of the fiscal year which ends
on the last day of August. It mazy therefore be seen that
teacher resignations or the expirstion of contracts of
special teaschers before the close of the fiscal year might
account for this econdition, It 1s also possible that mise
takes cccur in reporting.

Differences in reported figures may sometimes be due
to the fact that publie school distriets sctually have three
snnual reporting periods: first, the scholsstic year which
runs from July 1 to July lj second, the fiscal year which
runs from September 1 to September lj end third, the tex
year which runs from Jenuary 1 to January l.
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The mean percentage of the instructionsl budget
spent for salsries in this group of school districts wes
91.9 per cent. The sxpenditures of twenty-three districts
were below this mesn, The expenditures of elght districts
were within five per cent of the mean. PFerryton spent €9.3
per cent of its instructionsl Yudget for salaries. This
represents the lowest expenditure for the group.

Cost of white instruction per pupdl in gversge dpily
pttendsnce. Table V shows the expenditures for Instruce
ticnal services per pupil in ADA in each of the forty inde-
pendent school districts included in this study for the
school yesr 1949-1950. The figures for these expenditures
were obtalned by dividing the total smounis spent by each
district for white instruction by the number of pupils in
average delly ettendance in that districet according to
figures in the Texas Education Agency offices for the school
year 1949+1950,

There was considereble variastion in expenditures for
ADA vhite instruetion. The range of §89 was 60.% per cent
of the meen expenditure of $147. Rotan with thirty-six
teachers end an sssessed weelth of $6,000,000 had the low=
e3t expenditure of £109, Dickinscn with forty-six teachers
and en assessed wealth of £15,399,370 had the greatest
instructional expenditure of £158 per pupll in average



- TABLE V

.

AVERACE DAILY ATTENDANCE EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION AND
NUMEER OPF FUPIIS IN ADA PER TEACHER IN

PORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19491950

ADA ADA ADA ADA per

Schools white eolored both teacher
Alpine $148 £756 819’1 20

Angleton 132 139 134 :.z’ﬁ

Pallinger 1 a 130 141
Birdville 127 none 127 gz
Bishop 15 86 15k
PBrady 1 lag l 20
Prenham 143 ht 1 22
Ciseo 135 263 137 2k
Cleveland 130 117 127 26
Coleman 150 233 159 23
Columbtus 127 122 125 23
Dalhart 45 381 146 20
Deyton 153 140 1gg 19
Dickinson 1 157 1 20
Edna 1 156 146 22
Flectra 16k 176 164 21
Fabens 128 113 128 23
Ft. Stockton 16 none 19 19
Gatesville 13 140 13 2%
Georgetown 159 140 153 22
George West 128 none 128 g&
Hemlin 135 o6 130
Jim Hogg 129 none 129 26
la Porte 131 17% 133 2
Liverty 159 130 150 2
Marfo 173 618 176 18
Muleshoe 139 221 1 22
Odem 150 none 150 20
Palacios 1k 21k 149 22
Pearsall 139 126 134 24
Pe 160 none 160 25

Phil 1ps 197 none 19 19
Quensh 129 117 12 24
Rotean 1 101 109 g&
Seymour 1 383 140
Etamford 183 130 12 23
Stephenville 152 218 153 22
Taft 167 130 165 20
Tulia 1 g3 116 22
West Columbla 1 180 156 21
Maximums £1908 £796 8197 26
Arithmetiec means: §147 8213 $1b7 22
Minimums $109 ¢ 86 $109 18
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daily sttendance. Seventeen distriets spent more than the

mean, vhile fourteen districts made up the lower one~third
of the range in axpnnditurés.

Gost of golored instruetion per pupll in gverage
Selly gitendsnces Figures used in this tadle were derived
in the same manner a$ tﬁasm for white puplils. The range of
£670 is'aanmidwrably grester than that for whites. Seven
distriots reported no colored instruction. The range in
colored pupils in average dally attendance was from & to
,355 pupils, Alpine with only four aelorgd pupils in ADA
spent §$756 per pupil, while Bishop with thirty~-five colored
pupils in ADA spent only $86 per pupils The mean expendi-
ture for instruction per colored pupil in ADA was §213.
This figure should not be directly compared, however, with
the $147 mean expenditure per white ADA. Compsrative
figures may be obtained only by the use of a smell school
or spersity correction formula. The use of #unh & formula
preduces figures which more adequately portrasy educationsl
needs as they are influenced by local econditions,

Anstructionsl expenditure per pupll in gversge dsily

sttendence, both golored end white. The expenditures for
instruction per pupil in everage dally attendance, both

colored snd white, in forty Texss school distriets are shown
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in Table V. The figures for these expendltures were
cbtained by dividing the total smount spent by each dise
triet for insztructional purposes by the mumber of pupils
in sverage delly sttendance, both colored and white, in
each district sccording to figures in the offices of the
Texss Fducation égeney for the school year 1949-1950.
There was considerable variation in the instructional
expenditures per pupil in ADA within the fortiy distriets
comprising this study., The range in expenditures was §$88,
Pniliips with en essessed valuation of §17,269,912 had a
scholastie populstion of 1,18%, with 1,087 pupils in ADA,
end spent £197 per pupil. Rotan with en sssessed veluae
tion of $6,000,000 hed a scholastie population of 1,20%,
vith 837 pupils in ADA, end spent $109 per pupil, The
mean expenditure for instruction per pupil in ADA wes $147
while the mean ADA was 1,011 pupils. Eighteen school dise
triets spent more than the mean, while the expenditures of
eight districts were less than §17 below the mean expendie-
ture. The mean instructional expenditure of §147 per pupil
in ADA for the school year 1949-1950 represents sn incresse
of $28 per pupll over the preceding year, sn increase of
2345 per cent.

Total white tescher salaries. Table VI shows the

total amounts spent for salaries of white teachers in esch



WHITE TEACHER SALARIES, COLCRED TEAGHTR SALARIES
AND PER CENT OF INCREASE 1

TEACHER SALARIES

TABLE VI

TOTAL

N

FORTY TEXAS SCHOCL DISTRICTS, 1949-1950
Yhite Colered Total Per cent
teacher teacher teacher increase
Bchools sslsries salaries saleries from pre-
ceding year
Alpine £126 470 § 2,619 $129,089 174
Angletm 951808 hszo'{z 1431880 17.7%
Ballinger 123;563 1’4"3. 5 12&9673 19.9
%rgg&fle 193’%% 2% 1 3,5?.2} 12.6
S »
‘Prady. 176 :Egz \3:2& 135181 222k
Erenhan 99' ] ’293 1""7,77 16.2
Cisco 126,600 3,051 1 ,621 19,0
Cleveland 118 ’793 2 '353 1 ’ ')' 2 0‘8
Colemsn 153,25% 1%,223 167,477 19.3
Columbus 6&,9&8 Lo, kol 109,422 2349
Dalhart 185,281 3,051 188,332 20,
Dieckinson 3.3-5' 12 Bligﬁg 1“‘6,&3 23'7
Edns 116,011 36, 152,659 19.3
Electra 164,130 2,997 167,131 21,9
Pabens J00,9 7 24493 103’&‘!’ 0 1647
Getesuinte 1591319 2,501 e a8k
@3 ;] S
Georgetown 113:323 16740 :301533 28,7
George West 89,59 none 89,59 1%,
Hemlin :ggé 9,882 109323% K
Jim Hogg %z, none o b 9,2
la Porte 113,508 5,670 3,19,158 15.6
Iiberty 85,410 40,879 126,285 22,1
Marfe 117,186 a,hosa 119,389 13.8
Muleshoe 151,816 3,0 15%, 5g0 2141
Odem 59,586 none 594586 10,1
Palselos 117,209 8,703 125,912 23.5
Pearsall 107,392 3,051 110,443 2247
Perryton 107,748 none 107,748 2. g
Phillips 191 ,&2& none 191,390 1%,
Quanah 125, ke 8,667 134,131 21.3
Roten 74642 3,685 101,327 25,
Seymour i ’,"‘79 3,051 1“’3'5 22,8
4 1932329 R Th M08 e
] *
Tulla 1 g;ggrx 3:031 138,642 21.1
Wast cﬂl\mbia 9 [ ] 5 39’1 1 137'586 2107
Maximum s §185,281 48,293 $188,332 28.7%
Arithmetic mesns: $123,186 §14,959 $135,527 18,0%
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of the forty independent school districts covered by this
study for the school yesr 19491950, Figures for this
tasble were taken from the superintendents' snnual reports
for the above year. These figures do not include ssleries
of principals, btut do inelude sslsries of all other teache
ing personnel, inecluding supervisors, school nurses, snd
visiting teachers, The greatest expenditure of §18%,281
vas et Dalhart with the greatest mumber of teachers, sixty-
five. The lowest expenditure for white teacher salsries
was at Odem with only twenty teschers. The mean expendl~
ture for white teacher sslsrles was $123,186,

Jotel colored tescher salarles. It may be noted
from Table VI that total expenditures for sslaries of
colored teachers within the forty school districts covered
by this study venged from $2,403 ot Marfa with one colored
tescher to §48,293 at Prenham with sixteen colored teachers,
Seven districts did not list sny colored teachers., The
ratio of the range in white teacher sslaries snd mumber of
wvhite teachers within these districets was approximetely
the same. This situstion was slsc true of the relationship
between colored teacher salaries end the number of colored
tegchers. The mean expenditure for colored teacher salaw
ries within the forty districts was §1%,959.
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Totsl teacher sgleries. It was not until the 1912«
1913 school year that salsries of teachers in public elew

mentary snd secondary schools in the United States reached
#n everage of $500 per year. The pericd from 1929-1930
hes, with the exception of the depression yeers 1933-193%
to 1937-1938, been chsracterized by & steady increase,
until the aversge for the continental United Ststes was
§2,639 in 19471948 for teachers, principals, and super=
visors. Due to the greatly increased cost of living,
however, the 19%7-1948 average salery had less purchasing
power then the lower aversge salary in 1929-1930.8 Teacher
selaries incressed in 1947-1948 on the aversge ebout
twelve per cent over the previous yeaé, compared with the
increase during the year of sbout twentyethree per cent
in the cost of living,.

3alariea,'af course, vary with the educstion snd
experience as well a8 slze of the faculty, A mere statee
nent of a greater sum expended for salaries by one school
distriet over snother does not indicste g better Job of
instruction.

Total expenditures for tescher salaries ranged from
& high of $188,332 &t Dalhart to a low of $59,586 at Odem.

8 statisties of State School © atws mmu
Report, U, 8., Office of Education, 19 7»1
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Cdem had the least number of teachers, Wt the sverege

salery per tescher was £1C above the mesn sverage for the
forty districta, The mesn expenditure for teacher ssleries
in the forty distriets was $135,527.

Totel teacher ssleries were taken from the superw
intendents! smmuel reports snd include sslaries of superw
vizors. Eome published materisl does not state whether
ssleries include other then clessroom teacher selsries
end becsuse of this faet may not resdily be used ss &
beslis of comperison. In this study prineipalst! selaries
ere not ineluded with those of teschers sinces they would
tend to indicate & higher figure then would otherwise Ve
obtaineds This fect should be remenbered In making come
parisons.

Table VI shows that tescher selerles inereased
in the verious districts over the twowyeesr period covered
by this study from 1.7 to 28.7 per cent. The aversge
inerease was eighteen per cent., UWhile total instructionel
expenditures incressed twenty-elght per cent, ADA instruce-
tionsl exprenditures incressed only 23.9 per cent and tescher
salaries elighteen per cent.

bAyersre spleries of teachers. The number of members
conprising the instructionsl staffs in school districts
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covered by this study increased from 1,622 in 1948-1949
to 1,820 in 19%9~1950, This rerresented an increase of
198, or 12.2 per cent, while the average daily attendance
inaraasad only 4. per cent during the same period of time.
The number of pupils in sversge dally attendance per
teacher decressed during thia period from twenty-four to
twenty-two pupiis. Figures for sverage tescher sslaries
were derived by dividing the total amount spent for teacher
saleries by the number of members of the instructionel
steff in each district studied. The average salary per
member of the instructional staff In these forty Texas
school districts incressed from $2,510 in 19481949 to
$2,969 in 1949-1950, an incresse of {499 or aightean per
cents The five dlstricts showing the lowest average annual
salaries for 15%9-1950, es seen in Table VII, were: Jim
Hoggy 82,6983 George West, $2,715; Fabens, $2,722; Angleton,
$2,7673 end la Porte, $2,772. The five districts paying
the highest sverage sslaries were: Fhillips, §3,418; m,
Stockton, $3,208y Stephenville, $3,11%; Alpine, $3,1493
and Prady, $3,149. The distribution of sverage teacher
selaries in the verlous districts shows that none of these
distriets peld sn average of §3,000 or over in 19481949,
while in 1949-1950 fifteen districts pald sn everage of
$3,000 or better,
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TABLE VIX

AND ADA TEACHER SALARIES WITH TOTAL
STRUCTICNAL EXPENDITURES PER TEACHER IN
FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19491950

Total Average Tescher Instruction
Sechools salaries salaries salarles per teecher
per ADA

P
Alpine $129,089 $3,149 $15% $3,091
An%leton 13338&9 %:767 124 3:9 8
Ballinger 133,678 2,332 126 3,315
Birdviile 1 ,g&a 2, 120 3,167
Bishop 3,859 §g0§3 1%% B.gzg
Pred 1 5,8% o1 1 3,
Frenhen 147,7 4016 136 3,202
Clevelend 1 ',& 5 2067 120 o 24
Coleman 167,477 yO45 131 3,605
Columbus 109,422 2,880 124 2,909
Dalhert 1331332 2185 1h2 29546
Dayton 12, 29% 3,03k 1 34327
Dickinson 146, §7 3,188 163 4677
Fdne 152,6 9 2,956 1 4227
Electra 1&7,&3 2,984 1 3,410
Ft. Stockton 1704041 3,208 170 4640
Catesville 131,630 2,992 124 9339
Ceorgetown 130,568 3,036 136 3,397
George Vest 89,993 2,715 118 2
Hamlin 1;3;;»; 45 2,87 119 3,155
Jim Hogg o 2469 102 3,297
la Forte 119,178 2,772 118 4117
Liberty 126,285 24937 12 y 562
Merfa 1:;2. 9 a,gqo 16 422
Muleshoe 154,870 2,868 132 ’
Pelaclos 125,9; 24993 13h 233
Pearsall 110,43 2,906 122 2191
Perryton 107,748 2,76 111 3,986
Phillips 191%90 AT 176 3'810

, Quansh 134,131 2,381 124 3,071
Rotan 101,327 2, g 121 2,52l
Beymour 143,530 %,O 126 3,304
8tamford 150,182 3,00 132 )223
Stephenville 180,631 311k 1 41429
Taft 124,186 2,888 it 3031
West Columbia 137,586 2,927 152 3,207
Arittmetic means §135,527 $2,969 $115 $3,261
Mindmum s $ 59,586 $2,698 $102 $2,499

* Average teacher salsries reported as greater then instruetion per

teacher
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In any discussion of teacher perscmmel several

factors need to be m&iﬂwaﬂ; 4t the present time serious
shortages sre being felt In our schools. Cains in staffing
the publie schools during recent years have been spotty
end unexpectedly slow, At least ons importent csuse of the
tescher shortsge has been the reduced supply of prospective
teachers, The differences which exist emong school dis- :
triets in the sbility to purchase teaching services have
esused goneern, especially in the less wealihy districts.
There still remain wide differences in educational oppor=
tunities resulting from differences in sbility to suppert
education, The shortage of prospective teachers 1s pere
ticulsrly slerming in view of recent population trends.
Approximately a million more children were born in 1946
then in 1935« The pesk in the school enrollment curve,
passing successively through the several aléﬁentm end
high school grades and college years, will edd sprreciably
to the future demands for new teachers on every school
levels The National Educatlon Associstion estimates that
ab&ut 130,000 additional elementery teschers will be
required in the fall of 1953, A substentisl increase in
the need for high school teachers will follow.?

- -

9 pederal Eecurity Agency, Annusl Report, Veshington,
De Coy :.9"'8; Pe * '
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Zeacher selsries per pupil in pyersge delly
Teacher salaries per pupil in ADA varied from
§102 to §176 in the forty school districts covered by this
study during the school yesr 1$%9-1950, es shown in Teble
VII. Figures for this table wers derived by dividing the
total smount spent for instruction salaries by the number
of pupils in ADA in ezch district studied. Since the dise
tritution of a portion of state funds 4s made to school
distriets on the besis of ADA, it is important to detere
mine many items of expenditure in terms of this unit of
measure. As has been shown previously in this study,
instructional sslaries very greatly with the education

end experience of the staffs It 1s concelvable, however,
that too great & range in selaries per ADA snd per teacher
would tend to indlcate extreme practices on the pert of
school distriet officiels, The Poundetion School Program
det provides oppertunity for loeal school district initis-
tive for en enlarged and an envriched program of education,
The same sct also provides fineneisl support for a minimm
foundetion program. There is little reason for a school
district to attempt. to stretch its money by hiring teachers
whose education and experience place them in a low salary
brackets The renge in instructional salaries shown in this
study may be caused partly by the existence of this prsctice
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or partly to the limited supply of teachers qualifying for

higher salaries, FPhillips spent the largest amount for
teacher saleries per pupil in ADA, which was §176 for the
1,087 white pupils. Jim Hogg spent the lowest smount for
ﬁha seme purpose, or §102 for 923 white pupils, Neither
district listed sny ¢olored pupils. The mean expenditure
for the group was $135 paid for e mean average on 1,011
pupils in ADA. The four distriects showing the lowest
expenditures were Jim Hogg, Perryton, George VWest, and
Hamline. The four districts showing the highest expenditures
were Phillips, Pt. Stockton, Dlckinson, end Merfa. Sixteen
districts spent more than the mesn expenditure for this
service.

Table VII shows the total instructional expenditures per
teacher in each of the forty independent school districts
included in this study for the school yesr 1949-1950,
Figures for this tasble were derived by dividing the amounts
spent for all instructional services by the mumber of
teachers employed in esch district studied. Perryton with
the greatest total %aluatlan had the greatest instructionsl
expenditure per teacher with thirty-nine teachers, which is

below the forty-six mean for mumber of teachers. Perryton,
however, with 972 pupiles in ADA snd thiriy-nline teschers
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spent considersbly less than the mean for ADA teacher sala=
rles. At the sgme time Perryton shows twenty~five pupils
in ADA per teecher, which 18 above the mean of twenty-two
fbr the forty districts. Tulie with an above~the-mean
éxyendituwa for ADA teacher selsries spent the lowest amount
of $2,499 for total instructional costs per teacher., The
mean Instructional expenditure per tescher for the group
was $3,261. Eighteen distriets spent more than the mean.

Table VIII presents basic data on the scholastic
population, number of pupils enrclled, end mumber of pupils
in average daily ettendance per teacher, &8 well as the
assessed wealth in support of each teacher in forty selece
ted indspendent school districts of Texas during the school
year 19491950, The mean aversge scholastic population per
teacher was 29,6 for the schocl year 19%9-1950, as compared
with 31.8 for the previous year. The aversge number of
pupils enrolled per teacher decreased from thirtye-one for
the school yeer 1948-1049 to twenty=-eight during the 1949«
1950 school year. There was a decrease in ADA per teacher
in the forty distriets of from twenty-four in 1948.1949 to
tventy-two in 1949-1950. The average scholastie population
and number of puplls in ADA per teacher for the entire
state of Texas during the school year 1549-1950 were thirty
end twenty-two, respectively.



TABLE VIIT o

SCHOLASTIC POPULATION, NUMBER OF PUPILS ENROLLED ARD
IN ADA, ARD fSSESSED VALUATIONS PER TEACHER
IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1949-1950

Scholastie Assessed
Echools popalation Enrollment ADA valuations
i} per‘ tweheg
Alpine 20 $165,854
ingleton 22 A 22 221,812
ngey 31 31 24 113 ,%-gl
Pirdville 28 31 gz 141,185
Bishop 36 32 5484387
Erady 28 27 20 123,180
Erenham 1 26 ‘5’3 128,790
Cisco 0 29 148,677
Cleveland 3 32 25 160,160
leman 2 29 23 103,403
Columbus 2 26 2 19%,591
Bt 2 x 3 &
on v
Dlekinson 25 2 20 ﬁ%;vgg
Edna 30 27 22 o1
Electra 25 25 21 1 3,21%-
Pabens 3 29 23 15 221
Riiwe 2 B B
Georgetown 29 29 22 ‘132:'*99
Somngg Vet s & % 3911708
Jim Hogg 37 33 26 3202932
la Forte 22 29 2 247,6
Marfa 1 2 18 149,021
Muleshoe 26 2 22 169,339
Paiacios [ 35 2 32765
Pearsall 39 4 A 125:718
rryton 1 1 2 477,692
Phi1lips 51 3 :ﬁ og:_’,g
Quansh 28 29 62,
Rotan gg 30 23 166,
Seymour 20 173',66g
Stemford 30 28 23 128,32
Tegp e 3 % %0 HH
Tula 3 25 22 3271535
Vest Columbis 2 21 197,872
Meximum 3 | 70 ) 26 §$548,387
srithmetic meen: 30 28 22 $196,291
Minimum: 21 21 18 $ 93,315
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Fumber of = s per tepchers The muber of
scholasties per teacher in the forty school districts

covered by this study is shown in Tsble VIII., The mean
average for the forty districts was thirty, but the range
was from twenty-~one in Phillips to seventy at Odem. The

reason for the extremely large scholestie populatlion per
teacher in Odem 4is the faet that many of their scholasties
ere children of migrating laborers and are not therefore
schooled entirely in this distriet, This fact is better
shown by the fget that Odem enrolled only thirty-two pupils
per teacher snd had only twenty pupils in ADA. Pearssgll)
1ists a scholastic population per teacher of thirtyenine,
vhich 1g second only to COdem. Twenty-eight dlstrlcts had
scholastic populations which wvere within five pupils of

the mean.

Bumber of pupils enrolled per teschers The percent-

ege of scholasties actually enrolled in the schools varied
from 46,5 per cent to 1344 per cent within the forty dise
triets studied. On an average, however, enrollments
represented 94,5 per cent of the scholastic populstion.
There wes an avaraée nr'twentyueight pupils enrolled per
teacher within the forty school districts covered by this
study. Puplls enrolled are defined as the total number of
pupils completing the enrollment procedures in any school
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district within a specified yesr. This figure does not
indicate the span of attendance of a pupil in any particue
lay schools Some students are enrolled for the full yesr
ﬁhile others may remain only a few weeks or even days.,
| Hamlin enrolled the largest mmber of pupils per
teacher which wes forty, as seen in Table VIII. The least
number of puplls enrolled per teacher wes found to be
twenty~one at FPhillips. The three school districts enrole
1ling the largest number of pupils per tescher were Hsmlin,
Pearsall, and Jim Hogge The three districts enrolling
the least number of puplls per teacher were Fhillips,
Dayton, and Pt. Stockton,

Fumber of pupils in sversge daily sttendence per
tescher. The Minimum Foundation Program sct of the Cilmer=
AMken legislation has seen, in its first year of operstion,
a decrease in the number of puplls in ADA per teecher from
tventy-~four to twventy-~two in the forty school districts
covered by this study:. The mumber of pupils in ADA per
teacher varied within the districts studied from eighteen
in Marfa to twentyssix in Jim Hogge & constant problenm
vith publie school sdministrators hss been the struggle
to reduce c¢lass sizes to a point of greatest teacher-pupll
efficlency. One of the alms of the sdvocates of the
Minimum PFPoundstion Progrem wes the reduction of the ADA
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class size., The average ADA per tescher or class size for
the distriets studied was twenty~two during the school yesr
194941950, Twenty schools had the average or fewer than
ihs average number of pupils in 2DA per teacher.

Assessed veluations for 19491950 in support of each
teacher in the forty school dlstricts studied asre shown

in Table VIII. One distriet, Bishop, had an sssessed
weslth of $548,387 in support of each instructional staff
mémber. This figure represented the greatest wealth per
teacher for the group and was considersbly higher than the
£93,315 figure for Stephenville, which had the lowest
wealth per teacher, The forty districts had e combined
assessed valuation of $349,242,749 supporting 1,820
teachers, or an average of £196,291 per teacher. Assessed
wealth, however, 1s not synonymous with true wealth or
income. The rate of sssessment and the per cent of intrine
sle value used in determining the basis of essessment cause
incomes from similar valustions to varys. The use of the
economie Iindex in determining the share esch distriect shell
take in partiaipating in the Texas Foundation Progrem is an
equallizing factor which has long been sought in Texas.
Although by statute Texas school districts must sssess
property at one hundred per cent of its current marketadble
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value, it 1s common practice in the state to use a lower
basis for assessment. Thisz basis veries grestly from one
taxing unit to another. It 1s often 4ifficult to errive
it the full value of certaln sources of wealth as, for
example, minerals stored in vast underground depcsits of
unknown dimensions, The depreciation on certain of these
mineral deposits, with huge and rapid withdrawals, is such
es to soon deprive @ distriet of a large portion of its
taxable wealth unless & means of taxation be employed for
all taxable essets in relstion to thelr true size and valuve
vhen disesovered. The use of the economie index based on
the estimated wealth of & community or county for a onew
year pericd may be questicned. /in index based on an sverw
sge of several years' income would seem more practical
since & greatef allowance is made for income variation,
This index could slso operate as a sliding scale in order
that locel units might pay their sppropriate percentage
of total costs es they rise or fall at the state level.

Table IX presents Information dealing with expendle
tures for all supervisory services, supervision per pupil
in everage deily sttendance, snd supervision per teacher
in forty school distriets of Texas for the school year
19491950, This table shows the extent to which supervision
is supported, in the various schoels covered by this study,
by sctusl tudgetsry provision,



TABLE IX

EXPENDITURES FCR SUPERVISION, SUPFRVISION PER PUPIL IN
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE, AND SUPERVISION PER TEACHER
I8 FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19%9=1950

Total ADA Supervision

Sehools supervision | supervision per teacher
Birdville &4, 780 $3. $ 86
Tl R e
, Delhert W20 3.35 22.97
eEAnsen £ 4 .
Flootra e %Y o8
. i AW Mmktm 7; 10 7#33 b1 &25
» Georgetown 24517 2.63 .
. Mauleshoe 2,370 Qﬁg )
Stepnenville Breda 3:5 80:30
& 3*:2% : ﬁag 90,21
Maxdomom ¢ £74910 £7.89 §149.29
Arittmetic meent 4,050 §3.67 $ 76,48
Hinixums %gt”% @2953 $ .13

* Supervision expense 1isted on btudgets only
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- It may be assumed that a certein smount of superw
vision of some type exists in gll school distriets, tut
the extent of this supervision veriles from one district to
another and in provisions for supervision within the indi-
vidual schools. In schools where special supervisory
personnel sre employed, this fact is expected to be reported
on the superintendent's annual report as to number of
personnel, salaries, snd the smount spent for supervisory
services on the school dlstrict hudget.

Only eight of the forty school distriets covered

in this study reported the employment of special super=
visors end listed thelr salaries on their superintendent's
gsnnual report. These eight distriets employed nine supere
visors at s totsl expenditure of $48,652, Ft. Stockton
with 1,002 pupils in ADA snd fiftye-three teachers employed
tvo supervisors, while each of the other seven districts
employed only cne. Fts Stockton spent £7.89 per pupil in
ADA for supervision snd §149.2% per teacher for the seme
purpose. The eight dlstriots employing specisl supervisors
ere Pirdville, Irady, Coleman, Dalhart, Electra, Ft., Stocke
ton, Stephenville, and Tulis. Four other schools, Dickine
sony Georgetown, Muleshoe, and Palscios, listed expenditures
of from $2,490 to $2,970 on their tudgets for supervision,
but indlecated on thelr superintendent's ennuel report that
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no special supervisors were employed and listed no expendie
tures for supervisor salaries. Thus it mey be seen that
this very importsnt phase of the eduecational program
'roceivad budgetary recognition by only thirty per cent of
‘the schools studied. Within this thirty per cent, expend-
itures ronged from $2.953 to £7.89 per pupil 4in ADA snd
from §5%4.13 to $149,25 per teacher. The mean expenditures
for the group were $3.67 and $76.48 per pupil in ADA end
per teacher, respectively.

Table X shows the number of classroom teacher units,
number of scholasties and the teacher-pupil ratio in the
group of school distriets studied, as well as those for the
entire state for the two-year period covered by this study.
The ssme table splso shows the number of supervisors
employed in reletion to the number of scholastics in these
sgme districts and in the state during the ssme time.

The number of clessrcom tescher units incressed
from 1,622 to 1,820, or 12.2 per cent, over the two-yesr
period in the selected distriets, while the entire state
showed an incresse of from 47,203 to 51,809, or 9.7 per
cent, The number of scholastics per teacher dropped from
31,8 to 29.6 in the selected districts and in the entire
state from 32 to 30 during the same period.

During the 1948-1949 school term, no specisl super=
visors were empleyed by the selected distriets: but during



TAELE X

FUMEFR OF CLASSROOM TEACHER UNITS, SCHOLASTICS, £¥D SUPERVISORS WITH
RATIOS IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS ARD IN THE EXTIRE
STATE, 1948-1949 AND 1949-1950

Classroon Fuomber of Bomber of Supsrvizor-

tegcher units - scholasties . Rastio superviscrs seugliﬁia
&
19481949
Selected schools 1,622 51,619 1=31.8 0 051,619
1%9,3, .
Selected gé%mls 1,820 53,840  1.29.6 9 1= 5,982
1948-1046
Entire stste 47,203 1,529,972 1-32.% 207 1= 7,391

1949w1
Biire siote 51,809 1,554,671  1-30.0 368 1 4,225
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the 19%49+1950 term, nine supervisors were employed for &

total of 53,840 scholasties, giving a ratio of one super=
visor for every 5,982 pupils. There were 207 supervisors
émployed in the entire state during the 1948-1949 school
term for 1,529,972 scholestics and a ratio éf one superw
visor for every 7,391 pupils. During the 1949-1950 term,
368 supervisors were employed for 1,554,671 scholastics
or at the rate of one supervisor for every 4,225 pupils,

CHAPTER SUMMARY

Expenditures of the forty schoold districts covered
by this study have been anslyzed asccording to the following
itemas totsl expenditures for instruetion, instructional
expenditures per teacher and per pupil in aversge dally
attendance, sslaries of teachers, teacher-pupll and
supervisor-pupll ratios, expenditures for supervision, end
assessed valuations in support of each teacher.

Certain statisticel relstions were found to exist
between ADA assessed veluatlions and ADA instructional
expenditures. & renk difference correlation of .33 was
found to exist between ADA essessed valustions end ADA
instructional expenditures. There was s coefflcient of
+29 between total sssessed valuations end total instruce
tionsl expenditures, btut a negative correletion between

ADA sssessed valuations and instructional expenditures.
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The forty school distrlets listed in this study

spent en average of 72.9 per cent of their current oper~
ating tudgets for instructionsl services. The range in
bereentagas gmong the various school districts was from
55.3 to 82,6 per cent. Teacher ssleries sccounted for
an average of 91.9 per cent of gll instructional expend-
itures.,

Expenditures for inmstruction per white pupil in
ADA renged from $109 to §198, while the renge for colored
was from $86 to $756. The mesn instruetional expenditure
per pupil, both colored and vhite, waes $147 which wes an
increase of 23.% per cent over the preceding year,

Teacher salaries per pupil in asversge dally sttende
ence veried from 102 to §176 with a mean of $135.

Total instructional expenditures per teacher varied
from $2,495 to £3,986. The mean expenditure was $3,261.

The scholastic population per teacher decreased
from 31.8 to 29.6 over the two-yesr period covered by this
study,

The number of pupils in sverage dsily attendznce
per teacher was reduced from twentyefour to twenty-two
pupils,

The sssessed wealth in support of easch teecher
varied widely from distriet to districet, the range
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representing a retio of more than one to five, The average
essessed wealth per teacher was $196,291,

Of the forty school distriets included in this study,
éight employed special supervisors, Nine supervisors were
;mployed by the eight distriéts vhose combined scholastie
populetion was 53,840 pupils, Four school districts listed
an expenditure for supervision on their budgets, but
indicated on thelr superintendent's ennusl report that no
speciel supervisors were reteined and thst no saslaries were
paid for this sctivity. There was no indlecation of the
‘natﬁre of the services purchased under the heading of supere
vision, In the districets listing expenditures for supervi-
sion, these expenditures ranged from §2.53 to §7.89 per
pupll in aversge dally sttendsnce end from $5%4.13 to $149.2%
per teacher.

Total instructional expenditures increased twenty-
eight per cent over the two-year perlod while instructional
expenditures per ADA incressed only 23.5 per cent and

teacher sslaries 18 per cent.



CHAPTER IV
BUPPORTING SERVICES

This chapter deals with current expenditures for the
school year 194941950 for all services other than those
specifically labeled as administrstion or instruction in
forty Texss independent school distriets, These expendi~
tures sre listed snisnalyzed acecording to the varlous budg-
etary functions. The tables end their sccompanying
explanations deplet the nature and extent of financlsl
outlays in support of instructional progrsms in the districts
studled,

The term gupporting services ss used in thls study
refers to all services purchased by & school distriet other
than those specifically listed as administration or instruce
tion. The importance of these supporting services should
not be underestimated. They assume many forms and involve
8 wvide range of setivities and items, Studies have been
mede end surveys run which offer conclusive proof that the
character and quality of buildings, lighting and eolor
effects, health facilities, snd other factors vitsl to the
operation of a schoel system, exert s profound end lasting
effect on the health, morale, and general efficiency of
both pupils and school personnel.
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8ince ap roximstely one~third of the budget of each
school distriet 1s spent for supporting services, the
administretion of this phase of the program should recelve
m#daw attention snd consideration. In the operstion of the
plent the school-tusiness officlal is confronted with the
roblem of securing the most efficient humen services and
the most usable and prectical equipment and supplies for
the money expended. A sound philosophy with reference to
the general operation of a school system 1s imperative if
the school officlsl end maintensnce staff secure for the
purpose of furthering the lesrning processes the best
gvsilable supporting services. A maintenance progranm to
be economical must be timely, efficlent, and reasonsble in
¢ost. This means that repalirs must be made promptly by
competent laborers under ecareful supervision, with the use
of proper tocls, equipment, snd supplied st a cost that is
eonsistent with the value of service rendereds In a welle
organized school system a plecs of equipment should be
valued sccording to 4ts contribtution to the vhole education
process, However good a plece of equipment, its use
becones extravegent waste when replacing it would show an
increase in general efficiency.

Very often school officisls wish to compare expendie
tures in thelr distriet with those of other districts,
Expenditures of different school districts are not, however,
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plweys directly comparsbles Many factors must be taken into

emnsi&aratian in attempting such comparisons, State end
nationewide aversges sre often mislesding, “The Tnited
3£ataa is characterized Dy extreme varistions in pudblie
school expenditures. ﬁtaie averages hide the extreme dAife
ferences in publie school expenditure levels which exist
within states--ratios of over 2031 in some states,"10 Tt
is not alwsys &n indication that 2 school distriet which
spends more for certain budgetsry 1tems 1s receiving pro-
portionastely greater returns for its money. Total expends
itures in terms of the number of pupils being educated,
however, provide a good measure of the effectiveness of an
educationsl program. Studies made in both secondary
schools and colleges indicate that grester finencial oute
lays are generslly sceompanied by improved educational
offerings. “"Commmnitles spending more for education get
more in the way ¢of results generally desired by people.
Later studies show that communities which spend more tend
to be more adaptable, tend to utilize 1mpr¢ved.methuds
more quickly, In sddition, higher expenditure schools get
a different behavior psttern in the schools: The skills
and ¥novledges ere taught mere in line with the best undere
standing of how human beings learns more attention is given

10 Burke,; oD« citey Do 50



76
to the discovery and development of special sptitudes; more
attention iz given to the positive unfolding in individual
toys and girls of stronger patterns of behaviore-citizene
ship, personality, aharaatera"ll

Purnoses of m_z_g thapters This chaplter presents data
on the expenditures for sll services other than those

specifically lebeled as aduinistrstion or instruction in
forty Texss independent school distriects for the school
yeer 1949«1950, The materlsl in this chapter deals with
the following phases: first, operation of the plantj
second, maintensnce of the plentj third, publlie utilities;
fourth, transportations fifth, fixed chargesy sixth,
capital outley; seventh, debt service; eighth, expenditures
per pupil in average delly attendance; ninth, expenditures
per teacher; tenth, assessed valuations in thelr relstion
to certain budgetary items; eleventh, sssessed valustions
in their relation to tax rates, end twelfth, sources of
Tevenue.

Basle dsta for this chapter are contalned in sevene
toen tables arranged asccording to budgetary function. The
writer has sttempted to present these data in terms of
units most readily usable. It 1s hoped that this

11 yort and Reussery oDs itey PPe 140-141,
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information will prove useful to school officlals in the

interpretation and administration of the fiseal sffairs
of their own locsl districts. A summery of much of this
information 1s rresented at the cloze of the chapter.

Table XI presents basle information on expenditures
in the districts studied for total operation of plant,
operational expenditures per pupll in average daily attende.
ance, per teacher, and per {1 originsl cost of all school
buildings. Totsl expenditures for operation &s seen in
Table XI vanged from $5,586 to $27,223 with en everage of
$12,45%, Pt. Stockton with the greatest totsl expenditure
for operation per pupll in sverage dailly attendsnce, and
per teacher, had an expenditure of fifty-one cents per §1
original value of all btuildings, a figure not too faor above
the average of thirty-eight mills. 2lpine with the greastest
expenditure for operation per §1 school tuildings had an
expenditure which was only slightly sbove the aversge per
teascher gnd per pupil in sverage dally sttendance, and below
the aversge for total operstion, Muleshoe with the lowest
operational expenditure per £1 tuilding cost had consideraw
bly below the sverage expenditure per teacher and per pupil
in average delly attendance, but fell only slightly below
the average totel expenditure, The yange in operational
expenditures per pupil in average dally attendance was



TARLE XI

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR PLANT OPYRATION, OPERATION EXPENDITURES
PER PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE, PIR TEACHER, AND PER §1
COST OF SCHOOL EUILDINGS IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRIcTS, 19491950

9
12,46
Ft+ Stoekton zg.ma 27.17 k +0
Gatesville 408 1?’.73 Rg o0kl
Georgetown 10,725 22 2025
Gearge Vest 70791 10431 236 +0k0
¥ 2789 9456 231 +021
Jim Hogg g,'zzs 10, 5% 278 +059
la Forte 11,005 10492 256 +026
mmty 10 ’7&9 10. 53. 3{0 021
Marfa 12,54 3310? 31k +062
ggleam 1%,22;5 8 §G .gl
an g ‘ i .
Palacios 1a§g$a 134 gou nN
Pearsall 12,779 %17 36 <038
Perryton 15,693 1641 402 » 053
Faillips 21,939 2041 392 .
Quansh 12,203 11.28 271 +039
e gE Bz 03 =
Etamford 123@»9 12,92 293 .02
Stephenville 9,987 7.69 gz .g&
Toid 15135 15 327 03
a

West | Columbia 3;%20 11:&9 237 :022
MaxLmum g §27,223 $27.17 §514 $0,080
Aritimetic meens  $12,45% $12.70 $277 £0.038

Minimum: $ 5,586 $ 573 $138 £0.015
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consideradbly greater then the range of pupils in everage
dally attendance in the various distriets studied.

The range in salaries for plant operation was from
@3,100 to £17,528 with en average of $6,826, as seen in
Table XII. Average salaries for operation represented from
twenty-four to sixty-eight per eent of all operative costs,
Fifty-five per cent of gll operative costs went for ssla-
ries while forty-five per cent went for supplies. The
ratio of the range in total salaries for operation was
epproximately the same a8 that for total epersting expend-
jtures and supplies. Costz of operationsl suvpplies per
pupil in aversge dail& attendance varied from $2.26 to
$12.76 with an everege of £5.69. /n average of one~half
of ell operative axpanditurea was spent for ssleries,

Expenditures for publiec utilities in the districts
studied, as may be seen from Table XIII, ranged from @i,?hé
to §7,007 vith en aversge of $3,876, Phillips with the
greatest expenditure for publie utilities spent less than
the average per pupil in average deily attendance end per
teacher, and approximately the sverage per £1 original
value of school btulldings. Ceorge West with the lowest
total expenditure for utilities had below the average
expenditure per pupll in eversge dally attendance and per
teacher, but closely apprroximasted the average expenditure



EXPENDITURES FOR OPERATION SALARIES ARD SUPPLIES

TABLE XII

.

IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1949~1950

Per cent
Totsd operation budget Operation ADA
S¢chools salories for sslaries supplies supplies
Alpin $ 7,200 61% $ 4,580 $ 9%
gxgl@gm 1339@$ 60% ;:gzza 2.33
er 74639 60 4158 ho22
Birdaville 14200 g& §,692 2470
Prady’ §e2u1 é0 2508 A
Brenham &: 5’-» 1&:865 13:73
lovalend l’"w 2 WS 72
eveian ’ .
Colemsn 217983 51 5,585 o
Columbus 168 57 2,418 2.7%
Dalhert giaas 65 31331 iy 406
Dleking 13,174 61 8,251 9.17
Edne - ’703:” 61 3,630 2’19
Fltctrs 833 3 02 o
gﬁg itoek‘gm 17:2%% g’g 9:63§ 9&22
atesvill v ‘ .
Georgetown 2332% 59 ﬁ:&oz 5.60
Ceorge VWest k27 55 518 k.6
Bemlin u:e;g% 53 a:ogu b
Jim Hogg 5,1‘75 gg "; 50 %,9
Ls Porte 6,61 }"‘g GO Rhg
Li.berty l"* % ,?99 gu 7
Marfa 6,23 50 4310 59
iy 23 é A L
¥ ) »
Pslacios 6,10
Paargan g:é‘)g gg g:g‘ég. 5:63
012 6,681 6.8
it e 2 .
- A A
e ‘ »
Stemford g:QgO Y 75669 o76
gtgtphmina g,g‘p‘g 66 3’1’@3 g.gz
Bivt 2y ) .
Tull 6 8
Westa Columbia 5:?16 5§ 5:‘»03 5:3
Haximum ¢ §17,528 639 $13,869 $12.73
Arithmetie mean: § 6,826 55% $ 5,650 $ 5.69
Mindwmum ¢ $ 3,100 ot ] $ 2,395 $ 2.26




TAELE ZIII

EXPENDITURES FOR PUBLIC UTILITIFS IN FORTY INDEPENDENT
SCHO0L DISTRICTS OF TEXAS, 1949-1950

Alpim @l‘ ,l‘iﬁﬁ sz n&} 5109 $0 «030
Mngleton gl 3 7 100 »007
Ballinger 4188 342, 81 013
Birdvi 1lle 3’95 Le 16 0009
Rishop ,O? 5 . 50 : 131 +010
Erady %,wh 2496 9 +012
Erenham 4209 2495 695 +011
Clevelana 308 5053 63 1028
ave ' *
Colemsn E;trss 3:39 | 8 +015
Columbus 1,333 2,25 52 «010
Dalhart g, 2492 59 +017
Dayton +582 g.w 76 <01
Dickinson 9 226 092 116 +01!
Edna 2,695 2.37. 2 +011
Flectra 44550 3.92 1 «012
Fabens Z,O‘?‘d’ 2-59 ~ 81 »008
Getesviile " 21057 109 7 o1
8% . / »
Georgetown 3:611 3.78. BZ +008
Gearg West 1,946 2457 59 +010
Haml 3,006 3427 79 «007
mEs g2 M OB &
T » ’
Liberty 7 is 47 106 2009
Varfa 54523 791, 138 027
Muleshoe 3,767 3.21 70 »005
Oden 2,04 5416 102 0
Palacios B,g en?'? 8s »012
Pearsall 3, +e27 101 011
Perryton 54250 50 135 2007
Phillips 74007 645 12 .013
Quangh 9350 éaw 7 011
Rotan %, gég 3»% 13% .g%%
Seymour
‘Stemford 57842 53&3 117 2009
‘;‘ﬁgghenville ﬁ’ ggg &.6 ;& .%g
a » »
Tulls 3:6@9 5 119 2013
Vest Columbia 4919 5.08 105 »019
Maximum ¢ $7,007 £7.51 £138 $0.030
srithmetic mesns  $3,876 £3.95 ¢ 87 £0.012

Minimum s $1,946 $1.8% g W7 £0.005
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per £l original velue of school tuildings. Alpine with the

greatest expenditure for publie utilities per §1 school
building costs also had the grestest expenditure for totel
operation per £1 school bulldings.

| Table XIV gives the figures for totsl maintenance
expenditures in forty Texas school districts for the school
year 1949+1950, Expenditures for totsl maintenance in
these districts renged from a low of $430 in Roten to a
high of $36,162 in la Porte. The average maintenance
expenditure was §5,710. Maslntenance expenditures in the
distriocts studied ranged from one to sixty-four mills per
§1 cost of 2ll school property, with an average of twelve
mills. The sverage maintensnce expenditure per pupil in
sversge dally attendance and per teacher was $5,58 end
£125,10 respectively. There was considersble similarity
between ranges in msintenance expenditures per teacher
and those per §1 cost of all school property.

Table XV shows that only ten of the forty districts
studied listed expenditures for health services., Among
those districts listing such expenditures, the range was
from $4#11 to §11,999. Ft. Stockton with 1,002 pupils in
sverage dally sttendence nsed the services of two nurses
and 1isted the grestest expenditure of £11,999 for health
servieces, Health expenditures per pupil in sversge dally



MAINTERANCE EXPENDITURFES IN FORTY TEXAS IMDEFENDENT

TABLE XIV

.

SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19%0«1950

Total ADA Por teacher  Cost per
Schools maintensnce  meintensnce maintensnce $1 e
Alpine $ 1,146 ¢ 1.37 ¢ 27 $04009
Jngleton 113704 10035 225108 2013
Ballinger 6”4‘ ; Eu‘? 123:32 ¢015
Birdville 6’5 6 o7 118, 201
Blshop B’ 1l.1 26519&* «0Y
Prady 5,&3 h‘la 8720 +013
Prenham 124 1141 g&«ﬁﬁ «029
Cisco 8,659 8475 017 2017
Clevelend 2,456 2,05 52426 »011
Coleman 11,057 65 201.0% »026
Columbus 82 4 100.71 +01
Dalhart '88 3.2 Mé& ‘01
Diziins O 363 73.5 007

e on . '

Edna 1lee1 1,46 1,94 o0k
Eleetra 31%3 2#59 ) 61 nm5
Fabens ﬁgg‘éz 3&‘*& 76413 +006
Ft. Stockton 3 g»? 517 +006
Catesville 2,02{ 91 1l «009
Ceorgetown 3970 283 62,81 »008
George West h,127 ?’06 125,06 01k
Hom 1'1 7 ’ a?ii' gza 2 +002
Jim Hogg g, 3'93 104,66 #016
Ia Porte 3 ,162 3598 8’*0093 2064
Liberty 5,669 5.3% 131.7% +009
Maxfa 24117 2.88 5&&9% 007
Muleshoe 8,889 3057 164 ,6 »010
Odem 1,947 92 Zgids +005
Palacios 74899 8.39 188,07 01
Pearsall 3,602 +99 %479 00
Pe: 3 4607, 78 210 200
ekt b 2*00n 3.l AN 2011
Quanah h,aoa 3497 gg.s «010
g@tm " %ﬁ ng% ‘z.’ .%}
Stamford e H 3060 3%33 2002
Stephenville 2,552 1.96 . «007
Taft 7123 833 167,51 o1l
West Columbia 8: 55 8:9% lgk: :023
Maximum ¢ §36,162 $35.68 §840.98 §0.06%
Arithmetic meen: § %,710 $ 5.58 $125.0 £0,012
Miniromy $§ 430 €.0.5) $ 13094 £0.,001__




TABLE XV

TCTAL EXPENDITURES FCR HEALTH SERVICES AND HEALTH EXPENDITURES

PER PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY ATTERDANCE ARD

TEACHER

IN TEN SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1949-1950

Total ADA Per tescher
Sehools expenditures expenditures expenditures
Birdville $ 11 £ 0.30 8 7.47
Prady 1,200 1.02 20 13"3'
Cleveland k38 O.Eg 932
Columbus 1,237 1. 32.55
Ft. Stoekton ll,?gg 11.98 226,
Jim Hagg 1,%’» 1.50 39\-}*
la Porte 2, ng 59.1
Muleshoe 2,921 24 54409
Stephenville 3,051 2.35 52460
Tulia 2;%3 2e 7 51&13
Maximum s 11 1999 §11,98 $226 40
irithmetic meant $ 2,758 $ 2.63 $ 95.29
Minimms 5 ’*11 8 0 a30 5 7 ﬁ"‘7

11
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attendence ranged from thirty cents in Birdville to £11.98

in Ft, 8tockton. The average heslth expenditure per pupil
in average daily sttendance in these districts was §2.63.
Health expenditures per tescher in the districts studied
averaged §55.29 with & range from §7.47 to $226,40,

Tables XVI end XVII list figwres for the operation
of transportation progrems in forty Texas school distriets
during the 1949-1950 echool year. Total transportation
expenditures in these districts renged from & low of $2,249
in Marfs with the least mumber of pupils trensported to s
high of £30,600 in Muleshoe with the largest number of
pupils trensported. An eaverage of £13,293 was spent for
the transportstion of 386 pupils. Xa Forte had the lowest
expenditure per pupil transported with 717 pupils end a
total expense of £9,979. Perryton with the greatest per
pupil expense transporited 303 pupils for a totsl expense
of $24,336. Marfa with the Jowest total expense snd number
of pupils tregnsported, and Muleshoe with the greatest total
expense and mumber of pupils transported, had approximately
the average expenditure per pupll transported. Porryton
wvith the larpgest transportatlon expenditure per pupil
eperated thirteen busses over 800 miles sach day while
transporting only 303 pupils, Perryton, however, spent
the lowest per cent of its totel current budget for transe
portation. The aversge cost of trangportetion services per
bus in these distriets ranged from s low of $1,129 in Merfa



TABLE XVI .

TOTAL TRANS PORTATION EXPENDITURES, KUMBER OF PUPIIS TRANSPORTED
TRANS PORTATION COSTS PER PUPII TRANSPORTED AND BUDGETARY
PERCENTAGES BPENT FOR THIS SERVICE IN FORTY
TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1949-1950

i : s -
Sehools Total gﬂi%ae& Cost Fer cent gt
Aop1aton 0,507 T HE o 6.63%
gi )7 .
Birdville 2,376 77 30..33 31l
Bishop 8,060 310 26, 72
Cisco 12,116 250 76 6 1,05
Cleveland '816 288 23.67 357
Coleman 6,109 143 k2,72 2,41
Columbus 13,206 !"'1 8. 80 8
Dalhart 105388 ésu 1, é 2.30
Dayton 13,530 g’? 28, «56
Dickinson 12,978 EBE za.gg Fe21
Edna 1&,082 ‘ 38. 7.32
Electrs 1%,8 380 i o43 z. gz
Fabens ,753 316 8.21 .
Ft+ Stockton 9,83. 151 52*?0 3.38
Gatesville 13, 765 18,14 7+79
Ceorgetown 12,055 373 32.32 6.31
Ceorge VWest 22,350 502 W, 52 1.%9
Ha §+1 13, 12 6 goag l.12
Jinm Eogg 9,703 77 n82 6.10
La Forte 3,979 7 13.92 .11
Iiberty ’% 38 25 z !0'032
Marfa 2, &4 Eu 1.31
Muleshoe g;),é:oo 875 .93 1.28
?Pgallgai s 12’3'{ 392 g'gﬁ %'ilig
; & ; » »
Pearsall 1i5335 K341 36.09 8459
Perryton 24,236 303 80432 1,01
Pnillips 5,631 20 27420 1.85
Rotan 1“’5% ' ] 2 lqu
Seymour 25,928 10 42,50 6.
Stamford ’023 23 3"’ » 3 b91
Stephenville 12,610 5 2448 025
Teft 1779 éﬁo &g:gg 31‘*7
Tulia 18,929 . 9421
West Columbis 23,921 682 35,07 1,09
Maxdmam ¢ 30,600 875 £80.32 9+21%
Arithmetic mean: $13,293 386 £3k 348

1]

Minimms § 2,040 64 $13.92 1,018



TABLE XVIX

ORICINAL COST CF BUSSES PER PUPIL TRAKSPORTED, EXPENDITURES
PR $1 INVESTED AND PER TRANSPORTATICN MILE, AND AVERAGE
COST OF TRANSPCRTATICH PER DUS IN FORTY TEXAS

INDEPENDENT SCHOGL DISTRICTS, 1949-19%50

Tos ~Tost per GL . CoSE  Cost

Schools per_ pupil investe - 9. per tus
ingleton —nsmer —— . 0417 . 1,466
Ballinger '25.50, 1&&3 . 212 1,2%5
Birdaville ) g}gho O» . «10 . 1' 7
Fishop 220 Oel2 , +08 , 1,%‘-&3
Prady 60,90 0.8 | .29 2,111
ggm ————— prme— mgg Ew;ga

s8¢0 - A »
Cleveland 55&50 Qa‘* 16 1:703
Coleman 5990 e o2k 14527
Columbus 17,50 2,20 .09 1,886
Palhart 4400 0.80 12 1,]# 9
Dayton 00 0443 . 1,933
Plckinson 8*90 9059 125 2,1 3
Edna +60 Gp& . 23 1,
Electrs 200 Os . 32 . | ’ 53
Fabens mhag On"lrl »23 . 1,913
Fte Stockton 138, Ol ,gg ‘ 2,253
Catesville 2%.30 O 4 o1k o 1,3
Georgetown »20 .53 . »19 1,722
George Vest 6570 0.68 +19 24235
SO

{14 * . »

la Porte 30.50 0.8 025 2,495
Iiberty 30490 1,21 09 1,616
Marfsa Gang 051 . w12 - 1,12
lgglﬁﬁh@ﬂ 5le 0.68 «18 1'912

anm ——————— N————— ——-— S oo
Palscios 63.00 91‘*9 ul“' , 1’5 3
Pegrsall 93&30 0&"99 . 21 2’3 9
Perryton 93+20 0,49 21 . 2,38
Phillips 2.3 0.1 e31 1:303
Quanah 7170 0.59 W16 1,843
Rotan 66460 0460 — 2,071
Seymour 66,80 O ¢53 +18 1 g?i’g
Stamford 60400 0457 »17 1,’3.57
Stephenville 59420 0. 36 ol 1,183
Taft 59070 0.31 . o1 19130
Tulia 5300 0.86 1 2310
Vest Columbia 0290 13 2,65
Maxdmum ¢ $138.%¢ §2456 £0.35 $2,658
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to & high of §2,658 in West Columbia. The average trans~
portation expenditure per bus in the distriets studled was
£1,788. Transportation expenditures per §1 invested and
ﬁer transportation mile aversged sixty-nine cents and
éightean cents respectively. The average original cost of
busses per pupil transported was £59.80.

Expenditures for fixed charges in forty Texas school
districts during the 1949-1950 school year renged from §12
to $20,410 as shown in Table XVIII, Dalhart with the
greatest totel expenditure for fixed charges spent slso
the greatest smount per pupil in averasge deily attendance
end per tescher, but the average per ¢l cost of gll school
property. Expenditures for fixed chsrges per pupil in
eversge daily sttendence ranged from one cent to §15.36
end from thirty-two cents to §309.24 per teacher in the
districts studied. Average expenditures for fixed charges
per pupil in average dally attendsnce and per teacher were
§3.43 snd §74.89 respectively.

The cost of capital outlay may vary greatly from
year to year within eny given school district. The aversge
expenditure of the distriets studied for capitsl outlay
ghould serve as g guide to normal expectencies. Average
expenditures for this purpose in forty’Texas schoel dise
tricts for the school year 1949-1950 as shown in Table XIX



TABLE XVIIT

TOTAL COST OF FIXED CHARGES, COST PER ADA, CCST PER TEACHER,
ARD COST PER §1 .‘?‘sCﬁ{BGi PEGM‘?Ig IR FORTY TEXAS
INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19049«1950

- —— '
| Total ADA Cost Cost $1
Schools maz cost  ver teecher sc:hgg; ‘i;”;*gpem
Alpine $ 268 $0.3 $ 6.5 £0.001
nglaten 8’258 ?:%5 M&:g’:{ +00
Ballinger 3,701 ;»03 zlad? +00
Birdville 2, 2 *53 gt%l #006
Bishop 5,21k 7404 168,19 #009
A A
Cisco 35327 3436 7921 +006
Cleveland 4 030 g 66 «002
Coleman 3,767 2495 68449 +00%
Columbus 32 0.01 th& uOOO!*
Dalhart 20,410 15436 309. «007
Dayton 3* 15 2.23’ M +09 0005
l:{wkihsm 6;%32 g;& i3 tgg ’8(1)%
Flectra %:296 2,84 gé:ea 2005
Fabens 24310 270 279 ' »008
Pts Stockton 3;319 3*31 62063 ' «00
Cetesville 321, 77 18,66 .
Georgetown 1,324 1.3 30479 002
Ceorge West 2,941 3.89 89,12 011
Jim Hggg §,g§9 gﬂl ?7‘% ' '333
* » »

la Forte :’45 %ih" 30«%7 ‘ 006
Liberty ‘ ,59{) »7 “3.: é 9003
Marfa 4935 +71 1@2;38 +017
Muleshoe i,eéz 2:39 5 o 24 :003
Petactos 1% 39 25 2009

' : E ]
Pesrsall 21583 7475 183.83 <015
Perryton 13 2420 54,95 002
Pri1l1ps E:zu? 3,90 75479 2006
Quanah 21895’ +68 agg wggz
Rotan 1’623 240 L7, ’
Seymour 36 3l ?ZJ.I +O0%
Stamfor& ’2‘4‘9 2 & 093 ;00’#
Stephenville ;836 ‘ t}qlﬂ. ‘ 1.66 0005
Taits Nz n% s30d 003
k’.ﬁg_:z 5,07 1&;3% 2013
Maxinum ¢ §20,4410 815,36 §309.24 $0.,017
Arithmetic meant £ 3;%3 $ 3.11'3 $ 74.85 $0.007

Mindmm ¢ $ 12 & 0c,01 $_0.32 £0,0004



TABLE XIX

EXPENDITURES FOR CAPTTAL OUTLAY PER PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY
ATTENDAKCE, PFR TEACHUR, AND TOTALS WITH ASSESSED VALUATIONS
1§ SUPPORT OF EACH $1 OF CAPITAL OUTLAY IN FORTY
TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19491950

| Total ADA Capitsl Valuation per
capital capital mugge §1 capital
Schools outlay outlay tea cutlay
angleton mg%:é 2 zgig;‘g 299 % Wik
20,031 16, 3.8 294,62
- Birdville 112,) z _311&9{ 2043 69+27
- Bishop 160,21 216,21 2,16 106.11
Bra 11,310 9463 1.92 642,53
, 62,866 5ZQ7 12. g _ 100025
 Glevelend 191259 1600 RET 4 5129 '9%
Colemsn L e .98 1,049,09
" Columbus 166,42 188,48 h3,80 U b
" Dalhart :m:aa.g 814420 16,9% 131.'+g
~ Deyton 69;%% +86 UL 129455
' ekinson , 27’ 3 uls 020 563&53
. Edna 19,09"? 6;%9 gt 7 39 *
. Electra 7,?;3 6o 3 wli'a ,%2»
- Fabens , &g E&n& : g»a& ﬂggo
‘ Pt Stockton 3 8 00 ug 1 061?
' Gatesville 281,842 265%9 6y 2254
~ Georgetown 10,160 10,63 o2 560477
Ceorge Wost ; 169 83.82 &7, 20498
© Jim Ho 29%'%9 3 g' > g‘z’% 1'%8%3
la Forte gig 1 22,80 547 LA
mmw ’752 2‘4"63 5 ¢?5 )‘Gﬁ'é «09
Marfa 22436 " $459 266451
¥uleshoe 1?2,219 637 33.60 kz.gz
Odem 74127 ‘émgg ag6 ?5.36.
Palacios ’%3 1 * 2e i +08
Pearsell ‘9& 1}07 5 108 273 35&3 622.71
) 661 1’*'% * 1 6 .
Paillips %gigg% 3299 g..g ,382?35;
Rotan '520 | :Zg o2k 11,%38:%
Seymour 35,% %Oﬁagg zgm 23452
Stamford 303’ Al 461 31.60
Stephenville "‘3* * ‘&f 7451 124,19
?ﬁﬂa € ’gg 'zm 9* 1;.23 %95'»01
Vest Columbis zgézaes 277,43 i I
HMaximum s £290,169 £383.82 §87.93 £11,538.46
irithmetic mean: § 76,000 £ 77.63 £15.99 ¢ 89.11
Minlmums $ 520 g +62 £ I $ 201»98
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ranged from $520 to $290,169 with an average of §76,000.
Capital outlay expenditures in the districts studied ranged
from a low of sixty-two cents per pupll in eversge daily
attendance in Rotan to a high of £383.82 per pupll in Ceorge
west, The average expenditure for the group was §77.63.
Rotan with the lowest expenditure for capital ocutlsy had
the highest assessed valuation per $1 of capital outley.
The range in sssessed valustions supporting each 1 capital
outlay was from $20.98 in Ceorge West with the highest
expenditure for this purpose to $11,538.46 in Roten with
the lovwest expenditure, The sverage assessed valuations
in support of capital outlsy wes $89.11. Expenditures for
capitsl outlay per tescher In these districts ranged from
g1 to $8,793 with en average of £1,599.

Debt service in the selected districts, as shown
in Table XX, renged from & low of £1,800 in Rotan to a high
of 72,299 in FPhillips. The averzge expenditure for this
purpose was $29,130., There wss a wide range in debt serve
ice expenditures per pupil in everage dally attendance.
These expenditures renged from $2.15 to $117.24% per pupil
with an sverage of $£26.99. The aversge expenditure for
debt service was $552.33, but the range was from §50 to
£2,321.40 per teacher, Odem with the lowest asssessed valu~
ation and the least number of teachers spent the greatest

emount for deblt service per ALDA and per tescher,



TABLE XX °

EXPENDITURES FOR DEET SERVICE PER PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY
ATTENDANCE, PER TEACHER, PER §1 BCHOOL PROPERTY AND
TOTALS IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19491950

. 1 "
Ca31 06
m{tkinsm E%:éza %G.é& ..082 ggz. 86
Pdnae - 3 ,%g 294 Q% 644,01
Flectra o6l 25, . 520,42
Fabens 19, 90 22489 «039 &3052
Fte Stockton 3620 2‘*:{ +037 52
Gatesville anﬂﬁ 28, +136 6?9.6g
Ceorgetown 15,879 164,61 +028 , 369,1
Ceorge Weat 12,797 16.9 048 87.98
Hemlin TR 17:99 2032 R29476
Jim Hogg 11,&22 12,92 +05 3‘40.62
1a Forte - 204459 2029 +0 532.69
Liderty 23,517 23.01 +037 »50
Marfa Q’g’;z 13026 ;gé’% 2"" Q67
Muleshoe ég, ' 33#93 ™ gB 77
Pelactos 3*:;99 1'% "7 2’7%'1';2
Pearsall 231802 2305 051 626436
Ferryton 1"0;998 kﬁolﬂ n@u‘ 1,051;29
mil 1@3 Q’ 9 66*51 + 09 1’291100
Quanah 64586 15.33 #0338 368,57
Rotan 1' 00 29 5 QQOA" 5000(’
Seymour 24378 21.80 «030 527429
8tamford 26,31% 23412 »03% 2% 426
Stephenville g,ah 7o «025 5‘%%‘{
) g 4 - ‘gl*55 90 cggg zg 8.63
2056 M58,

2227 20
§117,2%  $0.268  §2,321,40
srithmetic means  $25,130 $ 26,99  $0.051  § 552.33

Minimum¢ £ 1,800 $§ 2.15 £0.00% $ 50.00
P ST = = = =

¥
H
11
i@
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Figures for total current expenditures and expende

itures for edministration, instruction, end supporting
services during 1949-1950 in the school districts studied,
as well as the percentages represented by these figures,
are given in Tables XXI end XXII. The average current
tudgetary expenditure was $205,131. Current budgets ranged
from a low of $96,252 4in Odem to a high of $303,350 in
Fnillips. Aversge expenditures in these districts for
edministration and instruction were $1%,87% and $148,369,
representing percentages of 7.4 and 72.5 respectively.

tn sn average, 20.1 per cent of all btudgets wes spent for
supporting services in these districts, Ixpenditures for
supporting services ranged from $16,531 to $82,926, repre-
senting a range from 9.3 to 37.2 per cent. Percentages of
instructional expenditures in these dlstricts renged from
553 to 82,6, with an everage of 72.5 per cent. The averege
expenditure for instruetion was $148,369,

Current expenditures per pupil in eversge deily
attendance in forty Texas school districts for the 194921950
school year are given in Table XXYII. These districts
spent an average of $20% per pupil in aversge daily attende
ance. These expenditures, however, ranged from a low of
$156 in Birdville with 1,368 pupils in average deily attende
ance to a high of §279 in Phillips with 1,087 purils in



TABLE XXI

TOTAL CURRENT BUDGETS AND EXPENDITURES FOR ADMINISTRATION,
INSTRUCTION, AND SUPPCRTING SERVICES IN FORTY
TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19%9=1950

R S A NN P A g 5 i L A A SN 35050 o A 585 A e Y

R e 1 G, Ao O TS koo L O Bt thonn

Current mmm«m Instruction S&u
- budgets | ervi

Ty

Bisho 1704743 2% 803 113,856 0
Trady 281, 17157 203,321 21: 1
Hr 161,945 13,756 156,908 21,2
Ciseo 181,522 1%*57 | 135, 32,
Colemen 252 3 3«5’ 198 ;2 39 '1
Columbus 146,98 10 110 26,084
£ 2wk B8 e
Dickinson %: ‘ ;0&* 1 9:2 55: 8
/ mm bm o e B
Electra ’ % 1 ,’.;gg 196,272 +730
Pabens 142,1 . 109, 937 + 789
AT
Georgatown 1%;?5? 13:35‘7 1%:07"2 31:327
West 149, L8 14,081 6
efa 't el g el P
la Forte Yoa5 51569 1050 f2,92
11 21928 16,569 153,1%0 P
Marfa 179,232 11; g 129,1 3 QEOO
Muleshoa 7, 3 ﬁ’h‘ 1 1&“"% 50,15&
Sotacios 180%435 et 1601303 §5’§z’;§
BOL0 ;
Poarsall 166,747 ﬁim mta'rg 25;551
‘ 2 : 13,68 155,438 806
Pa13spe i%?;%%? zé: 3 2155:822 Zgzs'?o
Quanah 924 1 k28 136,200 40,008
Roten lgz,z 2 8,689 60,868 35,67
S eymouy 22919 w,g?% 159,025 22032
Stamford %5, 5? 13, 3 16 ’125 0, 92
Stephenville 2&,% 12,330 198,8 32,21
Tall %05'323 1esh 1191305 38
i _ |
West Columdls 219, 5% 17,905 150,740 G155
Moxiumm » $303,350 £26,786 £213,862 $82,926
Aritrmetie meant $20%,131 $14,874 $14:8,369 §43,45%

Mindmum s § 964252 § 7,706 § 59,373 §16,531



TABLE XXIX

PERCENTAGES OF CURRENT EXPFNDITURES SPENT FOR ADMINISTRATION
INSTRUCTION, AND SUPPORTING SERVICES IN FORTY
TEXAS 'SCHCOL DISTRICTS, 1949~1950

ingleton 10.1 596 30 .g
Pallingey 6‘2 35;8 17+
Birdville Ge 1.7 177
Bishop 11,0 66,7 2243
Erady €. ga e 2147
Brenham 72 7 1l.1
Cisco gw 5 «6 17 qg
Clevelend 3 7go9 11.
Coleman 6.0 7845 15.5
Columbusg 721 T2 17.7
Dalhart 740 703 2247
Dayton 7l gg;? 17,0
Dickinson 9 ug 0 22 Qé
Edna Be 7648 17% .
Electra 502 76 »6 17« 5
Fabens gn : 77*& 1745
Pt Btockton o7 e 20,
Gatesville - 8.1 2.6 g . e
Ceorgetown 740 7646 16,
e Vest 10.0 €7 253
Hamlf 7.0 sl 1849
Jim Hogg 10,1 72.6 17.3
Ia Porte 10;3 553 3 a2
Libverty 7o 715 20,7
¥arfa 70 7547 173
Muleshoe _ '5¢Z . 69,1 25,3
Odem 12.1 61,7 2642
Palecios 7+1 7345 19.4
Pearsall 10.1 7247 17.2
Perryton 57 €k 8 2945
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TABLE XXIII |

CURRENT EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL IN AVERAGE DAILY 2 DANCE
IN PORTY IRDEPENDENT 8CHOOL DISTRICTS COF TEXAS, 19491950

e

-—

ADA Potal
Schools Administmtim Instruction 83%@2&:;3 exmg:ras
y ‘ 1 164
ﬁ%mam “gﬁg %"é %§:3§ >
Bs %“1:% . 14l ; 3 18
Bir 8;78 12 ggnzg 156
Rishop Egu‘ 15 R 230
Bra 1 '4‘;29 173 2¢19
él!‘i na 12.{; 3:37 90% %. 6
s 3

Cleveland §I 7 27 3801 15
Colemen 493 155 30.63 19

i * 166
z:mmm %szzé %?g ﬁg‘gg | 323
Piekinson ;26:%2 3188 216t 276
Edna 11.12 148 £5.85 192
Electra 12,69 16% 3g’ﬁ 21%
Fabens 9.00 128 28, 166
Fta. Stockton 17.88 19 §5,51 266
Gatesville ogg 1 5657 168
Georgetoun . 153 2077 200
Coorgs VWest 19,9 128 0406 196
Jim o i’%’% 355 go'??; igg
la Forte zg::%lv 1 g M 1
s A A S

a8 . »
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Palaclos 1 *gz i’;é g AT
Pearsall 18,76 1.65 18%

1%,08 160 2.8 o
et e wige 197 Z g: :fé
QW 5 )
Rotan Qe 3 3 31 P4 162
Seymour 931 W 48166 198
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= 43 8 52 =
Vest Columbis 18,50 156 52,22 22
Mexdoom ¢ §29.04% $107 £82,27 $279
Arittmetic mean: $15.19 147 §41 1 $20k

Mindeume $ 8,78 {109 15,57 $156




97
everege dally sttendence, The ratios of the ranges in total
expenditures and instructional expenditures were simllar;
while ranges in average daily ettendance expenditures for
administration and supporting services were considerably
wider. Aversge expenditures per pupil in aversge daily
ettendance for administration, instruetion, and supporting
services were $15,19, $1k7, and $43.60 respectively.

Table XXIV glves figures for current expenditures
per teacher in forty Texas school districts for the 1949«
1950 school yesr. Current expenditures in these districts
averaged §4,637 per teacher. These expenditures, however,
renged from a low of $3,741 in Fabens with thirty-eight
teachers to a high of $6,152 in Perryton with thirty-nine
teachers, The ratios of the ranges iIn total expenditures
end Instructional expenditures per teacher were similar,
Expenditures for supporting services per teacher in these
districts varied from $376 to $1,928. The aversge expendie
ture per teacher for supporting services was $1,049., The
averesge instructional expenditure per teecher in these dise
tricts was £3,261 with a range from $2,49% to $3,986.

Table XXV 1ists flgures for total assessed velus-
tions, original value of all school property, total current
budgets, and tax rates in forty Texas school districts for
1949-1950., The ratiocs of the ranges in value of all school



CURRENT EXPENDITURES PFR TEACHER IN
£CHOCL DISTRICTS COF TEXAS

TABLE XXXV

1963-19%

INDEPENDENT

Administration Instruction  Supporting Total

expenditures expenditures services expenditures
Schools per teacher per teacher vper teacher per teacher

in $aldy £3,001 Lo8

Apiaton 17 31088 1,507 3%:?13
Firdville 218 %: ] 4 :37%
Elshop €0 v ,sé 1,229 %’fgg
Prady gg i ’ 1,039 4776
Prenhem 2 34202 ’0*3% &,917
Cisco ga § 22 Zg s 322
Coleman 277 1 60° 712 by 5
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D bimson 5 g:éyv 1,206 g{aoe
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Fte Stockton 34640 1,050 é'ﬁ 8
Getesville §29 %g 39 i;'76 20
Georgetown 11 2397 29 byk36
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=t 2§ B i
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Stamford 2 3,223 6023 “'?523
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2 - T A
vest Columbla 381 33207 13076 "‘:
Haximm 1 $607 $34986 $1,928 £6,153
Arithpetic mean: §327 $3,261 $1,049 §4,637
Mindmom ¢ $2,499 $3,741
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POTAL ASSESS
CURRENT BUDCETS, AND TAX RATES IN FORTY TEXAS
SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19491950

TABLE XXV .
ED VALUATIONS, ORIGINAL VAIUE OF ALL SCHOOL PROPERTY,

Azsessed

Value of Current Tax
Sehools <3m1nat{g§§ prq?arty budget rates
Alpin $ 648004000 $249,64 $153,540  $1.50
&nple:an 11:53#:310 ggg:gcg 223:33 1.;0
"Ba oy ' 1’ 2 ’2;% 2 71 1050
Pird @ 74765, 383, 213,252 1.10
Fishop 17,6%,0@‘3 593,? b | ’ 3 I 5'
mm $267,630 96, 1,800 145
Br 9%&&1Z33 23y 191,945 1425
Cleverand SItet  DW'Bes 10l 1%
&V y ‘ .
Coleman gﬁ?:m f:237300 esa‘:eég 1.50
Columbus 39% 460 29%,000 146,98 1,00
ot ;706;’7%{ 3305345 276};93 105
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o » '
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Quansh 10034509 204500 00,125 1,50
Rotan 6,000,000 L145.000 13 ,:ega 1.00
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5@3911@&%11@ 9,“13,2 7(3;185 2“"9{, ) 1.2
Tuids ReE N X 1%
" { »
Vest Columbla 933004000 382,950 2193399  1.50
Vaximums $18,630,000 - §933,175 §303,350  £1.%0
irithmetic meens  § 8,19%,740 §492,450 £205,319  $1.33
Minfmums $ 5,000,000 g1, %00 § 964252  £1.00
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property end total sssessed valuations were similer.

Current expendltures evolved a slightly smasller vari#tion.
Tax rates ranged from $1 in three districts to the maximum
iegal rate of §1.50 in sixteen districts, 4s may be seen
from this table, only four districts among the ten having
the greatest sssessed weaslth levied the maximum legal tex
rate. Less than half the distriets studled levied the
maximum rate. The aversge tex rete wes §1.33. Totsl vslue
of &ll property owned by the forty distriets studied
amounted to $19,698,19%, The range in property value was
from $214,400 to $933,175, with en average of §492,450.

Table XIVI lists figures for essessed valuations
in support of eech tescher, esch §1 bonded debt, §1 current
expense, snd £1 original value of ell school preperty in
forty Texas school districts for 19%49-1950. The aversge
sssessed valuation in support of esch teacher in these
districets was $196,291. There wss & much greater range in
essessed valuations in support of esch teacher than in totsl
essessed valuations,

The ratic of the range in current expenditures in
the distriets studied was only slightly lerger then that
for totsl asssessed wealth, Assessed valustions in support
of esch §1 of current expenditure ranged from $21.88 to
$99.80, with an eversge of $%2.87 in the districts studled,



TABLE XXVI

ASSESSED VALUATIONS IN SUPPORT CF BACH TEACHER, $1 EONDED DET,
1 CURRENT EXPENSE, AND $1 CRIGINAL VALUE OF SCHOOL
PROPERTY IN FORTY TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1949+1950

o
o

Assessed  Assessed Assessed Assessed
valuation valuation wvaluation valuetion
per per ¥l per §1 cur-  per {1 value
Schools _____ _ ‘teacher —bonded debt rent expense _ of property
A T 165,853 § 23,53 31 $27.24
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Raeme Al M@ 2% Ry
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1iberty 262,550 %}.ﬁ 52468 18,
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lgtdalosm %%g;ggg lgt 2 8. ? 1?033
51 ] ‘ ™ .

Palscios 154,761 126065 §&.¥e 15,5
Pearsall 160,718 2577 36,63 13.0

on LYoe 692 81 7746 21,24
mics g B Eel B
Rotan :,221666 17,95 ‘%ﬁigz 13:88
Seymour 175,667 . gﬁo éd?
Stamford 12 ’327 19&9" 1&25 026
ftephenville 93,315 lgogg 21.8 1%,.62
Toita 37078 0l R 2.9
Vost Columbla  197°63 _ A fanie3 2,29
HMaximmome %M,B&? : m&aﬁﬁ @99030 Mnn
Arithmetic meant §197,938 $ 37.86 42,87 $19426
Minimuom s $ 93,315 $ 13,20 $21.88 $ 8.36
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The ratio of the range in original value of school property |
in the dlstriets studied was much greater than thst for
total assessed valustions. Assessed valustions in support
of each §1 value of sll school property aversged $19.26.
The everasge sssessed valuastion in support of each §1 debdt
vas £37.86, but the range was quite wide.

Teble XXVII gives figures for income by sources of
forty Texas school districts for 1949-1950. The everage
income from local sources in these distriets was £87,519,
The average income from stste sources was $129,252 end from
federal sources {7,577+ Income from local sources ranged
from 17 to 68 per cent. The districts studied recelved
an sverage of 39 per cent of thelr income from loecsl
sources. Income from federal sources in these distrilets
renged from a low of 10 cents in Marfa to £70,197 in

Coleman.
CHAPTER SUMMARY

Expenditures of the forty school districts covered
by this study have been snalyzed sccording to the various
budgetary 1tems comprising support;ng services. Fxpendi-
tures for operation, meintensnce, capitel outlay, debt
service, and transportetion have been presented as totals

end in terms of the number of pupils in sverage daily



TABLE XXVIY

TOTAL REVENUE RECEIVED FROM LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL SOURCES
WITH THE PERCENTAGES RECEIVED LOCALLY IN FCRTY

TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 19491950

Alpa $ 95,000 $ 58,100 6,000 60
ingleton 133273,;5 1 7:&2 \ ;im 56%
Birdville 62,%5 ‘ 171,%&’* ) 5,300 26
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Seymour %ggﬁw , 160*0%9 64769 30
Stemford 2,452 150,51 2,712 29
Stevhenville 43,171 acl,gg 74555 %;
* A

Taft 113,903 35 ]
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sttendance, number of teachers employed, and other signife
icent units. In addition, expenditures for public utili.
ties snd health services, as well g8 certein sources of
revenue, have been treated.

Certein statistlieal relations Qere found to exist
between ADA sssessed valuations snd ADA expenditures for
supporting services. A renk difference correlation of .54
vas found to exist between ADA assessed valuations and ADA
expenditures for supporting services. A correlation of .56
was found between ADA sssessed valuations and ADA totsl
expenditures, From these figures gnd others previously
presented, it mey be seen that s higher correlation existed
between ADA sssessed valuations gnd ADA expenditures for
sdministration and total educatiocnal services than any
other budgetary function.

Ko significant correlation was found between
assessed valuations snd local tex rates. less than half
the distriets studied levied the meximum legal tsx rate,
(nly four districts among the ten having the greatest
sssessed wealth levied the meximum legel tax rate. Tax
rates taken by themselves do not present a complete picture
of locsl effort, but they sre an indicetion of local fiscal
attitudes, Only six of the districts having the lowest
assessed valuations levied the maximum legal rete., There
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apresred to be & tendency smong the districts studied to
levy only that part of the legal rate levied in the past
or vitally needed for operation. More services could bde
p&ovided with ineressed local vigor.

| Expenditures for operstion per $1 school buildings
aversged thirty~eight mills. Expenditures for publie
utilities and meintensnce aversged twelve mills per $1
original cost of school buildings. Expenditures for
operation sveraged £12.70 per ADA and $277 per teacher.
Balaries of oprerational personnel sccounted for sn average
of fifty«five per cent of sll expenditures for plant opera=
tion, Expenditures for maintensnce averaged £5.58 per ADA
end $125.,10 per teacher,

Trensportation expenditures per pupll transported
everaged %344, or an average of spproximately §3 per
pupil more than was allowed by the state. The range in
trensportation expenditures from £13.92 to $£80.32 per pupil
13 en indication of the varistions in conditions sffecting
these costs. Transportetion budgeis sccounted for gn avere
age of 4.3% per cent of the current budgets of sll districts
operating transportation services. The original cost of
busses per pupil trensported averaged $59.80. The cost of
operation per §1 original investment aversged sixty-nine

cents, btut expenditures per distriet ranged from & low of
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thirty~one cents to & high of £2,56. The average cost per

trensportation mile was eighteen cents, but expenditures

of some distriets were as much as four times those of others,
Total cost of operstion per bus sveraged §1,788, btut expend-
itures in a number of districts were more than double those
in others.

Capital outlay costs aversged $77.63 per ADA end
§1,599 per teacher. Assessed valuations in support of
each §1 of expenditure for capital outlay averaged $89.11,
but the range was from $20.98 to £11,538,46,

The average current budgetery expenditure for supe
porting services was §3,49%, which represented 20.1 per
cent of the average current budget,

Total expenditures per ADA for esdministration,
instruction, end supporting services in the districts
studied averaged $15.19, §147, and $43.60 respectively.

The districts studied spent an average of $204% per pupil
in ADA for current expenditures.

Total expenditures per teacher for administration,
instruction, and supporting services in the distriets
studied averaged £327, §3,261, end 1,049 respectively.
These districts 3péht en aversge of §4,637 per teacher for
current expenditures.

Average assessed valustions in support of each
teacher and each pupil in ADA were $197,938 and $6,215,
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There was an average of $37.86 in sssessed valua=-
tions in support of each $1 of bonded debt in the districts
studied.
| issessed valuations in support of esch £1 current
expenditure sversged §42.87., Assessed valustions in sup=
port of easch §1 originsl value of all school property
averaged $19,26,

The loeal distriets provided from seventeen to
sixty~eight per cent of thelr total support. £4n average
of thirty-nine cents out of each £l of current revenue wass
provided by the local distriets, the remainder being drswn

from state and national sources.



CHAPTER V
EUMMARY ARD CORCLUSIONS

School finsnces of forty Texas independent school
distriets have been eonsidered in this study from the
sngles of administration, instruetion, and supporting
services.

Administrative expenditures were studied from the
following points of viewt totel assessed valuations, cure
rent budgets, total sdministrative expenditures, adminis-
trative expenditures per pupil in aversge deally attendance,
administrative expenditures per tescher, snd the per cent
of current budgets spent for administration.

Instructional expenditures were studled from these
points of view: total instruetionsl expenditures and thelr
relation to sssessed valuations end current budgets, the
per cent of sach current budget spent for instruetional
sorvices, the per cent of instructional expenditures spent
for salarles, instruetlonal expenditures per pupll in aver~
age dally attendence, teacher salaries per pupil in average
deily sttendance, instructional expenditures per teacher,
nunber of scholasstics per teacher, number of pupils enrolled
per teacher, number of puplls in average dally sttendance
per teacher, sssessed valuations supporting each teacher,
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supervision expenditures per pupll in sverage dally
attendance, and supervision expenditures per teacher.

‘Expenditures for supporting services were studied
under the follawing items: operation of plant, meintensnce,
transportation, fixed cherges, capital outlay, end debt
service, |

Assessed valuations supporting esch $1 bonded dedt,
esch §1 current budget, each pupil in everege dailly
attendance, end esch teacher, were snslyzed. The rele=-
tionship between essessed velustions snd local tax rates
ves also studieds

Current Iudgetary expenditures in the forty Texss
school districts studied have been gnalyzed, snd the rela-
tion between aessessed valuations, unit costs, and loecal
tax rates shown. Certain statistlieal relationships were
found to exist between gssessed valuations per pupil in
average dally attendance end unit costs. The renk-differe
ence correlation coefficlents between assessed valuations
per pupil in everasge dailly sttendgnce and budgetary
expendliture per pupil were determined,

Twenty-seven tables were made from the dats obtained
in this study. These tadbles and discussions present the
following findings:

1. The average eurrent budget for the forty school
districts studled was $205,131, snd the aversge expenditure
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for the administrative funetion was §14,87%, Expenditures
for sdministrative services increased over the two-year
period covered by this study from £12,36 to &15.19 per ADA,
and from $292.15 to $327 per teacher, Administrative
akpenﬁitnras sveraged 7.4 per eent of current tudgets and
exceeded state~wide mdministrative expenditures per ADA

by $4.68 in 19%9-1950,

2+ There was g relatively high correlation coef-
ficient of ,68 between ADA sssessed valuations and ADA
sdministrative expenditures, There was & coefficient of
+50 between assessed valuations snd total edministrative
costs and a coefficient of .32 between ADA assessed valuaw
tions snd sdministrative costs.

3+« The aversge instructionsl Imdget for the forty
distriets was $148,369, representing 72.5 per cent of total
current budgets. The aversge instructional expenditure
per teacher was $3,261 and per ADA, $147, Instructional
expenditures for colored pupils were higher than those
for vhites, There was & range of $109 to £198 in ADA
instruetionsl expenditures for white pupils,

4, The average expenditure for instructional
saleries in the districts studied was $135,527 end rerre-
sented 91.9 per cent of all instruetionel costs, The
eversge instructional salsry per ADA was $135. The everage
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scholestic populstion per teacher was 29,6, and pupils in
ADA averaged twenty-two per teacher.

5. Eight of the forty districts studled employed
épa¢1al‘supervisors st en average axpenditurs'per ADA of
$3.67, and £76.,48 per teacher.

6. Aversge current budgets incressed 28 per cent
over the twoeyear pericd, while aversge instructional
expenditures per ADA increassed only 23.5 per cent and
tescher ssleries, 18 per cent.

7« There wes a rank-difference coefficient of core
relation of .33 between ADA pisessed valuations gnd ADA
instructionsl ekp@ndituras. There was & coefflcient of
»25 between total sssessed veluations and total instruce
tionsl expenditures, tut a negative correlation between
ADA essessed valustions andlinstructinnal expenditures,

8. The sverage current mdgetary expenditure for
supporting servieces in the distriets studled was $43,%404,
This figure represented 20,1 per cent of thé sverage of
all current budgets. There vas a correlstion éoeffieiant
of .5% between ADA sssessed valustions end ADA expendi-
tures for supporting services in these districts. There
was 8 correlation coefficlent of +50 between totsl sssessed
valustions and total expenditures for supperting services,
end a coefficient of ,26 between ADA gssessed vsluations
and the same expenditures.



112
9., Operationsl costs avereged $12.70 per pupil in
average dsily sttendence, snd $277 per teacher, in the dise
triets studied. An sverage of 55‘p®r cont of ell expendie
tures for plant operstion went for salaries.,
| 10. Msintenance costs wvere, in most of the districts
studie&, lower then those for operation. Msintenance costs
averaged $5.58 per pupll in sverage deily sttendsnce and
£125.,10 per teacher.
11+ Transportetion expenditures in the districts
studied averaged $3%.4% per pupil trensported. These
expenditnras ranged from & low of £13.92 to a high of
%80.32 per pupil transported, The original cost of busses
per pupil transported averaged $59.80, snd the cost of
operation in 194941950 was sixty-nine cents per $1 of
original investment. The avéraga cost per trensportation
mile in these districts wes eighteen cents, but expendi~
tures of some districts were as much as four times those
of others, Total apnual cost of operation per bus averaged
£1,788, but expenditures in & mmber of districts were more
than double those in others. Totsl transportation costs
exceeded by 9.8 per cent total trensportation esrnings
during 19%9-1950 1n the districts studied,
12, Capitsl outley costs in the school districts
studled averaged £77.63 per pupil in averasge daily
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sttendence and §1,599 per teacher., Valustions in support
of esch §1 of capitel outlsy expenditure averaged $£389,11,
but the renge wss from $20.98 to $11,538.46.
| 13, Average sssessed valustions in support of each
teacher snd esch pupil in sversge daily attendance in the
distriets studied were $197,938 snd $4,166 respectively,
There wes gn eversge of §37.86 in sssessed valustions in
support of each £1 of bonded debt, and §42.87 in support
of esch §1 current expenditure. The districts studied had
en sverage of $19.26 4n masesaad.valnatians in support of
each §1 original cost of all school property.

ik, No significant correlation was found between
sssessed velustions snd local tax rates in the districts
studled. less then one~-half of these districts levied
the meximum legal rate.

15. In the school distriets studied, from seventeen
to sixty-eight per cent of total costs were provided by
local taxation. 4n aversge of thirty-nine cents out of
esch £1 of current revenue was provided by the local dis-
triet, the remsinder being drawn from staete and netionsl
sources,

ks sn outcome of the findings of this study, the
writer arrived st the following conclusions:

1. There was s genersl increase in finsnclal supe
port during 19491950 in the scheool distriets studied,
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The exaet smount of inerease resulting from the rising

spiral of school costs and that attributable to the inaugu-
ration of the Foundation S8chool Program Act cannot acoue
r&taly be determined.

| 2+ Lverage dally sttendsnee expenditures for admine
istration, instruction, end supporting services were more
closely related to ADA assessed valuations than to total
assessed valuations.

3. In 2]l instances eorrelations were higher between

ADA pssessed valustions snd unit expenditures per ADA then
between elther ADA assessed veluations and total unit
expenditures or totsl assessed valuetions snd unit expende
itures, Administrative expenditures end those for sup-
porting services more ¢losely peralleled assessed vsluations
than d1d instructional expenditures. The relatively low
correlation between assessed valuations and instructional
expenditures indicates s need for a re-evaluation of the
edequacy of all servieas.pravidad.

4, Improved and more wniform sccounting practices
would tend to bring ebout records vhich could be more
easily analyzed and compared since educstional expenditures
are comperable only when they are based on uniform gnd
readily understendable sccounting procedures,

5« A more detsiled budget form could lesd to improved
gcecounting practices by specifically calling for informstion
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necessary for a more complete understanding of the rhilos=
ophies and practices MwMug eduestional expenditures.
For example, sll expenditures of @ school distriet should

be 1isted on the regular tudget forms At the present time
detalled awmimﬁa for taa«hw saleries sre listed only
on the summtmdmtm mmmal report, and totals of these
ozmdzmea do not always egreo with figures listed on the
regular budget form.

6« For sll distriets studled es a vhole, total
transportation costs exceeded total earnings during 1949=-
1950,. but aaminga :!.n some districts were consideradbly
grester than wtual msta' These facts indieate that »
mnere sdaptable and thoroughly adequate trensportation
progren 1s needed st the state level.

7» Averege percentages of current tudgets spent
for the various school services, in the distriets studied,
were not significantly different from published figures
of other studles, dut expenditure verlations smong the
districts give evidence of the meny factors affecting such
expenditures and their results on educational offerings
under different cireumstances.

8. issessed velustions in meny school districts are
low due to low rates of assessment and s natursl apathy on
the part of the general publie, Low tax rates levied by the
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majority of districts studlied, in sddition to lov assesge

mentsy indicete that many school distriets sre not taking
full adventage of thelr pbtmtialit&as to incresse educaw
tionsl ar:ermgsg

| 9« The study of school finsnce in Texas 1s hempered
by the lack of available information., MNot enough informse
tion s eollected from the locel distriets snd therefore
is not evailable for yesesrch purposes. The collection of
more complete data based on wniform secounting procedures
eould make possible the distribution of research reporte
by the Central Education Agency which would permit a much
elearor pieture of school finances within the statee
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