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Chapter X . 

X HfRODU'GIIOU • 

SohodL support is and has always been one of the 

factors of extreme importance before school authorities* Xt 

is becoming even more important and more of a knotty problem 

as time goes on. School costs have been mounting, not only 

because of the increased cost of materials and personnel, 

but also because so much that is new is being added to the 

school plant. Each innovation which is inaugurated calls 

for an additional outlay until today many are questioning 

the possibility of making greater expenditures. Many im

portant questions arise regarding school support, and on© of 

these is in regard to the distribution of the burden of tax

ation among the different classes. At the present time vfoen 

there is so great a clamor for the reduction of taxes as 

well as the reduction of the cost of living in general, it 

is extremely important that school authorities should know 

definitely the facts regarding distribution of taxes, in 

order to tell itiere additional expenditures can be made with

out undue burden to the taxpayer, and where they cannot. 
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mixing the winter months of the year 1921-1922 

the legislature of the State of Kansas caused a commission 

to he appointed which should madfe recommendations regarding 

the formulation of a school code for the State* Shis ap

pointed body was to "be known as the "State School Code Com

missi on*n In order to get reliable data on the various 

questions which must be decided by the commissions several 

of the prominent educators of the State were called upon to 

gather and prepare such data as would be required. Naturally, 

one of the questions to be raised was concerning taxation, 

and Dr. Raymond A. Kent, Dean of the School of Education of 

Kansas University, was assigned the task of gathering data 

about the present condition of taxation throughout the State. 

The data for this study were gathered by the writer 

in December, 1921, and worked up and turned over to Dr. Kent 

for his report in the early part of January, 1922. Along 

with other data gathered from other sources on different 

questions, this material was presented to the Commission 

by a special committee of which Dr. P. J. Kelly, Dean of 

Administration of Kansas University, was chairman. Up to 

the time of the publication of tMs thesis, no report has 

yet been made to the Legislature by the Commission. 

Daring the compilation of the data, a very im

portant question which suggested itself to the writer as 

possibly being answered by this study was something as to 
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how the city and the rural districts of Kansas compare is 

to school taxation* Almost every day this question is 

indirectly raised in one's mind as he peruses his evening 

paper, and notices concerning a taxpayers' league organ

ized here, a meeting of taxpayers there, a discussion re

garding taxes at an organization meeting somewhere else, 

and most of the dissatisfaction apparently coming from the 

farming class* 

Since school taxes run from ah out thirty to forty 

percent of the total tax for cities, and probably a similar 

percentage for rural communities, any additional outlay for 

schools must be carefully justified before it is made. It 

is extremely difficult to get a rural community to increase 

its school budget in order to increase the efficiency of 

its schools because the constituency demands a reduction 

rather than an increase in its tax levy. 

Hence, we wish here to make a study of conditions 

of taxation as they are at the present time. We wish to 

answer the question as to how rural and city districts 

actually do compare as to the support of schools. The 

comparison shall be drawn upon three major points; viz., 

(1) how much money is actually paid to put each pupil 

through a year of school, (2) what is the ability of the 

district to pay for its schools, and (3) what effort is 
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being put forth by the district to pay for its schools. 

Out treatment of this question is simply to find, out con

ditions as they actually exist at the present time in the 

State of Eansas. Recommendations as to how they may be 

improved can possibly be treated at some future time, but 

they would call in so many other considerations that they 

cannot be treated adequately here, so no attempt will be 

made to bring in that phase of the question. 

Some clarification and definition of terms should 

be made here in order that no question be raised later be

cause of a misunderstanding of what is meant. Ihe first 

point should be clear enough. Ehe second,—What is the 

ability of the district to pay for schools,—may lead to 

some questions. In this study the term "ability to pay" 

is to be used to indicate only the amount of taxable pro

perty that the district possesses, against whioh it may make 

a levy to "bring in school revenue. Ihis taxable property 

may or may not represent the entire wealth of the community, 

but it does represent the wealth that may be made to work 

for the schools and is, therefore, the factor which we are 

interested in at this time. She third point,—what effort 

is "being put forth,—will be a consideration of the tax levy. 

A district Wkioh has a high levy is, of course, putting 

forth greater effort to support its schools than one with 
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a lower levy, regardless of whether, "because of different 

valuation, it raises more or less money. 

THE MPA. 

Phe data for this study were obtained in part 

from the annual reports of the County Superintendents to 

the State Superintendent of Public Instruction for the 

fiscal year ending June 30th, 1921, and in part from the 

reports of the Superintendents of the first and second 

class cities of the state for the same period, Phese re

ports are on file in the office of the State Superinten

dent at Popeica. All data gathered for the rural districts 

and the third class city districts came from the County 

Superintendents' reports, as do most of the data for the 

first and second class city districts, the remainder for 

the latter two districts being gathered from the city super

intendents' reports. Some material concerning tax levies 

were obtained in the office of the State Pax Commission. 

It is evident, therefore, that the data are on 

the whole, as accurate as any that can be gathered. Phe 

unsatisfactory questionnaire method has not been resorted 

to at all. Of course, errors in individual reports may . 

creep in now and then, but as the final results upon which 

conclusions are based represent the entire group of reports, 

these small scattering errors will make little difference. 
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SHE METHOD. 

She method of procedure is entirely statistical. 

Eor each factor that is to he investigated, a frequency 

distribution is made and the median and range of the mid

dle fifty percent calculated, in order to show the oentral 

tendency and sane thing as to the variability. 

As this study is to he a comparison of certain 

factors with certain other similar factors, there must he 

some uniform hasis or unit upon which to make all calcu

lations, and therefore we will employ as a, unit the "Aver

age Daily Attendance". Shis unit is generally accepted 

as being the best that is generally available, although 

it cannot be said to be perfect. 

Data were available at the time of compilation 

for 93 out of the 105 counties in Kansas. An effort was 

made to have each county represented, but the following 

had to be omitted because reports had not been received; 

in "the southwestern part of the state, Morton, Grant, Gray, 

and Meade; in the northwestern part, Decatur; in the cen

tral part, McPherson and Marion; in the northeastern part, 

Geary, Shawnee, Hemsha, and Wyandotte; and in the south

eastern part, Crawford. She list included id, however, 

scattered evenly over the state, so there is no section 

that is not well represented. 
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In Kansas there are 7624 rural school districts. 

Of course it would not be practicable nor would it be nec

essary to gather data for all. So in order to secure re

presentation from each and every part of the state and to 

be sure that a random sampling was made, those districts 

in each county which bore the numbers one, fifteen, and any 

multiple of fifteen were taken, and complete data gathered. 

If the district designated was not available for one reason 

or another the first available number following this one 
% 

was taken. Consequently, about 600 representative rural 

districts are included in the tabulations. 

Ihere are 996 third class cities in Kansas, of ? 

which number, one out of each county was taken, making a 

total of 95 third class citiesabout one out of every 

ten in the state. Shis one oity in each county was picked 

at random, care being taken that complete data were given 

end that it supported a high school. 

!Dhere lire 77 second class cities in Kansas. An v 

attempt was made to get data for all these, but the records 

were complete for only 74, and out of this 74 some were found 

in which data were missing here and there. 

Ebere are eleven first class cities in Kansas, * 

data being available for all these except Leavenworth. An 

effort was made to get this, but it was unavailing'', and so 

it is omitted from practically all the tables. Kansas Oity, 
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Kansas, was also missing at the time of gathering material , 

hut the record for it was obtained later. 

Summing up, then, this study includes 600 rural 

districts, 93 third class cities, 74 second class cities, 

and ten first class cities. Every part of the state is 

wriLl represented so that tabulations made and results ob

tained are general and representative of the entire state, 

and should be accurate. In each group, the number of oases 

is great enough that the median should be a good measure of 

the central tendency, with the possible exception of the 

first class city group. With only ten oases represented, 

the median would not be so accurate a measure of the cen

tral tendency as where fifty or more oases are represented, 

therefore, though tabulations for first class cities are 

given at all times, it must be remembered that these medians 

'are not so dependable as those for the second and third 

class cities and the rural group. 
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Chapter II. 

TEE XNVESIIGAEEOIT. 

In order to bring clearly before the reader's 

Blind what is being sought, the question, here briefly 

restated, is to determine how the city and the rural 

sohool districts of the State of Kansas compare as to 

first, money aotually paid for schools, second, ability 

to pay for schools and third, the effort being made to 

pay for schools. 

AYERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE. 

In making a comparison we must first choose 

some common unit, and as the unit here selected is the 

average daily attendance, it is desirable to know some

thing about this factor in each group under consideration. 

The following tables show the total average daily atten

dance, the attendance in high school, and the attendance 

in the grades in each of the four - groups which we shall 

consider throughout the discussion,— viz., first class, 

second class, and third class cities, and rural districts. 

fables I to IY show the total attendance, Y to 

YII high school attendance, and YEII to XE the elementary. 



Cable I• 

Cotal Average Daily Attendance in 

Eleven First Class Cities. 

No. of Pupils No. of Cities. 

1704 1 
2067 1 

-2478 1 
2613 1 
2650 1 

-2751 1 
3342 1 
4237 1 

-7200 1. 
11534 1 
14145 1 

Median 2751. 
First quartile 2478. 
fhird quartile 7200. 



Total Average Bally Attendance in Seventy 

Table IX• 

Second Class Cities. 

Ho. of Pupils Ho. of Cities. 

200 to 299 1 
300 " 399 7 
400 " 499 4 
500 " 599 15 
600 7 699 7 
700 "* 799- 6 * 
800 » 899 -6 
900 7 999 4 

1000 7 1099 3 
1100 " 1199 1 
1200 7 1299 2 
1300 " 1399 1 
1400 " 1499 0 
1500 7 1599 1 
1600 7 1699 2 
1700 " 1799 1 
1800 "1899 1 
1900 7 1999 2 
2000 7 2099 4 
2100 ? 2199 1 
2300 7 2399 1 

Median - 717. 
Pirst quartile - 437. 
Third, guartile - 1083. 

* Indicates the median interval. 
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Sable III* 

Total Average Daily Attendance in Ninety-

three Third Class Cities. 

No* of Pupils No* of Cities. 

0 to 24 1 
25 " 49 1 
50 B 74 13 
75 »  9 9  10 

100 n 124 14 
1E5 7 149 10 
150 " 174 12 
175 " 199 9 
200 n 224 7 
225 ? 249 4 
250 M 274 2 
275 w 299 2 
300 n 324 2 
325 " 349 5 
350 n 375 1 

Median - 144. 
First quartile - 96* 
Third quartile - 199. 

* Indicates the median interval* 

• 9 
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Table IV. 

Total Average Daily Attendance in 

602 Bural Districts. 

Bo. of Pupils ho. of Districts. 

1 or 2 6 
3 n 4 24 
5 ? 6 37 
7 " 8 64 
9 " 10 74 

11 w 12 89 
13 " 14 63 
15 n 16 67 
17 n 18 57 
19 " 20 35 
21 " 22 32 
23 " 24 16 
25 n 26 13 
27 n 28 7 
29 * 30 5 
31 ? 32 4 
33 w S4 3 
35 n 36 2 

Median - 13. 
Pirst quartile - 10. 
Third quartile - 18. 

* Indicates the median interval. 



Table V. 

Average Daily Attendance in High School 

in Eleven First Glass Cities. 

Ho. of Pupils Ho. of Cities. 

381 1 
387 1 
412 1 
446 1 
493 1 
521 1 * 
599 1 
612 1 

1326 ~ 1 
1634 1 
1913 1 

Median - 521. 
First quartile - 412. 
Third quartile - 1326. 

* Indicates the median interval. 



Sable 71 * 

Average Daily Attendance in High. School 

in 66 Second Class Cities* 

3Jo. of Pupils Ho* of Cities. 

0 to 49 1 
50 it 99 2 

100 u 149 14 
150 it 199 18 
200 it 249 12 
250 it 299 4 
300 it 349 5 
350 n 399 3 
400 w 449 1 
450 i? 499 2 
500 it 549 1 
550 it 599 1 
600 ,f 649 0 
650 it 699 1 
700 IS 749 0 
750 ft 799 1 

Median - 194. 
Pirst quartile - 148. 
Shird quartile - 281. 

* Indicates the median interval. 



Table VII. 

Average Daily Attendance in High School 

in 87 Ihird Glass Cities. 

Ho. of Pupils Ho. of Oities. 

0 tc i 9 4 
10 w 19 14 
20 t» 29 9 
30 tt 39 13 
40 »t 49 8 
50 it 59 8 
60 it 69 7 
70 n 79 7 
80 n 89 8 
90 tt 99 5 

100 tt 109 1 
110 it 119 1 
120 it 129 0 
130 tt 139 1 
140 it 149 1 

Median - 43. 
Pirst goartile - 23. 
Ihird quartile - 77. 

* Indicates the median interval. 



lable VIII. 

Average Daily Attendance in Elementary 

Schools in 11 First ClaBS Cities. 

Ho. of Pupils Ho. of Cities. 

1317 1 
1617 1 
1957 1 
2139 1 
2157 1 • 
2201 1* 
2743 1 
3856 1 
5874 1 
9621 1 

12511 1 

Median - 2201. 
First qnartile - 1957. 
Ehird guar tile - 5874. 

* Indicates the median interval. 



Tahl© IX. 

Average Daily Attendance in Elementary 

Schools in 70 Second Class Cities. 

ffo. of Pupils $ro. of Cities. 

100 to 199 1 
200 n 299 9 
300 it 399 13 
400 ft 499 11 
500 w 599 5 * 
600 it 699 6 
700 >i 799 9 
800 it 899 1 
900 tt 999 1 

1000 ft 1099 1 
1100 it 1199 2 
1200 it 1299 0 
1300 it 1399 3 
1400 it 1499 2 
1500 n 1599 1 
1600 tt 1699 2 
1700 tt 1799 0 
1800 tt 1899 2 
1900 it 1999 1 

Median - jJ6o. 
First guar tile - 378. 
Phird guartile - 873. 

* Indicates the median interval. 



Cable X. 

Average Daily Attendance in KLamentary 

Schools in 92 Ihird Class Cities. 

No. of Pupils. No. of Cities 

0 to 14 1 
15 n 29 0 
30 it 44 7 
45 it 59 11 
60 n 74 9 
75 it 89 9. 
90 n 104 11 

-105 it 119 12 
120 it 134 8 
135 it 149 6 
150 it 164 6 
165 it 179 3 
180 it 194 4 
240 n 254 1 
255 it 269 3 
300 it 314 1 

Median - 102. 
Hirst quart!le - 67. 
Ehird quart lie - 137. 

* Indicates the median interval. 

Tahle XI is the duplicate of lahle IY (q.v.) 
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The medians and the range of the middle fifty 

percent (or the quartiles) are given in Table XII for 

total attendance. Medians and quartiles for high school 

attendance are given in Table XIII • and for elementary 

schools in Table XIV. 

Table XII. 

Total Average Daily Attendance. 

Range of Middle 
Class Median Fifty Percent. 

1 2751 2478 to 7200 
2 717 437 to 1083 
3 144 96 to 199 
a 13 10 to 18 

Table XIII. 

Average Daily Attendance in 
High Schools. 

Jlass Median Range of Middle 
Fifty Percent. 

1 521 412 to 1326 
2 194 148 to 281 
3 43 23 to 77 

Table XIV. 

Average Daily Attendance in the Grades. 

Range of Middle 
Class Median Fifty Percent. 

1 2201 1957 to 5874 
2 520 378 to 783 
3 102 67 to 137 
R 13 10 to 18 
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Table HI in a summary of Tables I to IV, Table 

XIII a summary of Tables V to VII, and Table XIV a sum

mary of Tables VIII to XI. It is interesting to note in 

this connection tbat in first class cities the median at

tendance in high school is about nineteen percent (19$) 

of the median total attendance, in second class cities 

about twenty-seven percent (27$), and in third class cities 

about thirty percent (30$). It is apparent that the smaller 

the city, the larger the percent of the total attendance in 

high school. 

SCHOOL EXPMSE. 

In our study of school expenditures, we have en

deavored to gather sufficient data to give a fairly detailed 

account of schools as they stood for the year ending June 

30th, 1921. Tables will be presented showing total current 

expense, cost of teaching and supervision, and the percent 

that the teaching and supervision cost is of the total ex

pense. It would have been possible, of course, to ma&e the 

comparisons between the city and rural districts by using 

total expense by itself, but since data were available on 

teaching and supervision cost, and since the ratio between 

this and total expense would probably be as valuable to ad

ministrators in the state as any other one item in this 

study, the three sets of tables are presented herewith. 
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(Tables XV to XVIII immediately following give 

the distribution of total school expense per average daily 

attendant for the four groups* (These tables do not sepa

rate high school and elementary school expenses, as we 

are interested in the total burden* They present the year

ly cost per pupil without regard to the length of term, 

whether seven, eight, or nine months. 

Table XV* 

Total Current Expenses per Pupil in Average 
Daily Attendance in all schools in 

10 First Class Cities for one 
Year. 

Cost per Pupil Ho* of Cities 

$55.00 
< 5r;vo 

i 
l 
i 
i 

66.10 
72.50 
74.90 
76.70 
80.40 
82.00 
85.50 
89.50 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 * 
1 * 

Median - $75.80 
First Quartile - $66.10 
Third Quartile - 82.00 

* Median falls between these two cases. 



Sable XVI. 

Total Current Expenses per Pupil in Average 
DailyAttendanoe in All Softools in 63 

Second Class Cities for One 
Year. 

Cost per Pupil. No. of Cities. 

less tftan $45.00 4 
.00 to 49.99 4 

50.00 to 54.99 5 
55.00 to 59.99 8 
60.00 to 64.99 7 
65.00 to 69.99 6 
70.00 to 74.99 7 
75.00 to 79.99 6 
80.00 to 84.99 4 
85.00 to 89.99 5 
90.00 to 94.99 1 
95.00 to 99.00 3 

100.00 and above 3 

Median - $67.90 
First quartile - $56.75 
Tftird quartile - 80.25 

* Indicates tfte median interval. 



(Table XVII. 

(Dotal Guxrant Expenses per Pupil in Average 
Daily Attendance in All Schools in 

88 (Third Class Cities for 
One Year. 

Cost far Pupil JTo. of Cities, 

less than §35.00 3 
$35.00 to 39.00 1 
40.00 it 44.99 3 
45.00 it 49.99 5 
50.00 it 54.99 3 
55.00 it 59.99 10 
60.00 it 64.99 8 
65.00 tt 69.99 4 
70.00 it 74.99 7 
75.00 it 79.99 12 
80.00 n 84.99 3 
85.00 tt 89.99 6 
90.00 it 94.99 5 
95.00 tt 99.99 3 

100.00 it 104.99 2 
110.00 tt 114.99 1 
115.00 tt 119.99 2 
120.00 tt 124.99 1 
125.00 and above 9 

Median - $75.00 
Pirst guartile - $58.50 
(Third guar til a - 91.00 

* Indicates the median interval. 
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Table XVIII. 

Total Current Expenses per Pupil in Average 
Pally Attendance in 591 Rural 

Districts for One Year* 

Cost per pupil no* of Districts* 

#20 to 29 6 
30 n 39 52 
40 it 49 76 
50 tt 59 82 
60 n 69 85 
70 n 79 67 
80 ii 89 55 
90 it 99 42 

100 it 109 28 
110 it 119 18 
120 n 129 17 
130 Tt 139 9 
140 n 149 9 
150 it 159 8 
160 n 169 8 
170 it 179 5 
180 it 189 3 
190 n 199 3 
200 it 249 8 
250 and above 10 

Median - #69.40 
First guar tile - #50*60 
Third guartile - 95.00 

* Indicates the median interval. 
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Inspection of the above tables will show that 

in every oase the median is a good measure of the central 

tendency. For first class cities* even though the number 

is small* the individual cases do not vary far from the 

central measure and the range is small. The distribution 

for second olass cities is rather unique in that there is 

no marked piling up of oases toward the center. A curve 

graphed from the data of this table would be exceedingly 

flat. However, it would be quite symmetrical, and there

fore the median is a truthful measure of the central ten

dency. The distribution for third olass cities is markedly 

bi-modal * with the median falling just at the edge of the 

upper and larger mode. The curve is almost symmetrical 

with a tendency to be skewed toward the lower end. There 

is narked skewness toward the lower end of the table for 

rural districts. The range here is over twice as great 

as in any of the other three. This is of course to be ex

pected because there is not nearly so high a correlation 

between the number of pupils in a rural school and the cost 

of the school as there is in the city systems. A district 

in the country is just about as likely to pay a teacher more 

than the average salary to teach three or four pupils as it 

is to hire a low-salaried teacher for a large number of pu

pils. The median, however, falls within the modal group, 

so it is unquestionably a good measure of central tendency. 
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Table SIX inmediately following summarises the 

four preceding tables, giving us the basis for comparison. 

Table SIX. 

Total Expense per Pupil in Average Daily Attendance. 

Glass Median Range of Middle 
Pifty Percent. 

1 #75.80 #66.10 to 82.00 
£ 67.90 56.75 to 80.25 
3 75.00 58.50 to 91.00 
R 69.40 50.60 to 95.00 

Comparison of the city groups shows that the 

first class end third class cities pay a good deal more 

per pupil than the second class. With third class cities 

this is probably due to the smaller number of pupils, but 

for the first class cities it wouLd seem that the greater 

advantages afforded pupils in these system are an import

ant factor in pushing up the cost. Viewed from the other 

angle there are probably two reasons, working Jointly, for 

the low cost in second class cities; first, a disproportion

ately large number of school pupils, and second, a smaller 

amount of available money per pupil. We find when we study 

valuation that the latter is true. The former condition we 

c a n  o n l y  s u p p o s e  f r o m  a n  e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  T a b l e  X I I  ( P a g e  2 0 ) .  

This shows that the second class city median attendance is 

a little more than a fourth of the median for first class, 



28 

and yet it is almost exactly five times as large as the 

median for third class. This would seem a little out of 

proportion as compared with the population of these cities, 

hut in order to settle this question we would have to make 

a study of total population in comparison with school popu

lation. The percentage of the total attendance in high 

school apparently has little to do with causing one group 

to have a higher per pupil cost than another, because if 

the high school runs up the expense, then the first class 

city group should have the lowest cost and the second and 

third classes should he ahout even (See Page 21, first 

paragraph), hut such is not the case. 

Averaging the three city medians in order to 

make a comparison with the rural districts, which is the 
4. 1  

principle-aim of this study, we find the average city me

dian to he $72.90 while the corresponding figure for the 

rural districts is $69.40. This shows that even though 

the median rural district has only thirteen pupils to care 

for and therefore we should expect the per pupil cost to 

run high, yet this cost is practically the same as in the 

city, and even a slight hit lower. 

It will he interesting to know, while we are dis

cussing sohool expense, whether a comparison of expense for 

teaching and supervision would net results similar to those 
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obtained from total current expenses. As the results 

from the study of this question are not so definitely 

a part of this report as what has already "been presented, 

the supporting tables are placed in the Appendix (tables) 

X to IY ) and only the summary is shown here. The results 

are as follows: 

Table XX. 

Cost of Teaching (and Supervision) per Pupil in 
Average Daily Attendance in All 

Schools for One Year. 

Range of Middle 
Class Median Fifty Percent. 

1 #57.50 #51.67 to 63.33 
2 51.79 45.68 to 60.60 
3 54.75 43.75 to 66.96 
R 62.00 39.07 to 73.75 

It will be seen that these results parallel 

very closely those obtained from the consideration of the 

total yearly expense. This immediately raises the ques

tion concerning the percent that the cost of teaching 

(and supervision) is of the total yearly cost. Tables 

Y to YIIX in the Appendix will show that this has been 

calculated separately for each city and rural district, 

rather than using the much shorter, but less accurate me

thod of dividing the medians in Table XX by the correspond-
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ing medians in Table XIX. Table XXI gives the ratio be

tween teaching cost and total cost in peroent. 

Table XXI. 
/ 

Percent That leaching Cost is of (Dotal Cost. < 

Class Median Range of Middle 
Fifty Peroent. 

77.0$ 71.5$ to 80.5$ 
76.0 70.8 to 81.5 
74.6 61.5 to 82.7 
81.8 71.3 to 8719 

Inspection of this table shows that the ratio 

"between instruction cost and total cost is practically 

the same for the city districts, "but that for the fcural 

districts the teaching cost assumes larger proportions. 

The fact is that the rural median is located a trifle 

above the average 75-peroentile for cities, which is 81.6$. 

Reference to Table IX of the Appendix will show the dis

tribution of yearly salaries of rural teachers. It will 

be seen "that the median is $677, while the middle fifty 

peroent range from $574 to $792. 

1 
2 
3 
R 
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Summary. 

Summing up the results from the study of sohool 

expense we find that the median yearly oost per pupil is 

approximately the same for oity as for rural districts, 

the oity median SOLightly overtopping the rural. We find 

also that the oost of teaching (and supervision) is ah out 

76$ of the total oost in cities, hut is ahout 82$ in the 

country. 
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VALUATION. 

The second point which we are to consider in 

drawing our comparison "between city and rural districts 

i s  h o w  a b l e  th e  d i s t r i c t  i s  t o  p a y  f o r  i t s  s c h o o l s ,  o r ,  

in other words, how much wealth there is in the district 

which can "be used as a basis for school taxation. It is 

evident that a community with a high valuation will be 

much more able to pay for its schools than a community 

with a low valuation. Of course, there are very important 

questions tihich arise as to whether this criterion is valid. 

One objection that immediately arises is that 

t he assessment on a piece of property does not, except in 

rare oases, represent the true value of the property. This 

discrepancy has been taken into account in the following 

tables by considering the "Transfer Value11 of the property 

rather than the "Assessed Value". This transfer value re

presents the actual market value of the property for the 

time covdred in this study,-1920-1921 • It was obtained 

in the following manner. 

In the office of the State Tax Commissioner at 

Topeka, a record is kept of all transactions that have to 

do with taxable property. A record is also kept of the 

assessed value of this property, and for every piece of 

property transferred during the year, the ratio is figured 
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"between the assessed value and the transfer or market value* 

Averages of such ratios are oaloulated for the oity property 
* 

and for the rural property in each county in the state, The 

distribution is given in Tables XXII and XXIII. 

Table XXII. 

Ratio of Assessed Value to Transfer Value 

of Farm Property in 104 Counties. 

Percent no. of Counties. 

33$ to 35$* 2 
36 it 38 0 
39 tt 41 0 
42 7 44 5 
45 tt 47 5. 
48 7 50 11 
51 7 53 7 
54 tt 56 8 
57 IT 59 18 
60 it 62 13 
63 it 65 16 
66 tt 68 6 
69 tt 71 8 
72 it 74 3 
75 tt 77 1 
78 7 80 0 
81 7 83 1 

* This means that there are two counties 
in which the assessed value of the farm 
property sold last year averaged from 
33 to 35 percent of the transfer value. 

Median - 59.3$ 
First guartile - 52.3$ 
Third guar tile - 64.7$ 



Table mil* 

Ratio of Assessed Value to Transfer Value 

of City Property in 100 Counties. 

Percent No. of Counties. 

27% to 29% * 1 
30 " 32 2 
33 w 35 3 
36 $9 38 2 
39 7 41 2 
42 » 44 4 
45 7 47 6 
48ri 7 50 6 
51 7 53 7 
54 " 56 15 
57 7 59 13 
60 » 62 5 
63 7 65 10 
66 7 68 5 
69 7 71 3 
72 n 74 5 
75 n 77 4 
78 7 80 3 
81 7 83 1 
84 " 86 1 
87 7 89 2 

* This means that there is one county 
in which the assessed value of the city 
property sold last year averaged from 
27 to 29 percent of the transfer value. 

Median - 57.5% 
Pirst quartile - 50.5% 
Third quartile - 65.7% 
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It will "be seen that there is a wide range in 

these averagesfrom 33 to 83 percent for farm property 

and from 27 to 89 percent for city property. She medians 

and the range of the middle fifty percent are given in 

Sable 2XEV. 

Sable HIV. 

Percent That Assessed Value is of Sransfer 

Value for property in Kansas. 

Range of Middle 
Class Median Fifty Percent. 

Bural 69.3/5 62.3# to 64.7# 
City 57.5 50.5 to 65.7 

Shis table::shows that city property has in gen

eral a slightly lower percentage, but a wider range, than 

rural property. However, the difference.is not great enough 

to warrant a conclusion other than that there is little ad

vantage one way or the other; a piece of city property picked 

at random is just as apt to be valued high or low as a piece 

of rural property. 

In order to obtain the "Sransfer Valuation" of 

the property in a given county, the assessed valuation is 

divided by the ratio for that county, and the result is 

multiplied by 100 to make it read percent. Shis method 

of handling the data eliminates the error which might creep 
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in "because of unequal valuation of property by the assessor, 

and permits oomparative values among the several counties* 

It will be inaccurate to the extent that it considers all 

taxable property as "real" and does not recognize that a 

certain amount of it is "personal" , and this is assessed 

at its true value. (This source of error would tend to make 

the valuation a little higher than it really is. There are 

two other sources of error which would tend to lower the 

valuation| first, the probability that the assessor has not 

been able to locate all property in the district which is 

subject to taxation; second, the tendency of property owners 

tfhen reporting a transfer to the Register of Deeds to use 

more or less legitimate means of reporting a lower price 

than that actually paid ,in order to keep down the valuation I 

There is little doubt but that these two factors operate to 

a limited extent, so it would seem that we would be justified 

in concluding that the resultant of these conflicting forces 

would be practically zero and the values obtained from the 

above described method would be very nearly correct. 

Another objection which may be raised is that these 

data may hold true for the year 1920-21 when values were high, 

but that they will be materially reduced with the subsequent 

deflation. In answer we will say that there will no doubt 

be such a condition arising,—in fact it has already arisen,— 
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"but it seems reasonable to believe that over a period of 

time, the deflation in city property will somewhere nearly 

parallel that in rural property, and so the comparisons 

will hold true. If the reader is unwilling to grant this, 

he may accept the data at its face value, and consider 

that the facts here set forth were true for the year 1920-

1921, whether or not they can be made to cover for a greater 

period of time. 

A third objection is that due to the fact that 

in every community an appreciable part of the wealth is 

invested in other than taxable property. Of course this 

ought to be taken into account in a true measure of the 

ability of the community to pay for schools, but the fact 

remains that our present system of taxation which allows 

such a condition to exist has been in force for some time 

and will probably continue for some time to come, so this 

is the system with which we must deal. This is a study of 

present conditions and at present this is the only measure 

we have. The taxable property of any community represents 

the entire wealth which can be made to bring in revenue 

for schools, and is therefore what we are considering here 

as the measure of the ability of the community to pay 

for its schools. 

Tables XXY to XXVIII give the distribution of 

the transfer value of taxable property in the various dis- . 
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triots of the four groups, per pupil in average daily 

attendance* The values given, then, represent the ac

tual wealth in dollars in the community that furnishes 

the revenue necessary to put one pupil through one year 

of school* 

Tahle XXV 

Transfer Value of Taxable Property in Ten 
First Class Cities, Per Pupil in 

Average Daily Attendance 
in All Schools* 

Yaluati on No. of Cities* 

#7000 
8400 
8900 

1.0550 
10720 
13520 
14050 
16260 
21750 
23710 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 * 
1 * 
1 
1 
1. 
1 

Median - #12120 
First quartile - # 8900 
Third quartile - 16260 

* Indicates intervals between which 
the median falls. 



Table XXVI. 

(Transfer Value of (Daxaftle Property in 
57 Second Class Cities, per Pupil 

in Average Daily Attendance 
in All Softools* 

Valuation* Ho* of Cities* 

Less tftan $5000 3 
$5000 to 5499 0 
5500 it 5999 1 
6000 If 6499 1 
6500 it 6999 5 
7000 it 7499 3 
7600 it 7999 3 
8000 i? 8499 1 
8500 it 8999 5 
9000 it 9499 3 
9500 it 9999 3 

10000 it 10499 3 
10500 it 10999 6 
11000 it 11499 5 
11500 it 11999 4 
13000 n 13499 0 
13500 it 13999 3 
13000 it 13499 3 
15500 it 13999 1 
14000 it 14499 3 
14500 and aftove 4 

Median - $10350* 
First quartile - $ 7S83. 
(Eftird quartile - 11713. 

* Indicates tfte median interval. 



Sable XXVII. 

(Transfer Value of (Taxable Property in 
89 (Third Class Cities, per Pupil 

in Average (Daily Attendanoe 
in All Schools. 

Valuation. Ho# of Cities# 

less than $6000 2 
$6000 to 6999 4 

7000nn 7999 4 
8000 7 8999 8 
9000 7 9999 7 

10000 7 10999 3 
11000 7 11999 6 
12000 * 12999 3 
13000 7 10999 9 * 
14000 " 14999 7 
15000 7 15999 5 
16000 n 16999 5 
17000 7 17999 2 
18000 n 18999 2 
19000 " 19999 2 
20000 " 20999 4 
21000 n 21999 1 
22000 n 22999 3 
23000 n 23999 1 
24000 » 24999 0 
25000 7 25999 1 
26000 " 26999 2 
27000 » 27999 0 
29000 n 29999 3 
30000 and above 6 

Median - $13833. 
Pirst guartile - $ 9616. 
Shira* guar tile Q 18850. 

* Indicates the median interval. 



Table 2XVTII. 

Transfer Value of Taxable Property In 
587 Rural Districts, per Pupil in 

Aver aft e Daily Attendance 
in All Schools. 

Valuation. Ho. of Districts. 

§5000 to §9999 5 
10000 it 14999 40 
15000 i» 19999 67 
20000 n 24999 69 
25000 VI 29999 64 
30000 tt 34999 68 
35000 it 39999 58 
40000 n 44999 37 
45000 it 49999 43 
50000 n 54999 17 
55000 n 59999 18 
60000 if 64999 16 
65000 n 69999 18 
70000 it 74999 11 
75000 it 79999 9 
80000 w 84999 11 
85000 it 89999 6 
90000 it 94999 7 
95000 it 99999 5 

100000 w 104999 1 

105000 gnd ahove 17 

Median - §33570. 
First quartile - §22520. 
Third quartile - 48740. 

* Indicates the median interval. 
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It will "be seen from a study of these tables 

that the second, class cities are the ones which suffer 

in this comparison* Very few second, olass cities have 

a valuation of more than $16 ,000 per pupil, while first 

and. third, olass cities run a good, distance above, and 

the 25-pereentile of the tural districts is far above 

the high values of the second olass cities. Cable XXIX 

summarizes the four preceding tables, giving medians 

and ranges of the middle fifty percent. 

Cable XXIX. 

Cransfer Value of Caxable Property per pupil 
in Average Daily Attendance 

in All Schools. 

Hange of Middle 
Class Median Fifty Percent. 

1 §12120 § 8900 to §16260 
2 10260 7883 to 11712 
3 13833 9616 to 18850 
R 33570 22520 to 48740 

Chis table shows clearly two very striking 

features. First, the poverty of the second class city 

in Kansas. It will be noted that the 75-percentile for 

this group falls considerably below the median of any 

of the other three, and far below the 25-peroentile of 

the rural districts. In studying the original data on 

this point it would seem that the reason for this is 
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not only because of a disproportionately low valuation, 

but also because of an especially large school population. 

Because of the poor school facilities in the country, the 

farmer in many cases moves his family to town when they 

get far enough along in the schools to make a difference, 

and it would seem that the second class city receives a 

good proportion of this influx. Another factor ufaloh 

operates in the second class as well as the third class 

city is the fairly large number of non-resident country 

pupils attending either high school or the grades. This 

would also tend to increase the number of pupils and thus 

lead to a smaller valuation per pupil. 

OJhe second feature brought out by Sable XXIX 

is the wealth of the rural district. She 25-percentile 

of this group falls a good distance above the 75-pero entile 

of any of the other groups, and the median is almost three 

times the average median for the city group taken as a 

whole. She average city median is $12068 per. pupil as 

compared with $35570 per pupil for the rural distriots. 

Summary . 

We find then, that as nearly as we can measure, 

the median rural school district in Kansas in able to pay 

(under our present taxing system) over two and one-half 

times as much per pupil for its schools as the median oity 

district; that is, the rural district has over times as 

mu$i property per pupil on which it can levy taxes as the oity. 



rmrraE 

Median Transfer Values of Taxable Pro
perty per Pupil. 
(See Table XXIX.) 

ale Co., Colur 
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THE TAX LEVY* 

The third and final point to he investigated in 

this study is a comparison of the effort put forth hy city 

and rural districts to pay for schools, as is shown hy the 

tax levy for schools. The levy, in order to correspond to 

the valuation that we have considered, nrust he "based on the 

transfer valuation of property, therefore, the actual levy 

must he multiplied in each case hy the county ratio, which 

we have already explained (Pages 3£ and 35) in order to give 

the levy as it would he if the valuation were the actual 

transfer value. As used here, this method possesses the 

good as well as the had features already pointed out in 

connection with valuation (Pages 35, 36 and 37), so we need 

not take space here for further discussion. 

In order to obtain the total school levy in a 

district, hased on its transfer valuation, one must add 

the district levy to the general county levy for high 

schools,—paid either h y the County High School, the 

Barnes law, or the General Tuition methods,—and multiply 

the sum thus found hy the county ratio for either county 

or city property as the case may he. Tables ni to XXXIII 

present the data obtained hy this method. The district 

levy was given in the county superintendents* reports, 

hut the general county levies for high schools had to he 
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obtained from copies of the tax receipts from the dif

ferent counties on file in the State fax Commissioner«s 

Office. 

Table XSX. 

fotal fax Levy for Schools in 8 First Class 
Cities Based on fransfer Valuation of 

faxsble Property. 

Ho. of Mills No. of Cities, 

6ll 1 
7.6 1 
7.8 1 
7.9 1 * 
9.2 1 * 
9.6 1 

12.5 1 
12.9 1 

Median - 8.6. 
First guartile - 7.7. 
fhird quertile - 11.1. 

* Indicates the intervals between which 
the median falls. 
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Table XEXE. 

Total lax Levy for Schools in 55 Second Class 
Cities Based on Transfer Valuation 

of Taxable Property* 

Ho. of Mills. 525
 

o • o 

Below 7.0 4 
7.0 to 7.4 8 
7.5 » 7.9 9 
8.0 n 8.4 4 
8.5 " 8.9 6 
9.0 9.4 4 
9.5 n 9.9 3 

10.0 7 10.4 5 
10.5 11 10.9 2 
1QU0 11 11.4 3 
11.5 w 11.9 1 
12.0 7 12.4 2 
12.5 7 12.9, 1 
13.0 and above 3 

Median - 8*8 mills* 
Pirst quartile - 7.6* 
Third quartil© - 10*3. 

* Indicates the median interval. 



Table mil. 

Total Tax levy for Soihools in 84 Third Class 
Cities Based on Transfer Valuation 

of Taxable Property# 

No. of Mils. No. of Cities. 

1.5 to 1.9 3 
2.0 w 2.4 1 
2.5 ? 2.9 3 
5.0 " 3.4 2 
3.5 » 3.9 3 
4.0 ? 4.4 3 
4.5 " 4.9 7 
5.0 11 5.4 5 
5.5 » 5.9 4 
6.0 ? 6.4 9 
6.5 n 6.9 5 
7.0 n 7.4 9 
7.5 ? 7.9 7 
8.0 n 8.4 5 
8.5 8.9 2 
9.0 n 9.4 5 

10.0 " 10.4 4 
11.5 " 11.9 2 
12.0 » 12.4 1 
14.5 n 14.9 2 
15.0 7 15.4 1 
16.0 " 16.4 1 

Median - 6.7 mills. 
First qoartile - 4.9. 
Third quartile - 8.2. 

* Indicates the median interval. 
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Table XXXIII. 

Total Tax l evy for Schools in 555 Rural Dis
tricts Based on Transfer Valuation 

of Taxable Property, 

Ho. of Mills. Ho. of Districts. 

1.0 - 1.2 3 
1.3 - 1.5 23 
1.6 II 1.8 59 
1.9 * 2.1 51 
2.2 — 2.4 66 
2.5 - 2.7 60 
2.8 - .3.0 57 * 
3.1 — 3.3 61 
3.4 - 3.6 45 
3.7 - 3.9 40 
4.0 - 4.2 22 
4.3 — 4.5 26 
4.6 - 4.8 13 
4.9 - 5.1 15 
5.2 - 5.4 8 
5.5 - 5.7 8 
5.8 - 6.0 3 
6.1 - 6.3 1 
6.4 - 6.6 1 
6.7 - 6.9 3 
7.0 - 7.2 1 
7.5 — 7.5 2 
7.6 and over 5 

Median - 5.0 mills. 
First quattile - 2.3. 
Third quartile - 3.8. 

* Indicates the median interval. 
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Table XXX would not give a very reliable median 

because only eight out of the eleven cities are represent

ed, but the medians for the other three groups should mea

sure central tendency very accurately as there are sufficient 

oases and the distributions are all more or less symmetri

cal. These four tables are summarized in Table XXXIV• 

Table xmv. 

Total Tax Levy for Schools Based on Heal Val

uation of Taxable Property. 

Bang© of Madia 
Class Median Pifty Percent. 

1 8.6 mills 7.7 to 11.1 mills. 
2 8.8 7.6 to 10.3 
3 6.7 4.9 to 8.2 
S 3.0 2.3 to 3.8 

In the above table it will be seen that the 

distributions for first and second class cities are very 
\ 

much the same. The two medians are very close as are also 

the quartiles. The 75-peroentile for the third class cities 

falls below the median for the first and second, and the 

median for third class falls below the 25-percentile for 

first and second. Averaging the three city medians we 

obtain 8.0 mills, as compared with 3.0 mills, the rural 

median. It is evident then, that the median city district 
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is asking over two and one-half times the effort to pay 

for its schools as the median rural district, as measured 

"by the tax levy. 

She comparison Just drawn holds true, however, 

only for those districts which do not support a rural high 

school, ©lis is, of course, true for g great majority of 

the 7600 rural districts of the state, for there are only 

245 rural high schools in Kansas, and if each is supported 

by an average of three districts, which is probably an 

adequate number, that would mean that there are about 750 

rural districts in the state,—one out of every ten,— 

that aid in the support of a rural high school. 

In order to obtain some idea of how the effort 

of these 750 rural districts compares with that of the 

city districts, data were gathered regarding the tax levy 

for the support of these high schools. Data were avail

able on 153 out of the 245 schools in the state, these 

schools being scattered through 3Q counties. Ihis should 

be an adequate sampling and there is no doubt as to its 

being picked at random. Sable XXXV presents the data 

found regarding rural high school levies. 



Table Z2XV. 

lory for the Support of Rural High Schools in 
153 Rural High School.:Districts Based, 

on Transfer Valuations. 

No# of Mills. No. of Districts. 

0.7 - 0.9 13 
1.0 - 1.2 10 
1.3 - 1.5 7 
1.6 - 1.8 13 
1.9 - 2.1 21 
2.2 - 2.4 13 
2.5 - 2.7 19 * 
2.8 - 3.0 13 
3.1 - 3.3 6 
3.4 - 3.6 12 
3.7 - 3.9 13 
4.0 - 4.2 11 
4.3 and above 2 

Median - Z l b  mills. 
First quartile - 1.8. 
Third, quartile - 3.4. 

* Indicates the median interval. 
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Before finding the median levy made in a district 

Which, supports, either totally or partially, a rural high 

school, we must submit another set of tables which give the 

district levies without the general county levies added* 

fhese tables are presented for two reasons; first, for the 

general interest in them, and second, because the districts 

which support a rural high school do not contribute to the 

general county fund for high school support, and therefore 

we must add the rural high school levy to the district levy 

by itself in order to find the value which we are seelriLng. 

As these tables are not so important as some others and 

are very similar to fables xxx to XXXIII, they have been 

placed in the Appendix (fables X to XIII) and only the 

summary is given here* 

fable XXXVI. 

District fax Bevies for Schools Based of Real 
(or fransfer) Valuation* 

Class Median Range of Middle 
Pifty Percent* 

1 
2 
3 
R 

8.19 
6.28 
2.36 

7.75mills 
7.15 to 9.87 
4.48 to 7.65 
1.81 to 3.18 

6.25 to 10.50 mills 
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It will "be noted that the above medians com

pare among themselves in much the same way as those of 

Table XXXIV, which gives the total levy# 

Now, by taking the above rural median of 8.4 

mills and adding the median levy for rural high school 

purposes of 8#5 mills* we obtain 4*9 mills as the median 

levy for the rural district which supports a rural high 

school* as compared with the average median for cities* 

Which is 8#0 mills# So we may conclude that even in the 

relatively fewer number of cases where the rural district 

supports a high school, the city districts are making over 

one and one-half times the effort to pay for schools as 

the rural districts# Going a little further in making 

comparisons w© find that the median levy for rural dis

tricts supporting a rural high school is exceeded by all 

first class cities, all but one of the second class, and 

by 74$ of the third class cities. 

Tables JZY to XVII in the Appendix, which give 

the actual district levy without adding the general county 

levy for high schools* are summarized below. This summary 

is given in order to further study the question of levy# 
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Table xmil. 

Actual District Tax Levy for Schools. 

Class Median Hang© of Middle 
Pifty Percent. 

1 IE.5 mills 10.7 to 16.E mills 
E 14.4 1E.1 to 17.1 
3 9.9 8.S to IE.9 
R 3.4 E.3 to 3.E 

It will "be found in looking through the school 

laws of Kansas that first class cities are limited as to 

school levy to IS mills for running expenses, E mills for 

"building and repair, and E mills for refunding of dtoht; 

second class cities IS mills for running expenses, E mills 

for "building and repair, and 6 mills for refunding of debt; 

third class cities 9 mills limit unless special action is 

taken "by the district; and rural districts mills, unless 

special action is taken. In glancing over the medians for 

city groups in Table XXXVII it will "be seen that in each 

group this median levy comes close to the limit allowed 

except for special purposes, while for the rural districts, 

the median levy is only little more than one-half the limit 

set "by the laws of the state. 

Summary. 

In summing up the facts that we have gleaned from 
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the analysis of sohool tax levies in Bansas we reaoh the 

following conclusions 

(1) That first and second class cities are 

making a greater effort to pay for schools than 

third olass cities* 

(2) That Jthe*median city district is making 

over two and one-half times the effort of the me

dian rural district which does not support a rural 

high sohool. 

(3) That the median city district is making 

over one and one-half times the effort of the me- * 

dian rural district which contributes to the support 

of a rural high school. 

(4) That in making this effort the city dis

tricts are crowding the limit set hy the laws of 

the state in regard to school tax levy f while the 

rural districts are keeping well within a much lower 

limit set hy the laws of the state. 



Table XXXIV 

the average city median. indicates Black dotted 

Red dotted line indicates the median for rural 
sohool districts which support a rural high 
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Chapter III. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

As a result of the comparison of city and rural 

districts of the State of Eansas in regard to support of 

schools we come to the following conclusions: 

(1) That in spite of the small number of pupils 

oared for by the rural districts the cost of mainten

ance per pupil is practically the same in the city as 

in the rural districts. 

(2) That the rural districts are a good deal more 

than twice as a£le to pay for schools, as is shown by 

the value of taxable property per pupil. 

(3) That the rural districts which do not support 

a rural high school are making little more than one-

third the effort of the city districts to pay for schools 

and in so doing are keeping well within the limit of levy 

set by the state, while the city districts are drowding 

close to the limit set by state law which is over twice 

as great as the limit set for rural districts. 

(4) That rural districts even when supporting ru

ral high schools are making less than two-thirds the 

effort of the cities. 
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BX BH OCrRAPEg * 

Amual Reports of the County Superintendents of Kansas 

to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction 

for the year ending June 30, 1921. Form 37. 

Annual Reports of the Superintendents of first and se

cond class cities of Kansas to the State Superin

tendent of Public Instruction for the year ending 

June 30, 1921. 

Tax Receipts for the various counties of Kansas on file 

in the office of the State Tax Commission. 

Laws relating to the Common Schools of Kansas, compiled 

by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

1919-1920. 

Kansas Educational [Directory for 1921-1922. 



A P P E N D I X  



59 

Sable I« 

Expense of Teaohing (and Supervision) in 10 First 
Class Cities per Pupil in Average Pally At

tendance in All Schools for One Year. 

Cost per Pupil No. of Cities. 

$35.00 to $39.99 1 
40.00 " 44.99 0 
45.00 " 49.99 1 
50.00 ? 54.99 3 
55.00 " 59.99 0 
60.00 " 64.99 3 
65.00 ? 69.99 2 

Median - $57.50; 1st quartile - $51.67; third quartile 
$63.33. 

Table II. 

Expense of Teaching (and. Supervision) in 58 Se
cond Class Cities per pupil in Average Pally 

Attendance in All Schools for one Year. 

Cost per pupil No. of Cities. 

$20.00 to $24.99 1 
25.00 to 29.99 1 
30.00 to 34.99 1 
35.00 to 39.99 6 
40.00 to 44.99 4 
45.00 to 49.99 11 
50.00 to 54.99 14 
55.00 to 59.99 5 
60.00 to 64.99 5 
65.00 to 69.99 5 
70.00 to 74.99 2 
75.00 to 79.99 1 
80.00 to 84.99 1 

100.00 to 105.00 1 

Median - $51.79. 
First quartile - $45.68. 
Third quartile - 60.50. 
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Sable III. 

Expense of Teaohing (and Supervision) in 93 Third 
Class Cities per Pupil in Average Daily At

tendance in All Sohools for One Year. 

Cost per Pupil. No. of Cities, 

#15.00 to #19.99 1 
20.00 it 24.99 4 
25.00 »t 29.99 3 
30.00 it 34.99 5 
35.00 it 39.99 5 
40.00 it 44.99 7 
45.00 n 49.99 12 
50.00 * 54.99 10 
55.00 it 59.99 5 
60.00 ft 64.99 13 
65.00 tt 69.99 12 
70.00 n 74.99 6 
75.00 w 79.99 1 
80.00 n 84.99 1 
85.00 if 89.99 1 
90.00 it 94.99 2 
95.00 ft 99.99 2 

100.00 and above 3 

Median - #54,75. 
Pirst quartile - #43.78. 
Third quartile - 66.96. 



Table IV. 

Expense of Teaching in 596 Rural Districts 
per Pupil in Average Daily Attendance 

for One Year. 

Cost per Pupil. No. of Districts. 

C$10 to 19 9 
80 it 89 48 
30 n 39 108 
40 it 49 183 
50 »» 59 80 
60 n 69 67 
70 St 79 48 
80 it 89 37 
90 it 99 88 

100 it 109 9 
110 it 119 18 
180 it 189 5 
130 n 189 4 
140 tf 149 4 
150 n 159 4 
160 n 169 3 
170 n 179 4 
180 tt 189 8 
190 is 199 1 
800 n 809 8 
810 and above 10 

Median $58.00. 
First quartile $59.07. 
Third quartile 73.75. 



Table V. 

Percent that Teaching (and Supervision) is of 
Total Expense in Nine first Class Cities. 

Percent ©
 • 

O 

70 1 
71 1 
72 2 
77 1 
79 1 
80 1 
81 1 
83 1 

Median - 75.0$. 
first guar tile - 71.6$. 
Third guartile - 80.5$. 

Table 71. 

Percent that Teaching (and Supversion) is of 
Total Expense in 52 Second Class Cities. 

Peroent No. of Cities. 

Below 60 1 
6 0 - 6 1  5  
6 2 - 6 3  2  
6 4 - 6 5  1  
6 6 - 6 7  2  
6 8 - 6 9  1  
7 0 - 7 1  8  
72 - 73 4 
7 4 - 7 5  4  
76 - 77 7 
7 8 - 7 9  3  
8 0 - 8 1  4  
8 2 - 8 3  1  
8 4 - 8 5  2  
86 and over 9 

Median - 76.i , 
first guartile - 70.8$. 
Third guartile - 81.5$. 
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Table VII. 

Percent that Teaching (and Supervision) is of 
Total Expense in 78 Third Class Cities. 

Percent. O •
 

o
 

125 

Below 35 1 
35 -39 1 
4 0 - 4 4  3 
45 - 49 2 
50 - 54 5 
55 - 59 6 
60 - 64 5 
65 - 69 4 
70 - 74 13 
75 - 79 10 
80 - 84 16 
85 - 89 7 
90 - 94 3 
95 - 99 2 

Median - 74.6$. 
First quartile - 61.5$. 
Third qaartile - 82.7$. 



Table VIII. 

Percent that Teaching is of Total Expense 

in 590 Rural Districts, 

Percent. nc# of Districts. 

Below 35 9 
3 5 - 3 9  7  
4 0 - 4 4  7  
45 - 49 IE 
5 0 - 5 4  1 2  
55 - 59 17 
60 - 64 31 
6 5 - 6 9  4 1  
70 - 74 48 
75 - 79 67 
80 - 84 118 
85 - 89 126 
90 - 94 65 
95 -100 30 

Median - 81.8$. 
Pirst qnartile - 71.3$. 
Third quartile - 87.9$. 



fable IX. 

Yearly Salaries of 694 Rural feaohers. 

Salary No. of teachers. 

$100 - 199 1 
200 - 299 3 
300 - 399 8 
400 - 499 46 
500 - 599 123 
600 - 699 150 
700 - 799 125 
800 - 899 80 
900 - 999 23 

1000 - 1099 19 
1100 - 1199 7 
1200 - 1299 5 
1300 - 1399 1 
1400 - 1499 1 
1500 - 1599 1 
1600 - 1699 1 

Median - $677. 
First quartile - $574. 
IhircL quartile - 792. 



Table X. 

Tax levy for Sehoolsia 9 First Class Cities 
Based on Transfer Valuation. 

Levy in Mills 

<N o . o
 

*25 

5.0 - 5.9 2 
6.0 - 6.9 1 
7.0 - 7.9 2 
8.0 - 8.9 1 
9.0 - 9.9 1 

10.0 - 10.9 0 
11.0 - 11.9 1 
12.0 - 12.9 1 

Median - 7.75 mills. 
First quartile - 6.25. 
Third quartile -10.50. 

Table H. 

Tax levy for Schools in 54 Second Class 
Cities Based on Transfer Value. 

Levy in Mills O . O 

4.0 - 4.4 1 
4.5 - 4.9 1 
5.0 - 5.4 1 
5.5 - 5.9 0 
6.0 - 6.4 1 
6.5 - 6.9 8 
7.0 - 7.4 5 
7.5 - 7.9 7 
8.0 - 8.4 8 
8.5 - 8.9 1 
9.0 - 9.4 3 
9.5 - 9.9 6 

10.0 - 10.4 2 
10.5 - 10.9 2 
11.0 - 11.4 0 
11.5 - 11.9 3 
12.0 - 12.4 1 
18.5 - 12.9 0 
13.0 - 13.4 0 
13.5 - 13.9 1 
14.0 and above 3 

Median - 8.19 mills. 
First quartile - 7.15. 
Third quartile - 9.87. 



Table XI • 

Tax levy for Schools in 83 Third Class Cities 
Based on Transfer Valuation* 

Levy in Mills* Ho. of Cities. 

Below 3.0 9 
3.0 ~ 3.4 5 
3.5 - 3.9 3 
4.0 - 4.4 4 
4.5 « 4.9 4 
5.0 - 5.4 5 
5.5 - 5.9 7 
6.0 - 6.4 8 
6.5 ~ 6.9 8 
7.0 7.4 8 
7.5 - 7.9 4 
8.0 - 8.4 2 
8.5 - 8.9 4 
9.0 - 9.4 1 
9.5 - 9.9 3 

10.0 - 10.4 1 
10.5 - 10.9 1 
11.0 - 11.4 1 
11.5 • 11.9 1 
13.5 - 13.9 2 
14.0 and above 2 

Median - 6.28 mills. 
First quartile - 4.48. 
Third quartile - 7.65. 



Table XLII. 

Tax levy for Schools in 559 Rural Districts 
Based on Transfer Valuation. 

levy in Mills. Ho. of Districts. 

0.50—.0.74 4 
0.75 - 0.99 8 
1.00 - 1.24 20 
1.25 - 1.49 42 
1.50 - 1.74 52 
1.75 - 1.99 55 
2.00 - 2.24 73 
2.25 - 2.49 56 
2.50 - 2.74 45 . 
2.75 - 2.99 33 
3.00 - 3.24 44 
3.25 - 3.49 16 4 

3.50 - 3.74 34 
3.75 - 3.99 14 
4.00 - 4.24 21 
4.25 - 4.49 9 
4.50 - 4.74 11 
4.75 - 4.99 5 
5.00 - 5.24 4 
5.25 - 5.49 2 
5.50 - 5.74 1 
5.74 - 5.99 0 
6.00 - 6.24 3 
6.25 - 6.49 2 
6.50 and above 5 

Median - 2.36 dills. 
Pirst quartile - 1.81. 
Third quartile - 3.18. 



Table XLV. 

Actual Tax levy for Schools in Nine First 
Class Cities* 

Levy in Hills No* of Cities. 

9*10 1 
9.70 1 

11.70 1 
11.90 1 
12,30 1 
12.70 1 
16.75 1 
16.58 1 
18.45 1 

Median - 12,30 mills. 
First quartile - 10.70. 
Thira quartile - 16.20. 

Table XV. 

Aotual Tax Levy for Schools in 68 Second 
Class Cities. 

Levy in Mills. No. of i 

7.0 7.9 1 
8.0 - 8.9 0 
9.0 - 9.9 1 

10.0 - 10.9 6 
11.0 - 11.9 6 
12.0 - 12.9 10 
13.0 - 13.9 2 
14.0 « 14.9 8 
15.0 - 15.9 5 
16.0 — 16.9 4 
17.0 - 17.9 4 
18.0 18.9 4 
20.0 - 20.9 3 
22.0 - 22.9 2 
25.0 25.9 1 
26.0 - 26.9 1 

Median - 14.38 mills. 
First quartile - 12.05. 
Third quartile - 17.13. 



Table XVI. 

Actual Tax levy for Schools in 86 
Third Class Cities. 

levy in Mills. No. of Cities. 

3.9 and "below 3 
4.0 mm 4.9 1 
5.0 - 5.9 4 
6.0 mm 6.9 5 
7.0 - 7.9 7 
8.0 — 8.9 9 
9.0 9.9 15 

10.0 - 10.9 6 
11.0 m 11.9 8 
12.0 — 12.9 7 
13.0 » 13.9 5 
14.0 — 14.9 2 
15.0 - 15.9 0 
16.0 — 16.9 2 
17.0 - 17.9 4 
18.0 - 18.9 0 
19.0 • 19.9 3 
20.0 - 20.9 1 
21.0 - 21.9 2 
22.0 and ahove 2 

Median - 9.93 mills. 
First guartile - 8.17. 
Third quartile - 12.93. 



Sable XVII. 

Actual Sax levy for Schools in 548 
Sural Districts* 

Levy in Mills. No. of Districts. 

0.0 M 0.9 15 
1.0 mm 1.9 83 
2.0 mm 2.9 129 
3.0 mm 3.9 108 
4.0 « 4.9 82 
5.0 ~ 5.9 42 
6.0 - 6.9 50 
7.0 - 7.9 16 
8.0 mm 8.9 6 
9.0 mm 9.9 7 

10.0 mm 10.9 3 
11.0 mm 11.9 1 
12.0 12.9 2 
13.0 mm 13.9 0 
14.0 mm 14.9 0 
15.0 mm 15.9 2 
16.0 and above 2 

Median - 3.44 mills. 
First quartile - 2.31. 
Shird guartile - 3.18. 



Table XVIII. 

Actual Tax. levy for Support of Rural High 
Schools in 153 Rural Districts. 

Levy in Mils. No- of Districts. 

1.0 - 1.4 6 
1.6 - 1.9 9 
2.0 - 2.4 12 
2.5 - 2.9 16 
3.0 - 3.4 13 
3^5 - 3.9 17 
4.0 - 4.4 24 
4.5 •? 4.9 8 
5.0 - 5.4 15 
5.5 - 5.9 10 
6.0 - 6.4 20 
6.5 and ahove 4 

Median - 4.1 mills, 
ilrst quartile - 2.9. 
(Dhird quartile - 5.3. 


