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EDUOATIONAL EXPENDITURES AND SCHOOL EFFICIENCY

There is a tendency today to overemphesize the importance of ex- ‘
penditures to educational efficiency. ‘High expenditures are frequently ine
terpreted' to mean good schools, and low expenditures the contrary. Such
assumptions are far from trust\-ﬂorthy. for states may have elther inferior | .
schools at high cost or superior schools at moderate expenses

| Sometimes the importance attached to educational expenditures
reaches surprising proportions, as in the following statement of the National
Educatl.ion Association; o " - | ' |
Bducation Pays |
The volume of economic activity | i
in the varlous states rises or .

falls with tﬁ level of educational
expendltures - '

The implication seems to be that economic activity v_rit,hin a state "
Idepends- upon the amount "6f money spent for schools. Wealthy states can and
do spend more for education than poor states, but to attridute their wealth
to this fact is to confuse cause and effect, 'Expensive schools will not
make & poor state richi 'they will neither increase its natural resources
‘nor transform it into a hi:“1ly industrialized community. |
The usual method .. evaluating a public service is first to analyze
the scope and quality of benefits and then to determine whether the value of
the service is commensurate with the cost involved. But many educational
benefits cannot be analyzed at the Qtate level, rendering this method only
partially applicable to the evaluation of atate school systems, Instead of
. analyzing benefits directly it is necessary to measure them indirectly by use

of general statistical criteria,

1/ NEA Handbook, August, 1946, p» 296. Based upon Pducationt nvestment
in People, United States Chamber 'of Commerce, 191&1}«1&54 i




School expenditures are one of these general criteria of

evaluation. But they are only one, and 1f used alone for appraisal pur—
poses it is obvious that the usual method of measuring the efficiency of a
public service is reversed. ZExpenditures are then assumed to represent the
quality of benefits, and hence, in a sense, to constitute benefits, Such
ﬁn assumption provides a direct incentive to increase the cost of education
without necessarily obtaining compensating improvements in performence. Wien
expendltures are used in evaluating schools they should always be employed |
in combination with other criteria of measurement, and greatest weight should
- be placed upon non-expenditure factors. |
o The minor significance of expenditurea to educational efficlency has
been well expressed by Luther H. Gulick in a study of schools in New York .
State,gj who came to the following conclusions. ' |
| The quality of education 1s not directly controlled
by the cost, except possibly at the bottom end of
the cost scale..

The hizhest gquality of education can be attained
without extravagant expenditures.

High expenditures do not automatically produce |
high-grede education,

The same findings are contained in this study, which illustrates
the fallacy of emphasizing expenditures in the evaluation of state school
systems. School expenditures are compared with other factors reflecting. the
quality of education to bring out that relationship between the two is fre-
quently remotes Although not an evaluation of state school programs, the study
shows plainly thet school costs, in themselves, do not tell whether an education~

al system 1s good or bad. 2/

2/ The Regents Inquiry, EFducation for American Life, New York: The McGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1938, p, 143,

A secondary purpose of the study is to provide statistical and other data
which may be useful in analyzing education conditions for individual states.
This information is conteined in an appendix,




INF TION AVAILABLE ¥CR TING ST O0L_SYSTEMS

A good education system depends largely upon certain fundemental
-faators. such as the competence of teachers and the adequacy of buildings,
equipment, and courses of study, Schools should be accessible te rurel as
~well as urbap children, and students should be gulded toward vocatiens for
whish they are fitted by aptitude and intelligence. |

These fundamental fagtors, or benefits, are not readily expressed
in statisticel terms and so are not adepted for evaluating edgcational”ayutema
at the state levels It is consequently necessary to employ other types of
criteria tq measure the gquality of state school systems, These criteria
include plg-pumll expenditures, average teachers! salaries, rates of school
attendanes, and i{lliterecy rates, 'Indirectly. end %o e degree, these reflect
'ths extent to which the fundamental requirements of a good school system aré

reslized. At hqnt. hovwever, they are very general guldes to efficiepcy.

QIGNIFICANCE AND LIMITATIONS OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES

Per pupil expenditures are probably the type of cost date mast fre-
quently employed for comparing educational expenditures between states. As
commonly deyived, and es used in this study, they represent the annupl ex-
penditures of primery and secondery schools for all purpeses except {nterest

“en dedbt,. reduced to the cost per pupil in average deily attendanca,

Since these expenditures indicate, in broad terms, the amou;x of
meney spent for such educational needs as instruction, school facilities,
and ether purposes essentlal to the educationsl program, they have & bearing

 umon scheol effliclency., But as & criterion of measuremext they have distinet
limitations which should be recognized when they are used for appraisasl
purposes.

In the first plage, per pupll expenditures vary among the states

. aseording te-differences ij weelth end living coste, OCoste of living, in
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general, tend to be higher in industrial than in rural states, particularly
if large metropolitan areas exist. Similarly, veriations in perpupil expenditures
are normal and do not necessarily mean corresponding differences in the |

" quality of education. Teachers! salaries are usually the major element of
scﬁool expenditures, That these salaries vary considerably between large
cities and sgricultural areas, and between wealthy and poor communities, is
to be expected. ' '

Per pupil expenditures are only a very general guide to efficiency.

They do not indicate whether funds have'been wisely allocated %o the various
essentials of the educatlional program, Analyéis of a school system might
show that, although competent ingtruction and adequate facilitiés are
emphasized, little attention is given to selecting courses of study which

 fit the needs of all students, o» to vocationsl guidance. If proportionate
‘ettention 1s not given to these needs, funde spent for other purposes fail
in some degree in the accomplishment of their objective. A good school system:
requires a balanced program in which all essentials are given appropriate

attention. A relatively inexpensive progrem may reallze this aim more'fully

than a costly one.

ATTENDANCE RATES AS AN INDEX OF EDUCATIONAL EFFICIENOY

. Attendance rates reflect direcly the degree to which educational
beneflts are realized quantitatively; that is, in terms of the proportion of
persons recelving an education. - But they also offer indirect evidence con-
-cerning other benefits.

Threa factors of school attendance are considered in this study:

l. The percentage of children between the ages of 7 and 15
years attending school,

2o The number of high school graduates per 100 enrolled
elementary and secondary school pupils.

3. The number of college students per 100 enrolled
elementary and secondary school pupils.
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There factors are termed attendance factors in this study, and the rates for

them attendance ratings.
Children in School Attendance

“fThe proportion of children between 7 and 15 years of age attending
school suggests the extent to which compulsory education laws are in effect
end enforced. It may alsv reflect the adeguacy and accessibility of school
facilities, particularLy at the elementary level, for attendance rates are
strongly conditioned by these factors. To some degree this proportion is an
index to the sentiment of the genersl public toward education. But since all
people should reconglze the need of education ai this age level it 1s -not of
great gignificance in this respect except in a negative sense in etates where
attendance rates are low, |

| ;It might be expected that there would be a close relationship be-
‘tween school attendance at these ages and illiteracy, but as can be seen in
Appendix VIII this is not‘true 1n many instences. Several states with favorable
attendance rates have high rateg 6f 1lliteracy, probably attridutable in part
to an influx of unachooled persons from other states or forelgn countries,
When accompanied by low rates of school ahtendaqce at the elementary level
‘high illiteracy rates are indicative of an inadequate educatlonal program,

but otherwise they probably reflect migratory factors.

Eigh School Graduates

The proportiqn of high school éraduates ig a significant index of
educational efficlency. A high retio, particularly in states with large
rural populations, indicates that secondgry school facilities are adequate
and that they are accessible to farm as well as city dwellers. Students of
this group have usually passed the age of compulsory education to continue

their schooling voluntarlly. A favorable ratio of high school graduates
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means that a relatively large section of the public recognizes the importance
of high school tralning and appreciates the value of education,

Public interest in education ig not likely to be confined to matters
of attendance and graduation, Without much doubt it exbends to the educational
program itself, embracing such essentlals as competent instruction, adequate
study courses, and other requirements of a good school system, A high |
provortion of high school graduates for a state therefore indicates an
educational program of general effectiveness,

College Students

These same considerations apply in states which show a favorable
ratio of college students, Since a college education involves financial
sacrifice on the part of many parents ‘and students this factor would seem-
to be of greater significance than the ratio of high school graduates, Bub
the proportion of persons obtaining an education at the college level is
conditioned to some extent by differences among the states in wealth and in
the accessibllity of college facilities, In New York State, for example,
more than one-~half the population resides in a single large city which offers
extensive college opportunities at a relatively low cost, ©Speclal condifjlons
encourage a higher radlo of college students in some states than in others,

The success of instructors in influencing students to continue
their education to higher levels is a mark of teaching ability, for it in-
dicates that educators have interested students in their school work and
convinced them of the advantages of further education, Hence a high ratilo
of high school graduates reflects back favorably upon the quallty of elementary
instruction, and a high proportion of college students carried the same

implications for the quality of high school instruction,




COMPARISON OF EXPENDITURES AND ATTENDANCE RATES

Per pupil expenditures, to be a satisfactory general criterion of
evaluation, would have to reflect with reasonable accuracy the quality of
‘all ‘educational benefits, Thgy fall to meet this requirement for rates of
school attendance, There is a tendency, to be sure, for these rates to drop
as expenditures become lower, bﬁt a close corrclation between attendance
and costs for states generally is found only in states having unusually low
expenditures, Among the other states there are too many exdepbions for
generalization, ”

Since, indirectly, attendance rates reflect other educational
- benefits, this lack of relationship with expenditures suggests similar cone-
ditions for benefits generally, Some states appear to obtaln greater value
for their educational dollar than others,

Appendix I contains data for all states on per pupil expenditures
and attendance rates at the three levels of education, The states, listed
in the order of importance for these expenditures, are divided into three
groups of 16 states each, representing the upper, intermediate, and lower:
expendi ture brackets, For convenience these divisions are referred to as
* Groups I, II, and III, respectively,

Figures are for the school yoar 1939-19“0, which for the purpose
of this study are preferable to those of later years because of abnormal war
and postwar trends, It is emphasized, however, that the figures do no#
represent current conditions and do not constitute an evaluation of state
educational programs,

The number of college students by state, as ordinarily derived, is
complled from the enrollment figures of institutions of higher learning, These
figures include students from outside the state but not those who leave their
home state to attend college elsewhere, The figures used in this study are

estimates which include only the number of students from a state, regardless
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of whether they attend locally or in other states, It 1s assumed that the
proportion of native and outgoing students to the total enrollment figure
was the same for each state in 1939-1940 as derived for 1938-1939 in a study
- made by the United States Office of Ed.ucatiou.&/
As asgsembled in Appendix I the dats are ra.therf too detailed for
/ger;eral findings, tut comparisons between individual states dbring out points
of interest, Despite lower expenditures, California has a higher rating for
each attendance factor than New York, Ohio, at about 71 per cent of the cost,’
has higher attendance ratings for all factors than New Je_rsey. Utah, at 50
per cent of the cost, outranks lew quk for two attenda_nca factors and closely
-"approxima.tea it for the third, ‘

Table I is derived from Appendix I to show the general relationships
betweenl the upper, intermediate, and lower groups of states, Only the highest
and lowest expenditures and attenﬁance ratings are shown for each group;

R TARLE I |

DEGREE OF VARIATION IN ATTENDANCE RATINGS FOR UPPER,
INTERMEDIATE, AND LOWER EXPENDITURE GROUPS -

Group and - Range of Percentage of Proportion of Proportion of

Bxpenditure Attendance Children Aged - High School College 1 /
Range Ratings 7—15 in School Gradvates =~ Students
Group Highest . 97.5 ° 6,7 9,6
($157-$96)  Lowest 90.% | 3.1 B2
Group II Highest 97.7 6.3 9,3
(92-474)  Lovest 92,1 2,6 3.7
Group 111 Highest 96,1 4,9 7.1

($69-831)  Lowest 62,6 2.3 :
_j Number per 100 enrolled pupils in elementary and secondary schools,

A general relationship between expenditures and attendance is in-
dicated by the decline in both when the highest and lowest ratings are considered
separately, But there is little difference between the highest attendance
ratings for Groups I and II in relation to the variation in expenditures,

It 1s elgnificant that the highest attendance ratings for Group IIl
I/ Residence and Migration of Oollege Students, Pamphlet o, 98, 1945,
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are not only very superior %o the lowest Group II tut to those of Group I

as well: : Children in High School College
School Graduntes Students

Group III = highest ratings 96,1 4.9 T

Group II -~ lowest ratings 92,1 " 2,6 3.7

Group I =~ lowest ratings 90,4 3.1 5.2

Prom this tabulation it is apparent that states having relatively
low expenditures may compare favorably for attendance with high-expenditure
states, Table II, also derived from Appendix I, illustrates more completely
the extent to which this may be true among the states, In this table the
lowest attendance ratings of the four states having the highest expenditures
are compared with equivalent or better ratings of the other U4 states, The
12 remaining high-expenditure states of Appendix I are considered to comprise.
Group I in this comparison, The symbol (~) is used to denote ratings which
compare unfavorably on this basis, |

The ranges in per pupil expenditures are as follows3

Four highest-expenditure states $131 to $157

Group I 96 to 115
Group II - T4 to 92
Group III 31 %0 69

Only one state of Group III, North Dakota, compares favorably on
this basis for a majority of attendance factors, indicating that below a

certain point expenditures are related to attendance, But 21 of the 28 states

comprising Groups I and 11 compare favorably for two or more attendance
factors, a condition which would not be found if expenditures were closely

" related to attendance for the upper and intermediate groups,

The following tabulation shows the percentage of states of Groups I

and II which are comparable with the four high-expenditure stutes:

7=-15 Year High School College

‘ e Grou Graduates Students
Group I 67% 83% T5%
Group II 38 69 62

8/ Includes the 12 remaining high-expenditure states,




TARLE II: COMPARISON OF LOWRST ATTENDANCE RATINGS OF THE FOUR STATES HAVING
HIGHEST EXPENDITUR®S WITH BQUAL OR BETTER RATINGS OF OTHER STATES,
Per Pupil Children Aged '
Expendi~ 7-15 Years in High School College
State tures School Graduates  Students
Few York 157 96,9 h,8 9,4
California 142 97.5 5s 9.6
New Jersey 136 96,6 2.1 5,6
Nevada 131 96, 4 .8 7.9
Lowest Ratings of Four States 96, 4 4.8 5.6
Group I Illinois 115 96,4 5,6 8,6
States Massachusetts 115 97.1 6,0 6.7
. Connecticut 109 97.5 546 -
Delaware 109 - 5.0 6,2
Montana 109 96,4 5e2 7.§
Wyoming 109 96,8 Bel 5.0
Rhode Island 105 97.2 & =
Washington 105 96,9 £;8 7.8
Minnesota 100 - 5.6 6,5
Oregon 97 - 6,7 8,7
Arizons 96 - ™ .
Ohio 96 97,1 5.7 7,8
Group II Colorado 92 - Dol Lol
States Michigan 92 96,9 - 6,0
T~ . Pemnsylvania 92 96,8 4.9 -
New Hampshiye 91 - ' 5,2 5.6
Wisconsin 91 - 5-3 6.3
Indiana 86 96,7 5 -
IW& . 86 . 5-8 -
South Dakota 86 - 5e T 6.1
Yermont 8 - - -
Maryland 8 - - 6,0
Kansas 83 - 6,0 7.3
Missouri 80 - - -
Tdaho 78 96,8 5.6 6.2
Utah 78 97.7 6.0 9.3
New Mexico 76 - - -
Nebraska 74 96,4 6,3 6,1
Group IIINorth Dekote 69 - 4.9 7.1
States Texas 66 - - Sel
Maine 64 - - -
West Virginia ol - - -
Oklahoma 63 - - 5.8
Morida 58 - - -
Louisiana gg - - -
Virginia - - -
Kentucky 47 - - -
Tennessee 4y - - -
Georgla I - - -
North Carolina i - - -
South Carolina 4o - - -
Alabama 36 - - -
Arkansas N - - -
Mississippi 31 - - -

Symbol {~) indicates lower rating than lowest of the four high-
expendi ture states, '

Source; See Appendix I,

10,
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A degree of relationship between expenditures and attendance is
indiecated by thé drop in percentage figures from Group I to Group II, Several
more states of Group I than of Group II compare favorably for all three
factors, But except for attendance of children between the ages of 7 and 15
years, more Group II states compare favorably than .do not,

The situation with respect to Nebraska is of interest, Although
the state is 32nd in expenditures it outranks 20 of the 31 states having higher:
costs for two or more attendance factors, Nebraska was rated as one of the
12 best states fer education in an evaluation of state school éystems made in
1946, (See Appendix X)

To summarize, a consistent rélationship between per pupil expenditures
and attendance rates 1slindicated only for stetes having unusually low costs,

Of the four states with highest expenditurqa, California alone shows a high
rating for all three attendance factors, and even in the case of this state _
nine others with lower expenditures have equal or bqjt.tar ratings for high
school graduates, In some instances one state may achicve better ratings
than enother for certain attendance factors at approximately one-half the

cost, '

CONCLUSION
This study, as has been stated, is not an evaluation of state school -

gystems, Such an evaluation has been recently made, however, by John W, |
Studehakef, United States Commissioner of Education, in which per pupil
expenditures and five other criteria related to attendance were used as the
basis of measurement, The six criteria were woeighted equally and the states
rated as (1) bvest, (2) -a.bove average, (3) below average, and (4) poorest,
(See Appendix X) |

| Among the states having moderate expenditures, Nebraska and Utah

are rated as best and Idaho is rated as above average, Of the high~expenditure .
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states, Arizona is rated as poorest, and Delawa_re and Rhode Island are rated
below average, | - p
It should be noted in this evaluation that minor significance is

glven to the expenditure factor, which was weighted at only 16 2/3 per cent,
Main reliance should be placed upon sttendance rates and related information

" in the appraisal of state school systems, To do otherwise overemphasizes the
‘expendlture factor, resulting in o distorted picture of educational benefits,
. and encourages higher costs for schools than are commensurate w.ith the

quality of services attained, Legislators should consider these points in

 their planning of educational appropriations,
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EXPLANATION OF APPENDIX TABLES

Detailed tables prepared for this study are contained in the appendix,
~ Some' of the tables furnish basic material for text treatment, but many are
inserted as supplementary information for use in making further analyses

of state school systems where these may be desired.

Several of the tables consider the relationships between average
teachers'! salaries and other criteria of school evaluation. These salaries,
which are based upon the annual payments to suvervisors and principals as
well as to teachers, are usually the major element of school costs and 80,
in most states, are eorrelated falrly closely with per pupil expenditures,
There are a number of exceptions, however, to this genersl condition,
(Appendix XI)_

Appendixes II and III provide a comparison between teachers'

- salarles and attendance rates similar to that shown for per mupil expen~
ditures, The results serve to emphasize the conclusion reached in the text
that expenditure data are of very limited velue in the appraisal of state
scheol systems, - |

High turnover rates for teaching versonnel are often attributed to
low salaries, Appendix IV indicates that there ie a basis for such an
assumntion, for 71 ver cent of the states. with salaries above the national
average have low or average turnover rates, as against only 39 per cent of
-the states which have salaries below the national level., Here too, hovever,
there are numerous exceptions to any generalization, Four high-salary states

also have high rates of turnover, and seven low-salary states have low turn-
| overs,

Appendix V is taken from a study made in 1932 by the National Bducation

Assoclation, Five factors of educational efflciency were considered in this study!

1. The amount of attendance, in terms of both the propor tion of persons
between the ages of 5 and 17 years in school attendsnce and the
number of days attended during the school year.
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2. Helding power, or the degreec of success attalned by the educational
gystem in holding children in school between the ages of 1l amd 17
yvears, This is the age period during which there is the greatest
tendency to leave school, &

3. Average teachers' salaries.

4, Value of school property.

5, ILiteracy of native-born persons heyond the age of 10 years.

The states are listed in this table according to the vercentage of
urban population and ‘rated from 1 to 48 for each factor to indicate the
relative standing of each state in relation to the others, The Association
points out that the study does not attempt to set up a single measure of state
school efficiency, and the table should not be interpreted as an evaluation of
gﬁate'school gystems,

In a few stateg, notably California, there is a close relati onship
between high salaries and faverable standings for attendance, holding power,
and literacy, Correlation is alto ghown between low salaries and unfavorable
standings for most of the southern states. But among many states there is
little or no relationshin, In Utah and Iowa, for example, relatively low
salaries are accompanied by comvaratively good standings for the other

' three factors, and in Pennsylvania and Maryland the opposite situation is
found. In several othér states éorrelation is shown only for one or two of
the three factors,

Appendix VI, also taken from the study of the National Education

Assoclation, shows the relationship between salaries and the education of
" teachers for the 29 states for which 1nforma§ion was avallable, In severai
states the degree of correlation is very close, and in 19 of them the dif-
ferences in rank between the two factors are five points or less, In the

other ten states the variation is from six to thirteen points,
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The trend of teachers' salaries from 1936 to 1944 is shown in
Avpendix VII. All states experienced incresses during this period, the
iange being from 13 to 83 per cent. Thirty-seven states show a rise of 30
per cent or more, ILarge percentage in&feasea among the iow—salary states
indicate a trend toward bringing the'saiaﬁy leveis of the states into closer
conformity, - M o

| Appendix VIIT presents data for illiﬁeracy of adults and army re-
Jectlons for illiteracy.. In Appendix IX are ghown the vercentage of urban
ropulation and the per capita income for each state in 1940. These factors
mey or mey not appear to be related to educational efficiency, depending
-somewhat upon the state in question. They are included as supolementery
“information which may have a bearing upon the educatiqnal system in certain
instances. |

Avpendix X 1s the evaluation given state school systems in 1946
Iby John W. Studebaker, United States Commissioner of Bducation. Appendix XI
ranks the states from 1 to 48 for each factor of evaluation used in this study
and also for other related factors considered in appendiyx tables, The purpose
of this table is to show the relative position of any state with resmect to
these various factors, '

The tables included in the appendix can be useful in analyzing educa~
tional situations and oroblems of individual states. Using Idaho as an example,
the state butranks eight of the high-expenditure states for attendance of |
children from 7 to 15 years of age, six for high school graduates, and five
for college students. (Appendix I) It ranks 10th, 14th, and 16th among the
states for these three factors, respectively, although it is 29th in exwvendi-

tures, (Appendix XI) The states rates well for literacy, (Apnendix VIII)
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In 1944 Tdaho held spmroximately the same relative position (30th)
‘for teachers' salaries as in 1940, (Awnendix VII), Yet is is rated as
having ar educational system above average in the Studebaker evaluatlon,
(Appendix X) It was one of two states in the lower greup for vercentage
pf urban vonulation to have a rank of above averaze in this eveluation,
- (Aomendir IX} Apparently, an unusually large rural ponulation tends to affect
- educational efficiency adversely. That Idaho is an exception testifies to
the succews of its people in attaining high educgtional standards regardless
of unfavorable factors, |

The facts suggest mlainly that although Idaho may have limited
funds available for school purposes and encounters special mroblems with
respecf to its large rural oomulation 4t has been able to nrovide good
‘'schools, The people of this state, anparently, get a commsratively high return

; for:their educational expenditures,




APPENDIX




, + ' APPENDIX I: OOMPARISON OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES WITH SCHOOL ATTENDANCE FOR
" SCHOOL YEAR 1039-10L40

Percentage of Proonrtion Proportion
Per Punil Children Aged nf of
Exnenii- 7-15 Years At= High Schogl College,
State tures tending School Graduates Students”

Yew York 157 96,9 4.8 9.4
Oalifornia 142 97.5 5.8 9,6
New Jersey 136 96,6 3-1 5,6
Nevada, 131 96!h .8 T2
TIllinois 115 96,4 5.6 8.6
Massachusetts 115 97.1 6.0 6.7
Connecticut 109 97.5 5.6 5ol
Delaware 109 96. a 5.0 6.2
Montana 108 96, 5.9 7.6
Wyoming 109 96.8 E-T 5.6
Rhode Island 105 © 97.2 5 5.2
Washington 105 96.9 6.2 7.8
Minnesota ' 100 95.9 5.6 6.5
Oregon 97 96.0 6.7 8.7
Arizona 96 90,4 Bk 5.3
Ohio : 96 a97.1 5.7 L
Colorado ; 92 . 95.9 E.l Tnl
Michigan 92 96,9 1 6.0
Pennsylvania 92 96.8 4.9 bk
Yew Hampshire 91 96,0 5.2 5.6
Wisconsin 91 95.9 5.9 b3
Indiana 86 96,7 5.4 4.8
Iowa .86 95.7 h.8 54D
Snuth Dakota g6 LR 5.7 6.1
Vermont 85 95,7 4.1 4.6
Maryland gl oL, g 4.1 6.0
Kananas 83 06,3 6.0 T3
Misenuri 80 93.7 4.5 7.3
Idaho 78 96.8 5.6 6.2
New Mexico 76 92,1 2.6 g
Webraska ™ 96,4 6.3 6.1
North Dakota 69 gk ,1 k4.9 1.1
Texas 66 ag, U 4.1 et
Maine U 96,1 4.5 3.6
West Virginis el 94,3 3.8 3.8
Oklahoma 63 v 9h .2 3.8 5.8
Tlorida 58 91,7 3.3 3.9
Louigiana T 90,2 L7 5.0
Virginia ] 91.1 3.4 j.g
Kent'lley }'I'T 62 . 6 2. 7 30

Tennessee Ll 88.6 . 2.6 %
Georgta 4o 88,9 2.4 3,0
Nerth Carolina 41 92.6 3.4 3.2
South Carolina Lo 91.6 2.6 3.4
Alabama 36 00,6 2.3 2.6
Arkansas 71 87,2 2.6 2.7
Misslssippl 31 26,7 2.3 2.6

1. Based upon nuoils in average daily attendance, 1939-1040,

2. Number ver 100 puoils enrolled in elementary and secondary schools, Source:
T.8 ., Office of Bducation, Biennial Surveys of Bducation in the United States,
Statistles of State School Systems, 1030~1040 and 1941-1942, mn, °8, ©0, and 703

and Residence and lMigration of College Students, Pamohlet o. 98, 1945, 11 andl13;

P,
U.8Denartment of Opmmerce, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1gﬁhn19h5,
oo, 226, 227, and 240,




APPENDIX II: OOMPARISON OF AVERAGE TBACHERS' SALARIES WITH SCHOOL ATTENDANCE
FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1939-1940

Percentage of  Proportion  rroportion

. Average Children Aged of of
Teachers' 7-15 Years At- High Schoo}l College, .

State Salaries tending School Graduates Students
New York $2, 604 ; 96.9 4.8 9.4
Oslifornia 2,351 - 97,5 5.8 9,6
. New Jersey 2,093 ' 96,6 5.1 5.6
Masgsachusetts 2,037 97.1 6.0 6,7
Qonnecticut 1,861 97.5 5.6 5,4
Rhode Island 1,809 97.2 L.5 5.2
Washington 1,706 96.3 6.2 T.8
I11linois 1 06« 06, 5.6 8.6
Delaware 1, 684 96,3 5,0 6.2
Maryland 1,642 ol ,8 L 6.0
Pennsylvania i ' 640 96.8 4.9 44
Ohio 1,587 97.1 el 7.2
Michigan 1,576 1 96.9 4,1 6.0
Nevada 1 D57 964 4,8 7.9
Arizons, l}l; q0, 4 3,1 53
Indiana, 433 96.7 5.4 4,8
Utah 1,394 97.7 6,0 9,3
Colorade 1,393 - 95.9 5.1 TeT
Wisconsin 1,379 “ 95,9 © 5.9 6.3
" Oregon 1,333 . 96,0 6,1 8.7
Minnescta 1,276 95,9 5.6 6.5
Yew Hamvshire 1,258 96,0 5.2 5.6
Montana 1, 18” S 96,4 5.9 7.6
West Virginia 1,170 94,3 2D 3.8
Wyoming 1,169 9.8 5.7 5,6
Miseruri s I 03,7 4.5 5.2
Yew Mexico -1,1 92,1 2.6 ol
Texas 1,079 92,4 4.1 . 547
Idaho 1,057 96,8 5,6 6,2
Iowa 1,017 9'5 T 5.8 545
~ Kansas 1,014 : 6.0 7.3
Oklahoma 1,014 95 ? 3,8 5.8
Tlorida 1,012 © 91,7 3.3 3.9
Louisiana 1,006 : 90,2 3,3 © 5,0
Vermont 981 95T 4,1 4,6
North Carolina g46 92,6 3.U 3,2
Virginia 899 91,1 3.4 3,6
Maine g4 96,1 4,5 3,6
Tennessee 862 : 8.6 2.6 3.3
Nebraska 829 96,4 6,3 6.1
Kentucky 826 62,6 2.7 3.7
South Dakota g07 a5, 4 5.7 6.1
Georgila 770 88,9 2.4 3.0
Vorth Dakota THE 94,1 4.9 7.1
Alabvoma 7h 90.6 2.3 2,6
South Carolina e 91,6 2.6 3.4
Arkansas 58 87.2 2.6 2.7
Migsigsipni 559 86,7 2.3 2.6

1. Number per 100 pupils enrolled in elementary and secondary schools.

Smurcet Office of Bducation, Biennial Surveys of Fducation in the TInited Stntes,
Statistica of State School Systeme 1939-1940 and 19%1-19L2, pp. 16, 60, and 70;
Rosidence and Migration of College Students, Pamnhlet o, 98 1Qu5. pn, 11 and 13.
Yenartment of Commerce, Statietical Abstract of the United States, 194U4-10U45

pp. 226, 227, and 240,




v " APPENDIX III: OOMPARISON OF LOWEST ATTENDANCE RATINGS OF THE FOUR STATES

w3 " HAVING THE HIGHEST SALARIES WITH EQUAL OR BETTZR RATINGS OF OTHER
- B STATHS
Average Ohildren Aged High
Teachers' 7-15 Years School College
State : Salaries _ in Schonl Graduates Students
Wew York $2, 604 96,9 L.8 9.4
+ California L % By 3B a97.% - 5.8 . 9.6
Yew Jersey 2,003 . 96,6 8ol " 5.6
Massachusebts 2,037 97.1 6,0 6.7
Lowest Ratinas of Four States 96,6 4.8 5.6
.. Connececticut 1,861 97.5 5.6 =
Rhode Island 1,809 97,2 - -
. . Waghington 1,706 96,9 6.2 7.8

- Illinois 1,700 - ]J 5,6 8.6

" Delaware 1,684 - 5.0 6,2
Maryland . 1,642 - - 6.0
Pennsylvenia 1,640 96,8 4,0 -

' Ohio 1,587 97.1 5.7 7.2
Michigan 1,576 96.9 - 6.0
Nevada 1,957 - 4.8 7.9

“Arizona 1,544 - - -
Indiana 1,433 96,7 5.4 -
Utah . 1,394 C 9.7 6.0 9.3
Colorade 1,393 - 5.1 i
Wisconsin . 1,379 o 5.9 B3
Oregon 1,333 - 6.7 - 8.7
Minnesota 1,276 . - 5.6 6,5

. New Eampshire 1,258 - 5.2 5.6
Montans 1,184 & 549 7.6

- West Virginia 1,170 - - -
Wyoming - 1,169 96.8 5.7 - 5.6
Miggnuri 1,159 - - -
Vew Mexico | 1,144 - - -
Texas 1,079 - - 5.7
Idaho 1,057 96,8 5.6 6,2
Iowsa 1,017 - 5.8 -
Kansas ' : 1,014 - 6.0 1.3
Oklahoma 1,014 - - 5.8
Florida 1,012 - 3 i
Louisliana 1,006 - - -
Vermont 981 - = o
North Carolina 946 - - -

" Virginia 899 - - -
Maine 891]- - a -
Tennessee 462 - - -
Nebraska 829 - 6,3 6.1

- Kentucky 826 - - -
South Dakota - 807 - 5T 6.1
Georgia 770 - v -

North Dekota 745 - 4.9 T
“Alabama Thl - - -
South Carolina T43 - - -
Arkensas el - & =
Missiseivpi 559 - - »

Symbol (-) indicetes lower rating than lowest of the four high-salary states.
Source! See Anpendix II,




APPENDIX IV: OCOMPARISON OF TEACHERS' SALARIES FOR 1939-1940
WITH TURNOVER RATES IN NORMAL YEAR

Percentege of

Average
Yeachers! Teacher Turnover
_State Salaries in Normal Year
New York $2,604 G
Californie 2,351 10
New Jersey 2 1093 7
Massachusetts 2, , 037 5
Connecticut 1,861 3
Rhode Island 1,809 a
Washington 1, 706 10
Illinoils 1,700 5
Pelaware - ' 68l 13
Maryland Ly ' 642 9
Pennsylvania 1 Y640 4
Ohio 557 10
Michigan 1,576 15
Nevade, 1, th 22
Arizona '1 . 14
Indiana 5
Utah 1,39& 9
Colorado 1,393 15
Wisconsin 1,379 el
Oregon + 1,333 14
Minnesota 1,276 15
New Hampshire 1,258 10
Montana - 1 18h 11
West Virginia 1 170 10
Wyoming: 1 169 14
Missouri 1,15 25
New Mexico 1 11L .19
Texas i 079 10
Ideho 1,057 19
Towa 1,017 18
Kansas Lo 01“ 12
. Oklahoma o1k 10
Florida 1,012 5
Louisiana 1,006 10
Vermont 981 22
" Morth Caroling qu6 10
© Virginia . &9 3
Maine 89 15
Tennessee 862 10
' Nebraska 829 14
© Kentucky 826 11
South Dakota 807 20
Georgla 770 25
North Dakota THE 20
Al ebama T4 8
South Carolina 7“& 15
Arkansas 58 9
Mississippi

National Average

i

1,
a,

Source:

Percentage of total number of classroom teachers, principals, and superviso:

Not available,

United States Office of Hducation, Blennial Surveys of HEducation in th

United States, Statlstics of State School Systems, 1939~1940 and 19H1-1942, p, !

Hearings before A Subcommittee of the Committee on Bducation and Lebor, United

States Senate, Seventy-Bighth Congress, First Session, on §, 637, p, 28,
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APFENDIX VI3  RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EDUCATION AND SALARIES OF TEACEERS

Per Cent of Average
teachers having annual selary
Year 2 or more years of teachers, '
to which of training supervisors, - Rank Rank
training beyond principals, on on
State data apply high school in 1929~30 training salaries

) | 2 3 L 5 6
Arizona-.......,-....-,q 1928 90 1587 6 6
Arkansas ..'.‘QQ.'P“!!‘Q 1930“31 &2 6?3 2? 28
Connecticutesevecsrssees 1931-32 83 1812 8 3
Talaware..........-..q.. 1931“32 8295 15?0 9 ?
District of Celumbia,... 1931-32 98,6 2269 1 1
Georgiaseseccscne evecere 1929~30 36 . 68k 28 27
Idaho.oo-onnvootnnl!tooo 1931-32 89 1200 ? 13
Illinois;-locwl'oll_"l KR ] 1929"30 65 1630 15 h’
Indianao--.....a..-a-... 1931“32 95 lbéé 305 10
Iow&!GGOQOU!OQlQOQvOu-oo 1928‘29 49 1094 . 2105 15
Kentuﬂky Seestevdensnrite 1929-30 48-3 896 : 23 Zb
Loulslansesssesveveerse 1929 73 oLl 13 20
- MassachusettBesessseceas 1930 o4 1875 5 . R
Michigan.-.............- 1931 80 1534 10_ 9
MissiseipPleeeseesserees  1930-31 43,4 620 25 29
Missouriesssveecosssonses . 1930 70 1235 AR/ 12
Nabraska,;..o........c-. 1929‘30 ISO-Q 107? 30 16
New MexlcOsaeeeserenssas 1930-31 56 1113 18 14

North Carolina..u.-..... 1930-31 7“93 8?3 12 2
North Dakotﬂluqo-oqaootu_ 1929-30 52 900 19 23
PennsylvaniBecesyesresese 1931-32 97.1 1620 2 5
South Pakot@eeessessenss 1931 4y ' © 956 2y 19
Tennessefsssvesnvossenne 1929-30 uj 902 26 22
TeXafasscovenrsrresnsnee 1930 7?05 92’4’ 11 21
T VermonNbessssessevcsnvncs 1931“32 3“ 963 29 18
Virgini8eeeeassssvennses  1929-30 57.5 , 861 16 26
Washington...........-.. 1931?32 95 1556 3‘5 8
West Virginissesesessese 1930-31 u9 1023 alos 17
Wisconsingessessesocesse 1930-31 -8 11399 . 3 11

Source; National Bducation Association, Research Bulletin, May, 1932, p.12l.




APFENDIX VII: TREND OF AVERAGE ANNUAL TEACHERS) SATARIZS FOR SCHOOL YEARS
' 1935-1936 TO 1943~19uk

" Per Cent

Increase

1944 over
1935-36  1937-38 1930<40 1o41.U2 10L2.43 1043-LY 1936
United States 1,283 1,37 1, 1,507 1,599 1,728 35
Alabama 606 707 Ul 787 g25 1,000 67
Arizona 1,39 1,535 1,544 1,653 1,760 1,903 36
Arkansas 504 571 584 6728 756 gu5 68
California 1,776 2,200 2,351 -~ 2,373 2,616 47
Colorado 1,242 1,20% 1,393 1,17 1,462 1,600 28
Connecticut 1,679 1,862 1,861 1,932 2,211 2,019 20
Delaware 1,555 1,623 1,68 1,781 1,796 1,932 2
Florida Q05 1,003 1,m2 1,130 1,219 1,390 54
Georgia 587 715 770 806 901 923 51
Ideho 943 1,087 1,057 1,115 1,115 1,379 6
I1linois 1,36 1,608 1,700 1,807 1,817 2,018 47
Indiana 1,29 1,375 1,433 1,505 1,606 1,833 k2
Towa 875 932 1,017 1,061 1,061 1,289 47
Kansas 855 903 1,004 1,021 1,%8 1,31% b
Kentucky 787 835 826 936 1,014 1,158 T
Louisiana 793 982 1,006 1,086 1,149 1,427 80
Maine 798 860 g4 1,000 1,031 1,158 45
Naryland 1,h53 1,564 1,662 1,113 1,786 2,069 42
Magsachusetts 1,83 2,009 2,037 2,049 2,225 2,219 b2
Michigan 1,499 1,586 1,576 1,671 1,843 2,016 4
Minnesota 1,120 1,18 1,276 1,288 1,457 1,567 0
Missiseippl 571 479 550 517 654 790 38
Missouri 1,048 1,13% 1,159 1,223 1,253 1,l10 35
Montana 1,073 1,077 1,184 1,224 1,32 1,453 35
Nebraska 772 813 829 EZR 93 1,159 50
Nevada 1,521 1,465 1,557  1,F4 1,6 1,876 23
New Eampshire 1,207 1,258 1,258 1,293 1,34 1,366 13
New Jersey 1,864 2,006 2,003 2,157 2,269 2,353 26
New Mexico aglh 1,000 1,14% 1,190 1,206 1,456 48
New York 2,k 2,322 2,604 2,618 2,697 2,726 13
Yorth Carelina 735 897 qus 1,009 1,122 1,342 83
North Dakota pug g8l 745 750 929 1,059 63
Ohio 1,522 1,506 1,587 1,747 1,881 1,912 26
Oklahoma 783 1,027 1,04 1,120 1,270 1,429 . 83
Oregon 1,154 1,286 1,333 1,430 1,5%2 1,809 57
Pennsylvania 1,549 1,593 1,640 1,724 1,785 1,972 27
Rhode Island 1,664 1,756 1,809 1,830 1,944  2,0u2 23
Sruth Orrolinae 637 T34 43 . 820 Q02 073 53
South Daota 711 752 807 gyl 1,04y 1,158 63
Tennescee 718 726 %62 g80 . 963 1,062 43
Texas 9l 1,003 1,079 1,00v 1,224 1,329 41
Utah 1,177 1,320 1,390 1,454 1,680 1,792 52
. Vermont ; e17 952 981 1,001 1,045 1,165 27
Virginia 810 86U 899 1,047 1,151 1,308 b1
Washington 1,369 1,746 1,706 1,920 1,989 © 2,099 53
West Virginia 1,091 1,096 1,170 1,266 1,279 1,508 33
Wisconsin 1,280 1,307 1,379 1,428 1,581 1,705 gﬁ

Wyoming 1,023 1,053 1,169 1,14 1,137 1,Win

1. Includes malaries of supervisors, principals, and teachers of elementary and
secondary public schools,

Source! United States Office of Educatirn, Blennial Surveys of Educstion in the
United States, Statistics of State School Systeme 1930-1940 and 1001-1942, p, 16,
Fational Education Association of the United Strtes, NBA Handbnak, August, 1946,
p. 302, '
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APFENDIX VIII: THE STATES LISTED IN THE ORDER OF RANK FOR ADULDS .
VITHOUT SCHOOLING AND ARVY FAJECTIONS FOR.EDUCATIONAL DEFICIENCY: .

Percentage of
Adults withiut

Percentage of Army i 2
Rejections for Eduw, -/

State Schoold State cationsl Deficiency™ .~ °
Towa 0,6 5 Arizona i ERL - R L
Idaho 0.9 Oregon 0.7
Nebrasks 1,0 I1linois el .
Oregon 1,0 Utah A0
Kansas 1.1 South Dakote J l'l}; A
South Dakota 1,2 . MWontana 1, i
Washington 1,2 "+ Nevada 11,5
Indiana 1, a Washington 1,6
Minnesata I Minnesota bb Y ¢
Utah 1.5 . Nebraska Lol
Montana 1,6 Michigan 18
Vermont L 146 Wisconsin 1,8
Wisconsin A I | Colorado ,9
Missouri 1.9 Idaho 1,9
. Wyoming 1,9 Vermont 1,9
Ohio 2,0 Kansas 2,0
Maine a.l Massachusetts 2.1
North Dakota 2,1 Pennsylvania 2,1
Colorado 2. ?l» Wyoming 2.2
Michigan 2, New York L 2e3
New Hampshire 2,4 Connecticut 2,5
California 2.5 Ohio 2,5
Oklahoma - Delaware 2.7
Illinois 2.7 Iowa 2.9
Maryland 2,8 New Jersey 3,3
Nevada 2,9 Rhode Island 3
Delaware 3.3 Indiana 3.6
West Virginia © 3.7 . Missouri 3,6
Arkansas _ 3.9 California 4,6
Florida 0 Maine 4.8
Kentucky 4.1 Yorth Dakota - b9
Massachusetts 41 New Hampshire 5e2
Pennsylvania 41 Oklahoms, T4
Tennessee 4,2 West Virginia 8,u
Yew Jersey 4.3 New Mexico 9,0
Connecticut 4.7 Kentucky 10,4
Rhode Island h.2 TMorida "11l.7
Texas B3 . North Carolina 12,5
Virginia 5.4 Maryland 13,3
New York 5.6 Texas 13,6
Yorth Carolins F.B8 Loulsiana 13,9 |
Georgla 6,5 Arkensas 15,1 '
Mississippi 6.6 Virginia 15,2
Alabama 6.7 Tennessee 17,2
South Carolina 7.9 South Carolina 17.3
Arizona 8.9 Georgila 17.8
New Mexico 10,7 Alabama 21,9
Louisiana 12,8 Mississippi 21,9

1, Percentage of persons 25 years old and over with no years schooling comploted, 19UC
2, Percentage of each 100 Selective Service rejections due to educational deficiency,
not including mental deficients, for period from April, 1942, through December, lagj.
Source: Unlted States Bureau of the Census, 16th Census of the United States, 1910,

Oharacteristics of the Pop

— ——

ulation, p, 78, United States Office of Hducation, ftote-w:
Planning of Veterans! Education, Bulletin 1945 No, 4, p, 64 :




APPEYDIX IX THE STATES LISTED IN THE ORDER OF RANK ¥OR URBAY

POPULATION AND PER GAPITA INCOME 1940

i & T Per Cavita
Income
State Population State Payments
Rhode Island 91,6 Delaware $896
Massachusetts 89.4 Yew York 863
Yew York " 82,8 Nevada - 83
New Jersey 81.6 Connecticut 827
Illinois 73.6 - California 805
Califoinia 710 Yew Jersey 803
Connecticut 67.8 Massachusetts . 766
Ohio 66.8 I1linois 726
Pennsylvania 66.5 - Rhode Island 715
Michigan 65,7 Maxyland T2
Maryland 59,3 - Michigan 649
New Hampshire 5T7.6 Ohio 643
' Utah 55.5 Washington 643 i
Florida 55.1 ‘Pennsylvania 628
Indians 55.1 Wyoming - 605
Wisconein 53.5 Oregon 579
Washington 53,1 Montana 574
. Colorado 52.6 Yew Hamushire 546
Delaware 52.3 Indiana 541
Missouri 51,8 Colorado 5ok
Minnesota - 49.8 Vermont 521
Oregon 4g.2 Wisconsin 516
Texas 454 “Maine 509
Iowa 42,7 Minnesota 509
Kansas 41,9 Missouri - 505
Louisiana 41,5 Towa. ., 4gp :
Maine 40,5 Utah 480 :
Yevada 39,3 Arizona 473 |
Nebraska 39,1 Tlorida in
Montana, 37.8 Virginia 450 -
Oklahoma 37.6 Idaho 4o
Wyoming 37.3 " Nebraska 433
Virginia 75.3 Kansas Yoo
Tennessee 35,2 Texas 413
. L ona 34.8 West Virginia 308
Georgla 4.4 South Dakotae - 376
Vermont 34,3 - North Dakota 368
Idaho 33.7 louisiana »T
New Mexico 33.2 New Mexico 356
Alabamea 30,2 Oklahoma 356
Kentucky 29.8 Tennessee 317
West Virginia 28.1 North Carolina 316
Yorth Carolina 2.3 Georgia 315
South Dakota 24,6 ~ Kentucky 308
South Carolina 24.5 Sauth Caroline 286
Arizansas 22,2 Alabame, 268
Yorth Dakota 20.6 Arkansas 252
. Missiseippi 19.8 Missisninpl 202

/I Sourcej United States Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the
‘United States, 1944-1945, p, 14, United States Department of Commerce,
Survey of Current Business, August 1945, », 13.




APPENDIX X: RATINGS OF THE STATES FOR EDUCATION ACCORDING TO
' - JORY ¥, STUDEBAKER, UNITED STATES COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

. Bost States

Above~average States

California Colorado
Connecticut Idaho
Illinois Indians
Massachusetts lows,
Montane Kansas
Nebraska Michigan

Yew Jersey Nevada

Yew York Pennsylvania
Ohio South Dakota
QOregon Wisconsin
Utah Wyoming
VWashington .

Below-ave rage States

‘. West Virginia

' Poorest States

. Delaware Alabama
Maine ' Arizons
Marylsnd Arkansas
Minnesota Florida
Missouri Georgila
New Hampshire Kentucky
North Carolinea Loulslans
North Dakota Mississippi
Okl ahoma New Mexico
Rhode Island South Carolina
VYermont Tenncssee
Virginia .- Texas

Note: The following six factors were weighed equally in computing each
state's ranks - (1) expenditure per pupil per year; (2) averege number of
school years completed by pupils; (3) average length of the school term;
(4) percentage of children under if enrolled in school; (5) percentage
of those enrolled actually attending; (6) percentage of pupils who reach
high school, - '

- Source: Studebaker, John W,, United States Commiseioner of Bducation,
How Good Are the Schools in Your State? The American Magazine, April, 1946,




APFENDIX XI:

RANK OF STATES FOR FACTORS AFFECTING WDUCATICNAL ETFIGIENGY

(Page 1)
Per Fupil Average High
Expend= Teachers | Attendance School College
State ‘Lturas Selaries 7-15 Years Graduates Students
Alabama Lé hs 41 . Wy L7
Arizona 15 15 k2 Lo 29
Arkansas 47 L7 b6 b2 46
Californie 2 2 2 9 1
Colorade 17 18 24 20 8
Connecticut 7 .5 2 1L 28
.Delaware 7 9 19 22 16
Florida 38 33 38 38 36
‘Georgia 43 L3 Ly L6 Ls
Idaho 29 29 10 14 16
Illinois 5 8 15 14 5
Indians 22 16 13 18 33
Towa 22 30 27 9 27
KXansas 27 31 19 L 10
Kentucky L1 41 L8 A 38
Louisiana 39 34 L3 38 32
Maine 35 38 21 27 Lo
Maryland 26 10 31 30 20
Massachusetts 5 4 5 L 13
Michigan 17 13 7 30 20
Minnesota 13 21 24 14 1L
Mississippi L7 L8 L7 L7 L7
Missouri 28 26 34 27 30
Montana 7 23 15 7 9
Nebraska 32 Lo 15 2 18
Neveada L 14 15 25 6
Yew Hampshiwe 20 22 22 19 24
New Jersey 3 3 14 20 24
New Mexico 31 27 37 L2 38
New York R | 1 7 25 2
North Carolina L 36 35 36 Ly
North Dakota 33 Ly 33 23 i -
Ohio 15 12 [ 11 11
Oklahoma 37 31 30 34 22
Oregon 14 20 22 1 L
Penngylvania 17 11 10 23 35
Rhode Island 11 6 L 27 30
South Oarolina Ls L6 39 b2 Lo
South Dakota 22 L2 29 11 © 18
Tennessee b2 39 Ls 2 43
Texas 34 28 36 30 23
. Utah 29 17 1 4 3
Vermont 25 35 27 30 34
Virginia 4o 37 40 36 Lo
Washington 1] 7 7 3 7
West Virginia 35 24 32 Bl 37
Wisconsin 20 19 24 7 15
Wyoming 7 28 10 11 2.

1. The states are renked from 1 to 48 according to their ratings for each factor,

with the lower figure indicating the better rank.

In cases where the ratings

for a factor are the seme for two or more states the ranks are also identieal.

Source:

See Appendixes I to V.




o APPEINDIX XI: RANK OF STATES FOR ?AOTOBS)AFFEGTING EDUCATIONAL EFFICIENCY
Page 2
Adults Army Pey
Without Bducational Teacher Cepita Urban
State - Schooling ReJections Turnover Inceme Pepulation

~ Alabama Ly - L7 19 Lé Lo
Arizona L6 S S 28 28 35
Arkansas 29 42 11 Ly _ L6
California 22 29 - 14 5 6
$olorado 19 13 32 20 18
Connegticut 36 21 ; . b 7
Delaware : 27 23 27 1 19
Florida _ 30 37 L © 29 14
Georgla L2 L6 L6 L3 36
Idaho ; 2 13 39 31 38
Illinois ; 24 ' 3 b 8 < 5
Indiana ' 8 27 L 19 14
Iowa 1 24 38 26 ' 24
Eansas 5 16 26 33 25
. Kentucky . 31 36 2L Ll b
Loulsiana 48 5] 14 38 26
Maine 17 30 32 23 27
Maryland 25 39 11 10 . !
Massachusetts 31 ' 17 L 7 2
Michigen 20 .1 32 11 16
Minnesota 9 9 32 23 21
Mississippl 43 L7 32 ‘48 L8
Missouri _ 14 27 L6 25 20
Montana 13 6 24 17 - 30
Nebraska 3 .9 28 32 29
Nevada, 26 7 L e &9 28
New Hampshire 20 32 pr 18 ‘ 12
New Jersey ‘ 35 - 25 ; 9 é L
New Mexico % 35 39 39 . 39
New York Lo 20 8 2 3
North Carolina 41 38 14 42 43
North Bakota 1?7 B ¢ L1 _ 37 Ly
ohio 16 21 14 12 8
Oklahoma . 22 33 14 39 31
Oregon 3 2 28 16 22
" Pennsylvania 31 17 3 ‘ W 9
Rhode Island 37 26 a 9 1
South Carolina 4y bs 32 Ls s
South Dakota - 6 s . I 36 Ll
Tennessee 34 Ly L L1 5L
Texas 38 Lo 14 34 23
Utsh 10 3 11 27 13
Vermont 11 13 Ly 21 37
Virginia 39 by 1 30 33
Washington 6 8 T 13 17
West Virginla 28 34 ' 14 35 U2
Wisconsin 13 11 43 22 16
Wyoming 14 19 28 15 32

a» Not avallable,






