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ABSTRACT 

A Description of Change in School Expenditures in the San Juan 

School District from 1951 to 1965 and An Analysis 

of Student Achievement During the Same Period 

by 

Kenneth B. Maughan, Ed.D. 

Utah State University, 1967 

Najor Professor: Dr. Homer M. Johnson 
Department: Educational Administration 

The setting for this l ongitudinal cost-quality s tudy was unique 

xi 

insofar as it provided the rare opportuni t y to involve a district that 

had undergone a "rags to riches" transition during the past decade. 

The purpose of the study was twofold: (1) To report changes in 

the "learning opportunities " that were brought about as a r esult of 

money. (2) To determine if the per pupil expend itur e level had any 

influence on the learning opportunities of pupils in the San Juan School 

District, as measured by the achievement gains on the California 

Achievement Test . 

Three hypotheses were tested, all of which hypothesized that the 

amount of expenditure per pupil would influence the learning opportu-

niti es of students in the San Juan School District. 
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Thr ee schoo l year s , 1953, 1958, and 1965, r epres entative of low , 

transitiona l , and high expenditure years wer e selected to compare the 

achievement gains of pupils. 

The sample, consisting of 731 pupi ls from the thr ee differ ent ex-

penditure years, was drawn from the same schools and grades within the 

district. 

Prior t o this study, the 1950 edition of the California Achieve­

ment Test had been given to the 1953 and 1958 groups of students and 

was also given to the 1965 gr oup of students. For statistical com­

putations , I. Q. scores from the California Test of Mental Maturity 

were obtained for each student. 

The res earch design employed the analysis of covariance to t es t 

the significant difference s among the group means. The individual 

comparison be tw een the adjusted means was based on Duncan's Multiple 

Range Tes t . 

The analysis of covariance produced F values which con firm ed all 

thr ee of the res earch hypotheses. Statistical ev idence indicates that 

students who attended the two designated schools in San Juan during 

th e high expendi ture schoo l year, 1965, did attain significantly 

higher achi evement scores in reading, arithmetic, language, and total 

achi evement, than did the students who attended the same schools during 

the l ow expenditure year, 1953, or the transitional year, 1958. How-

e ve r , ther e we r e no significant differences in the achievement gain s 

between the low and transitional expenditure years. 

/ 
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The following conclusions were submitted: 

1 . As additional money became available and provision for learn-

ing opportuniti es changed, educational exp end itures increased. 

2. As San Juan spent more money on its schools, they generally 

were able to employ and retain better teachers. The district was able 

to and did provide more functionally designed and better equipped 

facilities, instructional materials, and other aids which were helpful 

in providing better teaching. 

3. Money actually purchased professionally trained t eachers as 

evidenced by improvemen ts in the teacher certification, percentage of 

teachers possessing degrees , t eacher turnover, teacher -pupil ratio, 

annual adoption of competitive salary schedules, and the possible life-

time earning capacity of a beginning t eacher. 

4. This study implies that, other factors being equal, learning 

opportunities and expenditure l eve ls tend to go together. 

5. There is a definite correspondence between school expenditur es 

and l earning opportunities when learning opportunities are measured in 

t erms of achievement gains from the California Achievement Test. 

6. If the s ignifi cance and implication of this study is realiz ed 

and brought to the public's attention, it will dispell the fallacy 

that the power of teacher resourcefulness, ingenuity, and good will and 

ded i ca t ed hard work will overcome a meager budget. 

7. Often times people are content to be "equal to the average. 11 

In a school system this feeling may be expressed in salaries, numbers, 
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achievement, expenditures, cost per meal, pupil-teacher ratio, etc. 

However, results from this study indicate that being "equal to the 

average in school expenditures," is sometimes misleading and perhaps 

not much better than being below the ave rage. To illustrate, when 

San Juan's average expenditure per pupil was comparable to that of 

the state of Utah, the students i n the district did not attain s i gnif ­

icantly higher scores on a standardized achievement test than did the 

students who attended the same schools when San Juan's average expendi-

ture per pupil was the lowest in the state. On the other hand, when 

San Juan's average expenditure far exceeded Utah ' s, significant differ­

ences in s tud ent achievement were prevalent . Therefore, it would seem 

advisable for school systems throughout the country not to be comp l acent 

and satisfied to be an "average spender, 11 but in the process of spending 

not to overlook the necessity of planning and development of specific 

criteria essential to a quality program, which eventually should lead 

to excellence. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

How a school system can achieve and maintain an educational pro-

gram that is capable of producing a worthwhile and competent product 

for society i s one of the most perplexing and controversial problems 

in education today. Generally speaking, the vast majority of American 

citizens today want the best quantity and quality of education for 

their children, but disagree vigorously on what quality education is 

and how it may be achieved. Many local school boards, communities , 

and states constantly ask themselves; "If we spend more, do we more 

adequately provide for educational needs and in doing so, do we get 

better educational returns? 11 

Students of public financ e and public educat i on have been concern­

ed for decades over variations in public school expenditure leve ls. 

They have tried to discover to what ex t en t differences in expenditure 

levels change learning opportunities. Educators emphasize t hat learn­

ing and progress are inhibited by lack of sufficient school funds. 

On the other side of the ledger, certain factions of the public 

feel that the character of education is shaped by many factors besides 

money, and often times they are reluctant to support additional reven­

ues f or school expenditures, maintaining that the level of expenditure 



already provided for public education is adequate and quite burdensome. 

Often this feeling is enhanced by lack of accessible r esearch studies 

regarding the correspondence between school expenditures and learning 

opportunities . However, with few exceptions, ever y empirical study 

adds its bit to the assumption that the r elationship between school 

expend itures and educational learning is strong. 

It is hoped that information from this cost -quality study will 

furnish additional insight i nto the relationship o f school cost to 

school scope, character, and quality that will be help ful in deter-

mining educational policy, legislation, and further research. 

Statement of Problem -----

The writer proposes the problem--Hhen a school district undergoes 

a transition from "rags to riches, " what areas o f the school program 

r eceive major emphasis and what has money actually done to improve the 

over-a ll school program? Also, has the money spen t provided the stu - · 

dents lvith an atmosphere that is conducive for "learning opportunities? " 

To compare student achievement for the past 15 years the following 

hypotheses are proposed ; 

l. There will be a significant difference in the achievement gains 

among three groups of students se l ected fr om the total school population 

for three different expenditure years. 

2. There will be a s i gnif icant differenc e in the achievement gains 

in r eading , arithmetic, and language among three gr oups of students 



3 

selected from the total school population for three different expendi-

ture years . 

3. There wil l be a significant difference in the achievement gains 

within the same grade level for students selected from the total school 

population for three different expenditure years. 

Background of Problem 

The San Juan School District, located in the extreme southeast 

area of Utah, is somewhat isolated because of its geography and dis-

tanc e from the urban communities along the 11 Wasatch Front," Salt Lake 

City being the principal city . In square miles, the district is the 

largest school district in America, and thus, as an autonomous Amer-

ican type of school district, is possible the largest school district 

in the world . 

San Juan is also unique among Utah School Districts in that with­

in a decade it increased from below average in financial standing to 

the highest, based on valuation per school child. This "rags to riches" 

status was brought about by discoveries of rich mineral and petroleum 

deposits, name ly : uranium, vanadium, potash, natural gas and oil. The 

assessed valuation of the county rose from $2,643,504 in 1950, to a high 

of $132,483,785 in 1960, an increase of slightly more than 5000 percent . 

Also, from 1950 to 1960 the district valuation per school child rose from 

$2592 to $69,109, as compared to the state's average increase from $5268 

to $5392. 
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Scho~l administrators, board members, and patrons were cognizant 

of this accumulated wealth and suddenly envisioned a golden opportunity 

to have t he quality o f schools that was commensurate with thi s healthy 

tax base . Imp~ementing this theory into practice, the di s tr ict expended 

enormous sums of money for it ems such as: schoo l build i ngs, teacher 

housing, teacher salaries, additional personnel, curriculum expansion , 

instruct i onal materials, textbooks, l ibrary ma t e rial s, and numerous 

other educational items. 

Implementat ion o f this progressive approach gradually a ff ec t ed 

San Juan's expenditur e per pupil s t a tu s, and within a s hort time the 

expenditure per pupil r ose from one o f the l owest in the s tate to one 

o f the highest . It was the int en t that as these school expenditur es 

increased, educat i onal oppor tuni ty and academic achi evement likewise 

should increase. Therefore, thi s study wil l describe and analyze schoo l 

expenditur es for the past 1~ ;-yean s ; a a ,· they relate to educat i onal oppor -

tunity . 

Also, it wil l compare s tuden t's academic ach i evement at thr ee di ff er-

ent expenditure years name ly 1953, 1958, and 1965 t o see if signi ficant 

differenc es in achievement ex i sted as they r e lated to school expe ndi-

tures . 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH STUDIES 

Over the past 45 years numerous empirical studies regarding the 

relationship between expenditure l evel and quality of education have 

been undertaken. In eac h of these studies, quality has been defined 

in a number of ways . 

Quality education ~ measured £l th e administrative 

and structural se tting 

Early studies of the relation of school quality to l eve l of ex -

penditure assumed that better educat i onal results are ob tained when 

teachers with longer preparation are emp l oyed; when an adequate supply 

of texts, library books and other instructional material s is provide d; 

5 

when children attend school more r egular ly for a longer period of time; 

when classes are smaller; and when teachers possess more pr eparation. 

This method of evaluation is of some value, but it is questionable 

if actual ed ucational results are measured. Its weakness is the 

assumption that more teaching facilities, more time spent in school, 

and enough trained teachers result in better educational returns. 

Ayres (1920), Head of the Depar tment of Education of the Russell 
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Sage Foundation, and later Vice-Pr esident of the Cleveland Trust, re-

port ed a study of school expenditures and of certain provisions for 

education in all states from 1896 to 1920. He developed an index num-

be r for five financial and five non-financial factors associated with 

education . He found a high degree of correspondence between the level 

of expenditure and such items as percent of sc hool - age population 

attending school, length of the school term percent that high- sc hool 

attendance was of total attendance, and the average days attended by 

children of school age. Although he never did attempt to define quality 

education he conc luded, 

.. . the figur es for schoo l expenditur es do have a close 
relation to thos e which s how the amount of education given 
and tell how many are in high school, and that they are 
important indicators of the efficiency of the sys t em and 
the quality of education the children receive. (Ayres, 
1920, p . 54) 

Norton (1926) made a study of the ability of states to support 

education in which he used five objective measures of educational effi -

c i ency chiefly concerned with the holding power of schools. He found 

that in financially able s t ates more money was s pent per pupil, teachers 

were paid more, more money was expended on non-salary items, and the 

school plant was superior . In these s tat es there was a longer t erm, 

teach ers were better prepared, more pupils went on to high school educa -

tion, and pupils attended school a grea t er number of days per year. In 

the states with low school expendi tur es , there was a smal l er circula-

tion of magazines and a higher percentage of illiteracy. This study did 



not develop a cost -quality relationship, but it did show that as the 

wealth per capita in a state increased, the measure of educa ti onal 

e fficiency also showed increase. 

Norton concl uded that the rich states afford their schools much 

more adequate financial support than th e poor sta t es; that the school 

system in the rich states generally appear to be more e ffici ently or­

ganized than those in the poor states; and that attainment of the people 

was signi fic antly higher in the rich states which were expending more 

for education than in the poor states with low expenditures. 

The fir st survey conducted f or the purpose of securing a descrip­

tion o f school programs in terms of money spent was directed by Mort 

(1933). Eight New Jersey school districts spending approximately $57 , 

e ight spending approxima t ely $115, eight spending about $160, all per 

weight ed pupil, were chosen to represent the low, middle, and high 

levels respectively in the New Jersey Survey. Groups were matched in 

terms o f size, location, character of community, and range of grades of 

schooling offered . Objective informa tion, such as salaries, training 

and experi ence of teachers, library f acilities, supervision, and health 

services, was collected on the school provisions from local sources and 

state reports . Schools wer e observed in terms of extensive check li s ts, 

one for elementary grades and one f or the secondar y grades. 

These instruments o f evaluation, though comparatively crude, re-

vealed ratings on the f olwowing three characterist ics to be decidedly 

related to expenditur e level: (a) classroom environment- - social and 
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physical, (b) meeting the varied abilities of children, and (c) selec-

tion and organization of materials. 

From this study, Mort found that high- expenditur e schoo l s in New 

Jers ey generally made more adequate provisions for textbooks, instruc -

tional supplies, and libraries. Classrooms were bett er des igned and 

had better furniture, better trained professional workers employed, 

and smaller classes were maintained. On the other hand, the lower-

expenditure schools employed less well -trained teachers, provided 

inadequate supplies of books and other instructional materials, and 

gave little supervision. These schools also had fewer buildings, 

many of which were considered to be fire hazards. 

In hi s next survey, a year later, Mort (1934) selected 30 towns 

and cities of Maine. Ten wer e spending about $30 per pupil, 10 about 

$51 perppupil, and the remaining 10 about $78 per pupil . Groups were 

equated on grade level of education offered, type of commun ity , size, 

and geographical location. This study was considered to be largely 

one of lack . Descriptions indicated no t so much what the Maine high 

level had, but rather what the lower l evel of expenditur e lacked. 

Nevertheless, Mort found: 

. . . the findings, all along the line, an improvement in 
every item as one passes from the low- expenditure, through 
the middle, to the high expenditure schools. (Mort, 1934, 
p. 64) 

As we go up the scale the number of boys and girls we ll served in-

creased rapidly. Instruction in the traditional subjects improve, the 
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opportunities broaden, more and more individuals find an outlet through 

which they can discover and develop their abilities. Among low l evel 

schools those conditions which were especially deplorable related to 

school plant, physical education, janitorial service, books, materia ls 

of instruction, and magazines, al l needs which are basic to any k ind of 

adequate schooling. One of the gr eatest differences among the thr ee 

levels is the extent and quality o f supervisory services . With r espec t 

to curriculum, he concluded: 

. . . the only attempts discovered to make the curric ulum a 
l i ving thing, changing with new needs and surroundings, 
have •beeh found in schools on the high expenditur e l eve l . 
(Mort, 1934, p . 87) 

A study of 249 Kentucky school systems was report ed by Ferrel l 

(1937), in which he studied the relationship of curr ent expenditure 

per-pupil to six items that make up what he termed an effici ency ind ex. 

In this r espect his study was closely related to Ayres' study. This 

study showed a strong r ela tionship between quality and expenditur e when 

quality was de fined as the a ttracting and holding power of the schoo ls, 

the training and experi enc e o f teachers, the pupil-teacher ratio, and 

t he l ength of the school term. Ferrell concluded that ther e is a very 

de finite relationship between total current expenditures and educationa l 

e ffici ency . 

How ever , despite the high relationships be tween curr en t expenditures 

and measur es o f educational e fficiency, Ferrell tempered his findings 

by certain cautions which he f elt s hould be applied by anyone. He noted 
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that some systems ranking high in expenditur e level wer e low in effi-

ciency and that the reverse was true. He noted that some school sys tems 

were apparently getting mor e results than other school systems spending 

at the same l eve l . 

Gay reviewed several studies, some of which were 30 to 40 years 

old, as well as some in the last decade . He summarized with the state-

ment, "The theme that runs through all of these studies is that quality 

in education costs money and it must be paid for," (Gay, 1962, p . 56). 

He also stated: 

Early studies of the relation of school quality to l evel 
of expe nditltre found that be tter educational results are 
obtained when teachers with l onger preparation are em-
ployed; when classes are kept at a reasonable size; when 
an ad equate supply of school t exts, library books, and 
o ther instructional materials are provid e d; when schools 
a r e open for a full t e rm; and when children attend school 
regularly and go on to high school. (Gay, 1962, p . 70) 

McLure, in his analysis of 61 school districts in Illinois, in which 

he se l ec t ed a few characteristics of educational progr e ss that were r e -

l ated to financial support, found that : 

The findings of this chapter suggest high relationship be­
tween instructional practices and t wo basic conditions; 
size of student population and amount of expenditure per 
classroom (instructional) unit . The same relationship holds 
true for instructional equipment and pupil personnel servic e . 
(McLure, 1964, p. 79) 

Dethy . (l964) in comparing 36 school districts in Ohio, on speci fic 

categories such as personnel employed, staff characteristics , teachers' 

salaries and salary schedules, program e l ements, and teaching materials 

and buildings, concluded that the school districts of higher expenditur e 
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levels tend to exceed those of lower expenditure levels in quantitative 

educational returns, although not to the extent reported in previous 

studi es of similar scope. He found that consistent patterns of quanti-

tative educational returns were pres ent to a much greater extent when 

related to expenditure level than to either size or kind of school 

district . 

Quality education as measured £l the scope 

of the program 

Anotne<: type of research on the cost-quality relationship in ed -

ucation seeks to go beyond quantitative data on personnel and facil­

ities or test scores as measures of quali ty. This type of study assumes 

that to test the inner essence of educational quality one must go into 

school systems and carefully observe what i s going on there. Tr ained 

observers, using a ch eck list of many items, go into a school system 

and into various departments to observe the extent to which such funda-

mental educational objectives and procedures are found. The score on 

a school on such an observational guide, in the hands o .f a trained 

observer, compared with t he level of expenditure i s used i.n studying 

the cost - quality relationship . 

This method of eva l uation seeks to appratse various aspects of the 

educational program . It is cognizant of the teaching of the basic skills 

and the fundamental areas o f knowledge and places emphasis upon good 

citizenship and the ability to think. In spite of this, i t has its 
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shortcomings . Its reliability depends upon the degree of training of 

the observers . Another criticism is that it assumes that excellent 

l earning situations, as defined by qualified persons, result in quality 

educational returns . This method of evaluat i on seems to rely highly on 

subjective informa tion . 

Grace and Moe (1938) reported on one section of an inquiry into 

the character and cost of public education in the state of New York. 

This study was instituted by the Board of Regents. After visitation and 

examining pupil test results, 43 school systems, with enrollments fr om 

135 to 45,000 pupils per community, were ranked on a five-point sca l e: 

highest, above average, average, below average, and lowes t . The report 

does indi cate that a rather informal and considerably unobjective method 

of appraisal was used, which depended to a large extent upon the educa-

tional background of field workers who made subjective ratings of school 

systems on this five-point sca l e . Nevertheless, des pite the somewhat 

questionable method, the study does represent a careful consideration of 

the factors that de t e rmine a school' s quality. The following initial 

statement in the chapt er dea ling with educational returns for money 

spent seems to suggest that the exis t ence of satisfactory instruments 

f or appraisal o f public school systems was not known to the inves tiga-

tors: 

It is difficult t o determine if high-pric ed education is 
unusually high- quality education as it is to determine 
just how good a school system is . (Grac e and Moe, 1938, 
p. 324) 
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No controls were placed on school size for various expenditure 

levels and no account was taken of facto~s· known to affect cost, such 

as sparsity and cost of living. Nevertheless, the results were not 

greatly opposed to those of the studies already revi ewed. 

The inquiry showed that some school districts, especially those 

in rural areas, had high costs with inferior results. However, these 

were the exceptions. The study as a whole revealed considerable 

correspondence between cost and quality. It was found that no low-

cost districts got distinctly superior educational returns, and that 

high educational e ffi ciency is not achieved without high expenditure. 

The following conclusions were reported: 

High educational e fficiency is not achieved without high 
expenditure, but many districts have high cos ts and dis­
tinctly inferior returns. The groups of schools with 
superior educational results spceads the greater expendi­
ture over all the items of expense (except transportation) 
and also devotes a large proportion of the entire budget 
to direct instruction. The best schools do not have an 
exceptionally small number of pupils per teacher, but pay 
a high average salary to the instructors. The best schools 
were all large, and permitted organizat ion of fairly large 
classes and rich curriculum. {Grac e and Moe, 1938, p. 324) 

The Pennsylvania study (Mort and Cornell, 1941) reported a carrel-

ation o f .587 between educational expenditures and quality of school s. 

The method of relating cost to quality in the Pennsylvaia study differed 

from that used in previous studies. It made us e of statistical analyses 

to assess the relationship, whereby previous studies had tended to make 

use of groups of schools on each of three expenditure leve ls. They 

selected 36 Pennsylvania communities and a highly objective instrument 
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(Mort and Cornell, 1937) was used f or appraisal with a scale o f 1000 

points. It was dir ec ted at noting the use by the schoo l s of improved 

educat i onal practices, 183 items, that came into being large ly during 

the pr eceding t wo decades. 

Exp enditur e was but one of mor e than three score factors studied 

in r e lationship to quality as measur ed. Actually thi s instrument was 

des i gned to us e in adaptability s tudies, and by observation and inter-

views. It attempted to determine th e pr e sence of what were cons ide r e d 

to be good practices which had come into the schools during this cen­

tury . To demonstrate this process, Mort and Cornell, used eight adapta -

tions--kindergarten, reorganized high school s, special classes, home­

making for boys , adult c las ses, ex tra- curricu lar activities, e l ementary 

fina l examinat ions and s uppl ementary reading. 

They concluded that fr om this study, in genera l, money was more 

r e lated to adaptability than to any o ther singl e factor. 

The Commission on the Legal Structure of Rhode Island Public Ed ­

ucation (194a), s tudied educational returns f or money spent on sc hools . 

As in the Pennsylvania study, the Mort-Cornell Guide was applied to 38 

of the 39 school districts of Rhode Island. The districts were divided 

into three groups on the basis of their expenditure per weighted pup il 

for 1939-40 . The Guide was fill ed out by field workers on the basis of 

interview and observation in a large sampling of schools and obta ined 

informa tion on the degr ee to which new practices and improvements, 

common to bette r school systems, were found in Rhode I sland. When 
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these schools we re divided into three groups on the basis of expendi-

ture per pupil, improv ed practices were found to be most common in the 

high - expenditure schools, greater use was made of the community as an 

educational setting and more attention was placed upon individual 

guidance. On the other hand, in the low-expenditure schoo ls, educa-

tional materials were limited and teachers gave little attention to the 

individual as such. 

Many of the items in the scale are not directly traceable to 

costs. The study recogniz ed that a number of factors, other than ex -

penditures ·, · Weoe ~. tnMo~ved in producing an alert, modern school system. 

It concluded, however, that: 

.. . whatever the other conditions may be, they are not 
sufficiently strong to offset the lifting ef f ect of ex­
penditure. (Commission on the Lega ~ Structure of Rhode 
Island Education, 1941, p . 24) 

An extensive study was made of the educational programs offered by 

three samples of New York State school systems. Each of three samples 

contained approxima t ely an equal number of schoo l systems representing 

high, middle, and l ow expenditure for the state. For the Unit ed States 

they would be considered to be very high, high, and middle. Th e same 

instrument used for the Pennsylvania and Rhode Island study was used, 

but it was soon discovered that thi s instrument was entirely inadequate 

for describing the practices of a well financed school program. Fi eld 

workers were instructed to take notes on practices within the school 

that they considered to be good, but wer e not reflected in the Mort -
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Cornell Guide . As previous ly mentioned, thi s Guide consisted of several 

hundred items designed to measure school quality. After observ ing 87 

elementary schoo ls and 23 high schoo l s , in 21 counties, a comparison 

was made o f the quality ratings of each of these groups of schools . 

The s urvey f ound that : 

The quali ty and br eadth o f the educationa l o ff ering of the 
schools in the high expenditure level a r e consid erably 
gr eater than in tho se not so we ll supported ... the most 
s i gnificant e ff ect of th e increased expenditur e is the 
emer ging o f a greater empha sis upon those characteristics 
of the program that are concerned with the child as an 
individual . Henc e there are more schools to be f ound in 
this ca t egory which mak e some provision for individual 
instruction and the r ecor d Of th e c hild 1 s deve l opment i s 
bet t er kept and i s more f requently used by the teachers. 
Almost al l of them us e int e lligence t es t s as a diagnos tic 
natur e. About twic e as great a proportion of these schools 
make provision for pupils o f low or super i or ability as r 

e ither of the other expenditur e gr oups. A s i milar s itua­
tion exis t s with r e f e r enc e t o provision for handicapped 
children. (Strayer, 1945, p. 529 ) 

In Mississ i ppi , McLure (1948) r epor t ed on the cost - quality r e la-

tionship in more than 100 schbols . Inf ormation was assembled fr om 

each school with ref e r ence to nearly 200 prac tices generally assumed 

to be essen tially good f or educa tion . The schools were then divided 

into thre e groups by expenditure l eve l . In his instrument for des -

crib ing the schools he se l ec t ed 153 of the 183 items in the Mort-

Corn e ll Guide then each school was rated on the scale of no, little, 

some, and ve r y much. 

His findin gs emphasiz ed that low expenditure results in serious 

loss es in educational returns . McLur e concluded : 



The kind of education that children get is closely 
related to the amount of money spent on them. Schools 
that spend little money on pupils usually have unattractive 
buildings, often uncomfortable, unsafe, or poorly suited 
to the needs of the children. There are few books out­
side the sta t e - adopted t exts. There is almost complete 
absence of teaching s uppli es and laboratory equipment. 
The teaching is often poor. The school program consists " 
of little beyond the three R's, poorly taught. There are 
few activities which conLribute to the development of 
good citizenship. 

Where schools spend mor e money on their students there 
is a corresponding improvement in conditions throughout the 
schools and community. There are better buildings, more 
attractive classrooms, more t ex ts, more equipment, more 
us eful things for children to study and do, and better 
teaching . Usually th e pupils show evidence of more inter­
est in school and more purpos e in what th ey are doing. 
(McLur e , 1948, p. 3) 

Concerning factors other than expenditure l evel which result in 

high educational returns for money spent, McLure also stated: 

Perhaps most important of all nex t to expenditure level, there 
must be in the minds of the laymen and the educator the pic ­
ture of what constitutes good educa tion . (McLure, 1948, p. 52) 
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Smith (1954) reported a study dealing with the cost- quality rela-

tionship in central rural schools in New York Sta t e. These schools 

were the result o f consolidation of severa l smal ler schoo l districts. 

Smith used the findin gs of systematic observations of 229 central rural 

school systems by a group of trained observer s. This study sought to 

find the r ela tion to school quality of five characteristics of each 

school system, namely, quality of administration, size of school system, 

type of community, geographic location, and level of expenditure. He 

concluded that the level of school expenditur e was more closely related 
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to school quality than any of the other four characteristics. 

Another study was reported by Griffis in which 44 school systems 

of Southeast Texas were rated by direct observation of 100 mod er n ed-

ucation practices in relation to three cost levels. The study r epor ted 

that the scope of educational programs and services consistently in -

creased with increased expenditure. Griffis concluded: 

Higher cost level schools attract and retain more skillful 
and better prepared t eachers ... give increased attention 
to the needs of each individual student . . . make us e of a 
greater abundance of supplies and teaching aids, and also 
of better quality. They usually have more functionally 
designed and better equipped school buildings and facil­
ities than other schools . (Griffis, 1955, p . 23) 

The New York State Education Department developed an improved 

method of assessing the quality of school systems. This Quality 

Measurement Project (1958) yielded significant data on cost-quality 

relationships in education. Its first report was based on the testing 

of 100 school systems of the state. Two measures of quality in school 

systems were used in this project . The first was two batteries of tests 

developed at the University of Iowa: (a) the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, 

which measures achievement in vocabulary, reading comprehension, work-

study skills, and arithmetic skills in e l ementary schools, and (b) the 

Iowa Tests of Educational Development, a set of tests for secondary 

schools to measure understanding of basic social concepts, background 

in natural science, correctness and appropriateness of expression, 

ability to do quantitative thinking, ability to interpret reading 

material in soc ial studies and in the natural sciences, ability to 
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interpret library materials, general vocabulary, and use of sources of 

information. 

A second part o f the project made use of the Mort-Vincent -Newel l 

(1946) observat i onal check list, The Growing Edge . 

The tests were given to 27,692 fourth - grade pupil s in the eleme n-

tary schools and to 21,178 seven th- grade pupils in junior high school. 

Some o f the finding s fr om the tests in thi s high per-pupil expendi ture 

state wer e thes e: 

1. The children in the fourth grade in 58 o f 88 school 
systems tested made average scores higher than i s s tandard 
on the I owa test s at this gr ade l eve l . 

2. The children in th e seventh gr ade in 58 of 88 schoo l 
sys t ems tested mad e mean s cor es higher than is standard on 
this Iowa test at this grade level. 

3. There was a strong positive relat ionship between the 
leve l of per -pupil expenditure f or instruction in the school 
sys t ems and the scores on th e Iowa tests, both at the fourth 
and at the seventh grade level . 

4 . Wh en a statist ical technique was employed to e lim­
inate the factor o f parental and communi ty influ enc es on the 
educability of pupil s, ther e was st ill a s i gnificant posi­
tive re l at i onshi p between leve l of expend iture for instruction 
and t est scores . 

This study concluded: 

These consistently positive correlations are obviou s docu­
mentations o f the positive r e lationship be tween ex pend itur e 
and sys t em effectiveness of qua lity, if one will- -in 
achieving the skills outcomes . The size benefits of addi­
tiona l fund s are not automa t ic, but rather are th e resul t 
o f judicious se l ection or development o f the staff charac ­
t er istics and program emphasis that money can buy . (Report 
on the Quality Measurement Project, 1958, p. 64) 
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From the use of The Growing Edge, a considerable posi tive rela-

tionship was f ound be t ween levels of educationa l expenditure and ratings 

by tra ined observer s on general educat i ona l e ff ec tiveness. Also, there 

was a s trong positive relation ship between the scores mad e on th e three 

R's and r elated skills, as mea s ur ed by th e Iowa tests, and general ed -

ucational quality, according to ratings of trained observers. This 

applied both a t the fourth and seventh grade l evel. 

In summary, thi s projec t indicated that in New York State the high 

expend iture school sys t ems generally do a better job both in teaching 

the three R's and r e lated skills and in providing a broad educationa l 

program, character i zed by instruc tion whi ch capitalizes upon pupil 

initiative and participation. 

Quality educa tion a s measur ed Ex. small-expense 

items in !!. budge t 

Numerous studies show that high educa tional quality and high expend­

itur e per pupil t end to go together. Most of these studies, however, 

r elat e quality and total current expense per pupil, all of which t eachers' 

salaries and maintenance o f school plant constitute the major portion . 

A new area of study of cost-quality r e lationship was opened by 

Brickell (1953) . In his analysis of items, other than maintenance of 

plant and sa lari es of teachers, in the 1952-53 school budget of 31 

communities, he found that small -item expenditures had a considerable 

relationship to quality . For example, it is essential that schoo l 
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personnel be provided to help teachers make effective us e of teaching 

aids, such as supplies and equipment. He suggests that good schools 

do not necessarily spend mor e money on everything. Often ther e is a 

high correlation between some items of current expense and quality of 

education provided, and a low corr elation with other expense items. 

Brickne ll's research was followed by severa l similar studies, of 

which Bothwell's (1958) is noteworthy. This study of 71 school systems 

r ~presenting all sections of the United States involved small-item 

expenditure and dealt with gains in quality education derived from in-

creasing some small-expense items in school budgets . This study shows 

that high-quality educat i on is advanced when there is care ful balanc e 

and discrimination among all items of expenditure , and that over -

emphasis in one area of spending is bad. His study reported: 

As districts raised current expenditure outlay per pupil, 
they didn't continue to pour more and more money into 
textbooks, paper, stencils, roll books, chalks and other 
bas i c mate rials . Instead they began spending more for 
such items as Audio-visual materials, Physical Education 
and Hea lth Supplies, Professional Staff Travel, Public 
Relations Activities, Science Supplies, and similar mater­
ials. (Bothwell, 1958, p. 8) 

Quality edu cation measured over !!. long _period of time 

Furno (1956) reported a study concerned with the effect on school 

quality of level of expenditur e in a community over a 25 year period. 

He found that the cost-quality relationship was cumulative. The main-

tenance of a high-expenditure level over a period of years has, accord -

ing to Eurno, "powerful influence upon the type and quality of education 
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children will receive in a school district for the subsequent decade, " 

(Furno, 1956, p. 47-48). 

He feels that this results from several inter-relationships: 

If the expenditure level is high, chances are good that 
superior teachers will be employed and retained for a num­
ber of years . On the other hand, if the expendituee level 
is low, the chances of employing and retaining superior 
qualified teachers are diminished. (Furno, 1956, p . 48) 

Fr om this study, it seems apparent that drastic increases or de-

creases in level of expenditure in particular years are l ess influen - yl 

tial in advancing quality than a long range program of school support 

which is discriminating as to items and adequate in amount. 

Money and Achievement Tests 

Quality education ~ measured ~ achievement tests 

.Another· grou p of investigators has defined quality as scores on 

achievement tests, by measuring the extent to which level of school 

expenditures and scores on pupil achievement tests are related. Stand-

ardized t es ts are given in the thr ee R's and in related skills . The 

degree to which scores are related to expenditure is then calculated, 

the natural assumption being that the ability to score high on tests, 

is quality education. 

Providing other factors such as learning capacity of those tested 

are taken into consideration, low achievement in the basic skills might 

indicate a lack of quality in an ar ea of wajor educational purpose. 

Many educators place heavy emphasis upon this measure of quality, but 
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it shou ld be pointed out that there are certain dangers in this type 

o f evalua tion. Uncritical acceptance of the test scores as so le in-

dicators of educat i onal quality should be avoided. For example, c ertain 

pr essures and tutoring practices may produce high scores on t ests but 

may r esult in certain attributes and character traits which ar e far 

from desirable . Also, the level of achievement of a school may re­

flect many o ther factors other than schooling such as: health, home 

background, culture experi ence, inte l ligence of students, emotional 

s tability, educational background of parents, and skil l s in passi~g 

t ests. 

Nevertheless, r esearch workers in thi s ar ea, have turned their 

attention more speci fically t o the probl em of educational returns, 

thus hoping to eliminate many presumptions that the first group of 

r esearchers were inclined to make. 

An early attempt to determine how the character of education is 

related t o expenditure was undertaken by Powell (1933), who sought to 

answer the question "Does incr eased expenditure bring increased re­

turns?" by studying 70 one-teacher schools, all in one county, in 

New York State. He ~quated two groups of 35 schools each with respect ~ 

to inte lligence, and as nearly as possible, with r espect to supervisibn 

and certain community relationships. The schools of Group A spent on 

the average about 40 percent more than schools of Group B. 

Powell then compared scores on (a) an achievement test battery, and 

(b) a "happiness test," the latter intended to measure increas e in 
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certain aspects of the individual adjustment in school life. He found 

that: 

There are 93 chances out of every 100 that the schools such 
as those of Group A ... ~e secur ing gr eater average achieve­
ment in the schoo l work of their pupils than are thos e of 
the less well supported group. (Powell, 1933, pp. 20 -21) 

About the same conclusions were noted in the adjustment in school 

life as determined by the happiness test. He f ound that the pupils in 

top - expenditur e schools were on the average 1.44 years advanced over 

those in the low-expenditure schools at the end of five years of school-

ing. Pupils in the high - expenditure schools were on the average superior 

to those in the low- expenditur e schools in all nine phas es of school 

achievement measured. Powell est imat ed that schools in the lowest 

quartile of expenditures were getting a considerably smal l er educational 

return on each dollar of expenditure compared with those in the top 

quartile. 

Even though Powell's study was a distinctly rural situation , it 

paved the way for furth er research in t he r e lationship between expend-

itur es and standardized achievement tests. 

Grimm (19B8) studied educational op portunities in relation to their 

cost in 24 elementary districts in Iliinois, eight high, eight middle, 

and e ight low expenditure districts. This study was concerned with 

what ef fect the cost level influence has on educa tional offering and 

environment of elemen~ary school children in small city schools, which 

had an enr ollment from 251 to 495. Schools in the counties surrounding 
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Chicago were not includ ed. As part of hi s study Grimm used a series 

of ach i evement tes t s. Seventh grade children were t ested in r eading, 

health and geography. Inte l l igence t ests were also given t o every 

studen t . 

He then compared level of expenditur e with scores on tests of pupil 

achievement and type of educational opportunity provided. On t ests of 

achievement he found that the language scores of pupil s improved with 

the cost l eve l as did reading and arithmetic scores. Reading and arith-

metic scores wer e lowes t in the low-cost schools . These scores improved 

markedly in the middle - cost school s and were still higher i n htgh- cost 

schools. Geography showed a steady ris e with expenditure. The one 

s urpr is e in the list is that the hea lth test in the e ighth grade s howed 

r e l atively littl e diff erence. Perhaps th e hea lth test failed to t es t 

what had been taught in the cours e. 

General ly, he found that high- expenditur e schools offered more 

opportunities in music, mor e books, bett e r libraries, better trained 

teachers, more specialists, more and be tt er physical and h ealth educa ­

tion, more extra-curricular acitvities, better buildings, and smaller 

classes. 

In 1954, the New York State Education Board carried on a study in 

which about 500 persons observed classroom practices. Over 100 school 

sys t ems were ranked in fiv e groups as to t es t scores and provision f or 

such educat i onal objectives as health, good citizenship, ability to 

think, and deve lopment of individual pupil ability and talent . 
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The top-expenditure school systems averaged highest in educational 

achievement as measured by standard tests. Childr en from t op- expend-

iture school sys t ems at the sixth-grade level exceeded on the average 

those from the lowest- expenditur e systems by a year and thr ee months in 

arithmetic, a y ear and seven months in reading vocabulary, and a year 

and nine months in reading comprehension . Gen erally speaking, the 

schools that had the most comprehensive programs for attaining the 

broader elementary school objectives as well as achievement in the 

thr ee R's were expending more per pupil . These higher expenditure 

school systems were making better use of such facilities as television, 

radio, books, and were making the s tudy of music, art, and drama tic s 

an int egral part of the instructional program. They were using the 

mor e e ff ec tive teaching methods. One of the major findings of this 

s tudy was that, "the schools which achieve the highest mastery of 

essential skills and do the most to promote all objectives cost the 

most," {New York State Educational Conferenc e Board, 1954, p. 2). 

A study mad e in Connecticut reported littl e relationship between 

pupil achievement as measured by tests and per pupil expenditures. It 

conc lud ed: 

The findings that more dollars , per se, do not necess­
arily provide better education, may, after furth er thought, 
be very profitable to those coping with school problems. 
There ar e other factors than just more dollars needed and 
mor e study is necessary to i sola t e these controlling factors 
and de termine the wisest expenditur e of money. 

Certainly these findings do not indicate that ther e 
should be a reduction in the rate of increase of teacher ' s 

j 



salaries. Such a step would affect moral and common sense 
which says that any such step would be de trimental to the 
program of public education. (Connecticut Citizens for 
the Public Schools, 1957, p. 7) 
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At the high school l evel, Bloom and Statler (1957), of the Univer-

sity of Chicago, reported an extensive study of factor s associated with 

educational achievement as measured by the Tests of General Educational 

Development in composition, mathematics, English, social studies, nat-

ural science, and literature. According to Bloom and Statler: 

These tests were designed to measure as directly as possibl e 
the attainment of some of the ultimate objec tives of the 
ent ire program of education. (Bloom and Statler, 1957, 
p. 295) 

Bloom tested 38,773 seniors in 834 high schools in 48 states in 

1955 and the two investigators compared these results with those ob-

tained by Professor E. F. Lindquist of the State Univ ersity of Iowa 

in 1943 when he tested 35,330 seniors from 814 high schools in the 

48 states, (Bloom, 1956). 

The four major conclusions reduced from this comparison were: 

(a) The difference among the states on the Tests of 
General Educational Deve lopment are as great in 1955 as they 
were in 1943. Although they have had the same amount of 
formal education, the high-school seniors in th e lowest 
sta t es are at a great disadvantage when contrasted with the 
seniors in the top states. 

(b) The difference among the states on the GED tests 
are highly r elated to differ ences among the states in 
financial support for education and in l eve l of formal 
education in the adult population. These relations, which 
are clearly present in the 1955 s tudy, are also evident in 
the 1943 study. 



(c) High-school Seniors from the great majority of 
sta t es have improved on the GED test from 1943 to 1955, 
although the amount of improvement varies from state to 
state. 

(d) The relative shifts in the ranks of the states 
on the GED tests are related to the relative increase 
both in financial support for education and in level of 
education among the adult population. (Bloom and Statler, 
1957, p. 220) 
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The foregoing show that students on the average make higher scores 

on tests in the three R 1 s in elementary schools and in the academic 

subjects in high schools in high expenditure as compared with low-

expend itur e school systems. 

Bloom and Statler ' s study resulted in several significant findings 

in addition to those directly related to the level of expenditure and 

educat ional quality. It was found that differences in educational 

achievement among the states were sufficient so that: 

. .. the student from the top state is likely to have a 
considerable advantage over the student from the bottom 
state ... a competitive advantage that is likely to be 
translated eventua lly into differences in economic posi­
tion, social position, and cultural status. (Bloom and 
Statler, 1957, p. 208) 

Also, their study implied that several factors appeared to be 

responsible for quality in educational results. For example, there was 

a high correlation between the level of formal education of the adu l t 

population in a state and the scores made by its high school seniors in 

both years . However, this correlation was not as high in e ither year 

as th e correlation between pupil achievement scores on the GED tests and 

the level of school expenditure. Bloom and Statler had this t o say 
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conce rning o ther factors as well as school expenditure on pupil achie ve -

ment ; 

Whil e other variables may also be associated with the 
changes on this battery of achievement tests, we may con­
clud e that the level of educational outcome of the public 
s chools, as measured by the performance of high- school 
Seniors on the GED tests, is related to the level of ed ­
ucational input in terms of financial support for education 
a nd the value placed upon education as r e flected by the 
educational status of the adult population. Improvement 
in the l evel of learning of the students in a state is 
like ly wh en there is increased financial and other support 
for education in the state. (Bloom and Statler, 1957, 
pp. 220-221) 

From this review of literature, it is evident that variations in 

school expenditures have long occupied the attention of the public, 

s chool officials, and school finance experts. These variations have 

been investigated over a long period of time, and by many able re-

searchers . A major barrier to the goal of equal educational oppor-

tunity has bee n the difference in the ability of local school districts 

to provide a comparable, if not equal amouht of funds per child. 

However, data on expenditure levels relative t o educational oppor-

tunity and returns have not been easy to obtain. Existing expenditure 

levels apparently a r e somet i mes the result of leg i slation, tradition, 

policies, adjustment to pressure and many other in tangible factors not 

always understood. 

Generally speaking, research has been limited to the testing of 

hypothes e s regarding the valid, reliable, and objective data which can 
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be obtained in a reasonable time with available resources. Evidence 

from these empirical studies show that in schools where you spend more 

you get more . 

A report by Ross of more than 150 research stud i es made prior to 

1951 was analyzed. He empha sized that school quality is a complex 

concept, but that the most powerful of all factors which influence the 

quality of schools is in the level of financial support. He concluded: 

Three hundred factors have been studied f or their effect 
on schools; of all of them, the amount of money which a 
school district has to spend ... for teachers, for supplies, 
equipment, apparatus, books ... is most (important) single 
factor. (Ross, 1958, p. 362) 

In a recent study concerning teaching materials in Utah ' s public 

schools, Catmull's findings were consistent with findings from other 

studies reviewed. He stated: 

A positive relationship has been estab lished between the 
cost of educat i on and the quality of the educational pro­
gram. There has been no single factor yet discovered that 
determines the quality of education in a schoo l system as 
decisively as does the per pupil expenditure. (Catmull, 
1965, p. 32) 

Evidence presented in this r eview of r ela t ed studies indicate that 

school s that spend the most money on their programs get proportionally 

greater returns than tho se that spend l ess. It appears that certain 

expenditur es can be so low that the effectiveness of the school program 

is seriously curtailed or that expenditu~es may be so great that money 

is actually wasted. On the other hand, something not quite so obvious 

is the optimum amount of money t hat a district should spend on its 
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educational program in order to realize returns. Perhaps the results 

achieved by the schools cannot ever be accurately measured in dollars 

and cents, but continual research and inquiry into the "input" versus 

"output" question is vital to all concerned. 

This review of related studies indicate that several studies have 

dealt with the correspondence between school expenditures and pupil 

scores on standard tests o f achievement. However, each of these studies 

have approached this complex problem from a somewhat different perspec­

tive . Powell's study (1933) involved a strictly rural situation in 

New York in which he administered achievement tests to pupils in 70 

one-teacher schools. The study conducted by the New York State Educa­

tional Conference Board (1954) included over 100 school sys t ems in 

New York and included achievement tests as well as 500 trained persons 

observing classroom practices. Bloom and Statler (1957) tested senior 

pupils from all 48 states as they studied factors associated with ed­

ucational achievement between students from the 1943 an~ 1955 schoo l 

years. Grimm (1958) tested pupils in 24 e l ementary school districts 

in Illinois and studied the effect that the cost level had on educa-

tional oppor tunities as well as achievement ga ins . 

All of these and similar studies have compared pupil achievement 

between the various states, districts, or schools within a district 

with the duration of the study usually extended over one year. 

Therefore, the need for the writ er 's proposed study is ev en more 

pronounced because the design of t he study is different from any of the 



32 

previous conducted studies. The proposed longitudinal study is uniqu e 

in as much as it provides the rar e opportunity to involve a di s trict 

tha t has und ergone a " rags t o riches " transition during the pas t 15 

years, thereby, furnishing an ideal se tting for additional r esearch 

into the comparison of achievement gains of students among three 

different ex penditur e years. 

Data fr om this study will r epor t changes in the San Juan School 

District as a result o f money and we would expec t to find the f o llow­

ing things : 

1. As additional money became availabl e and provision for learn-

ing op portuniti es changed, educa tion exp enditur es incr eased . 

2. As San Juan spent mor e money on its schools, t hey were 

generally more ab l e t o employ and retain better trained t eacher s , pro­

vide more functionally de signed and equipped f acil ities , instructional 

materials, and other aids . 

3. Changes occurr ed from 1951 t o 1965 in teacher certification, 

t eache r turnover, and the numb er of teachers possessing a professional 

degree. 

4. Changes in salary schedules occurr ed from 1951 to 1965. 

5. The teacher-pupil ratio was reduc ed fr om 1951 to 196 5. 



CHAPTER Ill 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Comparison of School Expenditures 

33 

If you put two boys back to back, comparison will prove that one 

(if either) is taller. Compare two textbooks. It' s a little more 

complex, but you may be able to s ee that one is better. How about 

school expenditures? Can comparison prove anything? Dr. Paul Mort, 

one of the Nation's foremost authorities on educational finance and 

spending, says yes . With his more than 40 years' experience in 

statistical analysis and r e search, he feels that a comparison of school 

expenditures will yield valuable information about the quality of a 

district. Also, he feels it is a step in the right direction by find-

ing how other districts have spent it to a great advantage . He states, 

"If you use a little common sense, expenditure level can be one of the 

best quality indicators a district has at its disposal," (Mort, 1962, 

p. 129). 

A description of San Juan's expenditures from 1951 t o 1965 was 

obta in ed fr om the previous and forthc oming publica tion of the State 

School Office, The Utah School Report, published biennially. This re-

port categorizes school expend itur es into the following areas: adminis-

tration, instruction, other school services, operation o f p lant , 
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maintenanc e of plant, fixed charge s, total current expenditur es, capital 

outlay, debt service, school lunch and total expenditures. It further 

subdivides instruction into salaries, textbooks , library books, teach­

ing supplie s, and other expens e s. 

The writer compared San Juan and Utah's yearly per pupil costs in 

average daily attendance for each of these ll expenditure categories 

and de scribed each area as it related to providing a climate that was 

conducive for ''opportunities to learn. 11 

Since no itemized expenditure records were maintained by the State 

School Office nor the local school district for each school within the 

district, it was mandatory that expend itur es in this study be expressed 

as a district expenditur e. In defense of this procedure, it s hould be 

pointed out that each school is alloted a specified amount per student 

each year for instructional supplies, textbooks, and library books. 

This amount is approved and earmarked in the annual school district 

budget. Therefore, with the exception of professional salar i es, it is 

likely that instructional expenditures per pupil have been constant 

between the schools in the district over the past several years. 

Population and Sample 

As previously stated, San Juan School District is the largest in 

square miles of the 40 districts in Utah . It is extremely isolated 

from the populated center of Utah and pres en tly obtains 95 percent of 

its wealth from the mineral and petroleum industry in the coun ty. 
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During t he past 15 years the average daily attendance has incr eased 

from 825 to 1873, with 104 teacher s presently employed . Druing the 

1964 -6 5 school year, the district consisted of nine elementary schools, 

varying fr om a one-teacher school wi th seven students to a t wenty-teacher 

school with 450 students. Two modern high schools, fully accredited by 

the Northwest Accrediting Association, house 750 students f rom gr ades 

through 12. 

It was the original i n t en t of this s tudy to administer standard 

measures to pupils t hroughout th e district, but afte r care ful exam ­

ination, it was discovered that during the past decade the schoo l s in 

the south end of the district have exper i enc ed an influx of Indian 

pupils from the Navajo Reservation. The 1963-64 enrollment indicated 

that t he schools in the south end of the district consisted of 19 p er­

cent Indian pupils as compar ed t o 4 percent in 1953. The majority o f 

the Indian pupils enter schoo l unab l e t o compr ehend or speak the English 

language and oft en ar e chronologically two or more grades behind their 

own grade level. Experience has s hown that many of th e Indian pupil s 

fail to fall within the es tablished minimum norms of a standardized 

test. Their inability to r ead makes it ex tr eme ly difficult to assess 

their actual achievement gain s . 

Hoping t o e liminat e thi s cultural variable, t wo r epresentative 

schools from the north end of the district were selected f or compari son 

of achi evemen t ga ins . These t wo schools , the Monticello Elementary 

and the Monticello High Schoo l, ar e r ela tively free of such known 
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cultural variables. The average daily attendance of the elementary 

school has increased from 229 in 1951 to 376 in 1965, and from 151 to 

306 in the high school. 

The availabil ity of reliable test data for all three expenditure 

years was another determining factor in the selection of schools for 

this study. Prior to 1958 the district did not employ professional 

guidance personnel and the administration of a standard measure was 

left to the discretion of each principal. Fortunately, the principal 

of the Monticello High School was a former counse l or and recognized 

the need for and proper use of standard measures in a school system. 

He a l one was responsible for the administration of achievement tests 

to all eighth, eleventh, and twelfth grade students within his school. 

A non-certified lady was employed part time to administer and supervise 

the testing program in the elementary schools during this same period. 

Therefore , after careful examination of Monticello's testing_ pro­

grams, pupils from the third, fifth, sixth, eighth, and eleventh grades 

were selec t ed f or comparison o f achievement gains for the three differ­

ent expenditure periods. 

Standard Measures 

In determining if students achieve significan tly higher scores on 

standard tests of the three R's in a di s trict that rapid l y changed from 

a low-expenditure to a high-expenditure district, two standard measures 

were employed. The 1950 edition of the California Achievement Test 
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provided achievement scores and the California Short Form Test of Men-

tal Maturity provided student intelligent quotient scores to be used 

in the s tatistical analysis. 

The California Achievement Test is the most wide ly u sed achieve-

ment t es t in Utah and it is also us ed ex tensively in most other s tat es , 

(Achie vement of Utah Students , 1964 , p. 4). It has long been r ecog-

nized as one of the best instruments in this ca tegory. The fa ct that 

it is standardiz ed on grades one through f our teen makes it valuable in 

securing data on a ll grades throughout a school system. 

The tes t off ers 10 differen t scores ; reading vocabulary, reading 

compr ehension, t o tal r eading; arithme tic fundamentals, arithme t ic 

r easoning, total arithme tic; mechanics of English and grammar, spe l l -

ing, tota l l anguage; and t otal for the battery. The continuity in 

interpr et ing scores over a wide rang e thus a fforded is immediat ely 

useful at all levels and pr ovid es an a id to those who wi s h t o plan 

curriculum or evaluate programs that s tress cont inuou s growth o f all 

students at all grad e l eve ls with r espec t to basic skill s and common 

language. 

A revi ew o f this t es t found in th e Fourth Mental Measurement 

Yearbook summariz es with the f ol l owing: 

The Cal iforn ia Achievement Te s ts ar e us e ful for a genera l 
survey o f those aspects of reading, arithmetic , and lang· 
guage commonly measured by t es t s of general achievement. 
Within this framework they are probab ly as accurate and 
wel l constructed as other widely used achievement 
batteries. They have no equal for ease of administra­
tion, scoring and r ecor ding of data . (Buras, 1953 , p. 6) 
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The Californ ia Short Form Test of Men tal Maturity is available on 

five l eve l s; pr e -primary , primary, elementary, intermediate, and ad-

vanc ed. It tests four areas: spatial relationships, logical reasoning, 

numerical r eason ing and verbal concepts. The test provide s mental 

ages, int e lligen t quotient scores, and percentile norms for both lan-

guage and non-language sections as well as for the total . Percentile 

norms f or the f our factor scores are also provided. The range of the 

battery is from grades one thr ough col l ege and adult, and the test as 

a whole provides a very good instrument for measuring "capacity . " A 

r ev i ew of this test battery found in the Fourth Mental Measurement 

Yearbook states: 

Scores ar e obtained for total mental faccors, language 
factors , non-language factors, spa tial r e lationships, 
l ogical r easoning , numerical r easoning, and verbal con­
cepts. Total score re liabilities range from .02 to . 95, 
and part-score reliabiliti es from .81 t o .95 being 
generally higher at the uppe r age levels . The subtest 
inter-corre lations, mainly from the .20 's to the .40's, 
give some support to the differ en tial interpretation of the 
profil es . Norms are based on very large groups that were 
controlled with respect to age and school progress . No 
evidence is given, however, about the geographic or 
socioeconomic distribution of the normative subjects. 
Validity i s defended in terms of high correlation with 
the Standard-Binet, but the exact coefficient is not 
stated. (Buros, 1953, p . 282) 

Collection of Test Data 

Thr ee diffe rent periods of time, 1953, 1958, and 1965, cons idered 

to be repr esentative of low, transitional, and high expenditure levels, 

were compared for significant differences on student achievement gains. 
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Therefore, the co ll ection of test data for this study was a two-fold 

problem. First, it was necessary to collect the data on all students 

in the third, fif th, sixth, eighth, and eleventh grades who attended 

the Monticello schools in 1953 and 1958. 

The writer obtained this data from each student's cumulative 

folder. Four achievement scores were obtained for each student, name-

ly; reading, arithmetic, language, and total for battery. Intelligent 

quotient scores, as determined by the California Test of Mental Matu -

rity, were obtained from the student's cumulative folders. 

The second step in collecting test data was to administer the same 

standard measure that had been administered to the 1953 and 1958 pupils, 

that being the 1950 ed ition of the California Achievement Test. 

The following action by the local Board of Education made it pos-

sible f or this proposed t esting program to materialize: 

A motion was made by member Redd, seconded by member 
Johnson and carr i ed that Mr. Maughan be authorized t o 
give achievement tests to certain grades during the present 
school year, these t ests to be administered at no cost to 
the school district except the time of Mr. Hogge and Mrs. 
Bartell for assisting in the administering of these t es ts. 
The results of these tests wi ll be used in Mr. Maughan ' s 
diss er tation. (School Board Minut e Book, December 14, 
1954, p . 50) 

Following this authorization, an orientation mee ting was held with 

all school personnel directly involved in this testing program. Present 

at this meeting wer e the elementary supervisor , elementary principal, 

secondary principal, school counselor, and classroom teachers. The 

purpose of this study was discussed and plans formulated to coordinate 
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the testing schedule so as to be compatible with the regular school 

program, with the l east possib l e amount o f ex t ernal contamination. 

Special emphasis was g i ven to correlate the schedule so that the t est 

dates wou ld app r ox imate those of the earlier t wo expenditur e periods. 

This was not too difficult since mos t of the prev iou s achievement 

testing had been don e during March. 

By s pecial request from the writ er, the California Tes t Bureau 

located and fu r ni shed s ufficien t copies of the 1950 edition of the 

achi evement test for this study . Up on r eceiving these tests, ano ther 

planning meeting was h e ld with all school personnel involved in this 

s tudy . Since the e l ementary supervisor had administ er ed the t es ts to 

all third grade pupils in Montice llo during the earlier two expendi­

ture years, she was assigned this same responsibility for the 1965 

schoo l year. The school counselor wholeh eartedly acc ep t ed the 

responsibility t o administer t he t es t s to the r emaining four grades. 

In s tru ctions were s uch that t es ting commenced at 9:00 A. M. and fini shed 

during the early part of the afternoon, wi th ample time allowed for 

r es t per i ods and the noon hour. 

As had b een the district policy , all third grade s tudents wrot e 

the ir answers in the t est booklets which were corrected hy th e e l emcn-

tary s upervisor. The remaining four grades used answe r sheets which 

were corr ec t ed by the writ er. Th e r esults were then r ecord ed on the 

class record sheet. Tabl e 1 s hows the numbe r of students involved in 

the thr ee diff er en t expenditure years: 
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Table 1. The total number of pupils by grade and year that were used 
for comparison of achievement gains 

Grade 1953 1958 1965 Total s 

3 44 70 64 178 

5 38 50 55 143 

6 38 ~ 54 146 

8 39 56 55 150 

11 31 43 40 114 

Total 190 273 268 731 

Analysis Procedure 

The f orm in which the hypoth eses of this s tudy are stated and the 

natur e of the data collected indicates that an appropriate statistical 

technique to employ in treating these data would be analysis of co-

variance. This t echnique, which makes an adjustment in th e final score 

to compensate for initial group differenc es , seems especially appro-

priate since two of the three groups of the sample consist ed of classes 

of students who were tested prior to the beginning of this study and 

random sampling techniques were not able to be used . Intelligent 

quotient scores were ob tained for each student and were used as initial 

test scores in the statistical computations. 

The various forms and uses of hypotheses are explained exceptionally 



wel l by Dr. Borg in his f ollowing comment: 

The student is sometimes confused by the null hypothesis 
because it appears to him senseless to hypothesize the 
exact opposite of his expec tations. This is a disadvantage 
o f the null form, because the r esearcher 's expectations, 
based as they are upon considerable insight into other 
research and theory, often make the study clearer to the 
person reading the research report. Some resear chers over­
come this problem by using both a research hypothesis that 
reflects their expectations based on theory or previous 
r esearch and a statistical hypothesis that is usually in 
the null form and is set up to make evaluations of the re­
search hypothesis statistically more precise. (Borg, 1963, 
p. 32) 

Since Dr. Borg's suggestion seems applicable to this study, an 

analysis of covariance was employed to test the following null or 

statistical hypotheses : 
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l. Ther e are no significant differences in the total achievement 

gains among three groups of students selected from the total school 

population for three different expenditure years. 

2. There are no significant differences in the achievement gains 

in reading, arithmetic, or language among three groups of students 

selected from the total school population for three different expendi-

ture years. 

3. There are no significant differences in t he achievement gains 

within the same grade level for students selected from the total school 

population for three different expenditure years. 

The hypotheses asserts that the achievement scores are in r eali ty 

drawn from the same normally distributed populat i on of students, and 

the conditions among years will differ only through fluctuations of 
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sampling. 

To test the validity of thes e hypothes es, a variance ratio, called 

F, was computed by using the analysis of covariance statistica l t ech­

nique. This F value fur nishes a comprehensive or overall test of 

signif i cance of the difference among means. However, a significant F 

does not tell which pairs of means differ significantly, but that at 

least one mean is r eliably different from some other mean. 

If the F value was found to be significant, the Duncan's Multiple 

Range Test was used to break the total variance down into components 

to t es t the separate mean differences. 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Assessed Valuation 
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A cost-quality study was conducted in Kentucky to identify criteria 

that could be applied to all school districts as accurate quality in­

dicators. From this study eight factors were retained as valid quality 

indicators, of which six were directly related to school expenditures . 

It concluded that the total amount of money a district spends--its net 

current expenditures - -shows up as the number one quality factor, 

(School Management, 1965, pp. 79-83). 

It is conceded that schools must operate regardless of economic 

trends and for a school district to be considered a high- expenditure 

district, its tax base must be sufficient to provide revenue. This has 

not always been the case with San Juan. General l y speaking, San Juan 

has been considered an agricultural area and until the recent uranium 

and oil discoveries, derived its school revenue largely from property 

taxes. However. with the advent of mineral and petroleum discoveries, 

and valuation of the county rose rapidly. For example, in 1960 85 

percent of Utah ' s petroleum production (31,394,000 barrels) valued at 

about $88,000,000 and 85 percent of Utah's uranium ore was produced in 

San Juan County. The value of the mineral production was $121,937,967, 



45 

placing San Juan the second highest county in total mineral production 

and the state's leading oi l producer, (Mine ral Yearbook, 1960, p. 1040). 

Tables 2 and 3 illustrate t.he f abulous "rags to riches" growth the 

county has experienced during the past decade. Careful examination of 

Tabl e 1 shows that the assessed valuation of San Juan increased from 

$2,643 ,504 in 1950 to a high of $132,483,785 in 1960. In 1965 it 

dropped to $90,209,750 which was still an increase of 3313 percent since 

1950 , as compared to an 80 percent increase for the state of Utah for 

th e same period of time. 

Table 3 shows the trend in assessed valuation per census child in 

San Juan and Utah. It should be noted that San Juan experienced a 

$45,052 increase in assessed valuation per census child from 1950 to 

1963 while the State of Utah during the same period had a decr ease 

of $81 per child. 
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Table 2. The assessed valuation of San Juan and the State of Utah 
from 1950- 1965, and percent change from 1950 

Assessed valuation 
Year San Juan Percent of 1950 

1950 2,643,504 100 

1951 3,179,833 120 

1952 3,456,607 131 

1953 3,389,249 128 

1954 3,850,986 146 

1955 6,301' 153 238 

1956 i 13,01,9 ,620 494 

1957 22,3 16 ,518 844 

19 58 37 ,1•15 ,398 1415 

1959 93,987,348 3555 

1960 132,483 '785 5011 

1961 123,891,559 4687 

1962 105,962,344 4008 

1963 96,671,295 3657 

1964 94 ' 746 ,659 3584 

1965 90,209,750 3413 

State As sessed Valuation 

1950 848,379,646 100 

1965 1,529,901,768 180 
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Tabl e 3 . The assessed valuation per school child for San Juan and 
Utah 

San Juan Assessed valuation 2er census child 
Year school census San Juan Utah 

1950 1020 2592 $5268 

1951 1001 3177 5473 

1952 940 3677 5719 

1953 1081 3135 5841 

1954 1063 3623 6121 

1955 1274 4946 5542 

1956 1490 8758 5636 

1957 1837 12148 5784 

1958 2054 18215 5812 

1959 1810 51927 5542 

1960 1917 69109 5392 

1961 1900 65206 5251 

1962 1959 54090 5160 

1963 2029 47644 5187 

1964 2149 44088 5171 

1965 2104 42875 5231 
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School Expenditures 

Administration 

Administrative expenditur es include such items as: expense of the 

board of education, superintendent's office, professional assistants, 

school elections, and office of the clerk of the board. 

Administrative expenditures per pupil in average daily attendance 

have been considerably higher in San Juan than in Utah. However, it 

should be remembered that San Juan is a small school district, yet it 

must maintain practically all of the services and faciliti es that a 

large r district does, such as a superintendent, board of education, 

administrative faciliti es, clerk, and secretary. 

Table 4 r eveals that during 1951 San Juan spent $10 . 20 per pupil 

for adm inistration as compared to $6.07 for Utah. By 1965 thi s ex ­

penditure for San Juan had increased to $14 . 33 as compar ed to $9.20 for 

Utah, or an increase of 140 percent and 152 percent respectively. 

In 1956 San Juan employed their first full time elementary s up er-

visor and an assistant superintendent in 1958. However, according to 

school district policy, the salaries of thes e two professional assist -

ants have been charged to instruction rather than administration. 
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Tabl e 4. Administrative expenditures per pupil in average daily 
attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 $10 .20 $6 .07 

1952 lO .30 6.21 

1953 lO . lO 6.27 

1954 lO. 72 6.48 

1955 9 . 29 6.06 

1956 lO .04 6 .42 

1957 12.65 8.45 

1958 12 .26 7 . 72 

1959 11.13 7 . 72 

1960 14.42 7.99 

1961 12.94 8.35 

1962 12.83 8.26 

1963 14.24 8.52 

1964 16.00 8 .97 

1965 14 . 33 9.20 

Percen t Inc r ease Since 1951 - ---
40 52 
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Instruction 

The purpose o f schools i s f or instruction and a good instructiona l 

program is an asse t t o a school system. Such niceties as clean new 

buildings, avai l able bus transportation, and complete hea lth se rvice 

may be desirabl e, but they do not serve the primary purpose of the 

sc hools . Expenditures f or instruction consti tut e the major portion of 

every dis trict budget . No school throughout the Nation spends l ess 

than 55 percent of it s budget for in s truc t i on and many s pend more than 

90 percent, (School Management, 1966, p. 126). Becaus e ex penditur es 

f or this purpose directly affect what is be ing taught and how well the 

teaching is be ing don e , instruction could very we ll be considered the 

heart of the school program. 

Under budgetary procedures, instruction is listed as one of the 

major categorie s under ne t curr en t expenditures and is further sub ­

divided into teacher •s salar i es , textbooks, library, supplies, and 

o th er services. Because of the pres umption be tween 11 opportunity t o 

l earn 11 and i nstructional expenditures, each of these five sub - categories 

wer e analyzed. 

As on e examin es the instructional expenditures in Table 5 it appears 

that prior to 1959 ther e was little variation between San Juan and Utah's 

in s tructional ex penditures. How ev er, after this time, the differ ential 

widened and by 1965 San Juan was spending $388 per pupil which was 23 

percent more per pupil than Utah spent. 
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Tabl e 5 . In s tructional expenditur es in dollars per pupil in average 
daily attendanc e for San Juan and the State of Utah 

Year San Juan San Juan's rank Utah 

1951 $131 26 $129 

1952 131 27 139 

1953 153 24 145 

1954 159 19 150 

1955 158 28 160 

1956 164 30 166 

1957 175 22 172 

1958 205 25 206 

1959 231 13 212 

1960 313 4 228 

1961 333 4 234 

1962 343 4 246 

1963 352 3 256 

1964 376 6 291 

1965 388 6 300 

Percent Increase Since 1951 

196 133 

Teachers' average annual salaries. In comparing San Juan's and 

Utah's average annual salaries paid to teachers, it i s interesting to 
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no t e from Tabl e 6 that prior t o 1960 San Juan ranked near the bottom 

of the 40 Utah districts. However, from 1959 to 1961 San Juan ' s rank-

ing changed from 35 to 2. 

Tabl e 6. San Juan and Utah 's average annua l salary f or t eache r s 
( 1951 - 65) 

San Juan 
Year Salary Rank Utah 

1951 $2568 36 $3030 

1952 2795 39 3229 

1953 2927 38 3428 

1954 3117 39 3539 

1955 3198 39 3827 

1956 3196 40 3859 

1957 3311 38 3986 

1958 3788 39 4577 

1959 4273 35 4688 

1960 492 6 l3 4914 

196 1 5320 2 4947 

1962 5411 5125 

1963 5637 2 5105 

1964 6101 5 5881 

1965 6370 5924 
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Examination of Table 23 reveals that during this same thr ee year 

pe riod the beg inning salary for a bachelor's degree in San Juan incr e ased 

from $4,000 to $4,800 as compared to Utah's average minimum salary in­

c reas e fr om $3,660 t o $3 ,900 . During this same period th e maximum sa lary 

for a bachelor's degr ee in San Juan incr eased from $5,300 to $5,513. In 

1961 th e maximum salary differential for a bachelor's degree between 

San Juan and Utah was $987 and $1,200 for a master's degree . Each year 

ther ea ft e r San Juan's salary schedul e increas ed and resulted in a con­

sistently high e r expenditure for salaries for teachers. 

Textbooks. Textbooks in this study is defined to coincide with the 

term us ed in the 1965 Utah Textbook Adoption. It refers to books or 

other systematica lly arranged instructional materials which because o f 

their pot ential value for impl ementation of appl icable State courses of 

study may be used as principal sources of study material for a given 

course or cours es . 

The t ex tbook is still perhaps the most important single source us ed 

by pupils, although modern teachers no longer usc a t ex tbook as the sole 

source o f information . 

As soon as one begins to study past school budg e ts and programs 

with the int en t of gaining information regarding the expenditur e for 

cer tain items, it becomes readily evident that school accounting pro-

cedures do not facilitate the gleani ng of certain spec ific information. 

Also, becaus e of the ~ransition San Juan has undertaken in th e past 

decade, it i s difficult to get specific facts about the name and 



10 

9 

8 

6 

4 

3 

t 
1950 

.; ·--- ... 

I 
1955 

I 

, ,'(Utah) 
',/ 

Year 

' I 

I 
I 

;-- -· 
y 

1960 

/ 
/ 

/ 

Fi gure 5. Textbook expenditur es per pupil in average daily 
attendance for San Juan and Utah , 1951- 65. 

58 

1965 



59 

quality o f t ex ts that were used over the past several years. However , 

convers ation with t eache rs indicates that in the early 1950 1 s it was 

not uncommon to use the same books •ell beyond their adoption date. 

Also, because of lack of money, seldom did the distric t provide suffi-

cient textbooks in all areas of the curriculum. Today, every classroom 

is supplied with curr ent textbooks in every department. 

Table 7 reveals that San Juan's textbook expenditur es per pupil 

were below Utah 's in 1951, slightly higher in 1958, almost doubl e in 

196 2, and 19 percent higher in 1965. Tabl e 7 also shows that for the 

la s t four years there has been a continual de crease in San Juan 1 s t ex t-

book expenditure s . A poss ibl e exp lanation of this decr eas e i s that the 

di s trict's textbook inventory reached its peak in 1962 and thereaft er 

textbooks were purcha sed as they came up for adopt ion. 

Libra ry. Library exp enditures per pupil in San Juan increased 

fr om a meager $. 15 in 1951 to a high of $6.17 in 1960 and decr eased to 

$3 . 85 in 1965. This compares favorably to $.07, $1.26, and $2 .07 for 

the State of Utah. 

Tabl e 8 s hows that San Juan' s library expenditur es were slightly 

be low Utah's from 1952 to 1956. However, the next year it increased 

from $.18 per pupil to $3.54. This substantial increase was a r esult 

of a policy adopted by the local school board that provided $4 .00 per 

enro lled pupil for library expenses. This was a real boon to the 

library program and thereafter expenditures continued to increas e . 

Examination of San Juan' s 1959 school budget s hows that only $4500 was 
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Tabl e 7. Textbook expenditures per pupil in average daily attendanc e 
for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 L.65 $1.73 

1952 1.39 1. 97 

1953 1. 78 1.91 

1954 2. 7L 2.27 

1955 2.73 2.32 

1956 2 . 52 3.10 

1957 5.05 2.44 

1958 3.67 3 .45 

1959 5 .88 3. 77 

1960 9.66 4.55 

1961 8.46 4.57 

1962 10.04 5.11 

1963 7 .03 5.23 

1964 6.61 5 .63 

1965 6.29 5.12 

Percent Increase Since 1951 ----

281 195 



Table 8. Library expenditur es per pupil in average daily attendance 
for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

19 51 $ .15 $ .07 

1952 . 18 . 50 

1953 . 17 .45 

1954 .16 .so 

1955 .50 .60 

1956 .18 . 63 

1957 3.54 . 67 

1958 3.62 .78 

1959 2.12 1.04 

1960 6.17 1.26 

1961 5.18 1 . 29 

1962 4.26 1.46 

1963 4. 53 1. 57 

1964 4.07 1.86 

1965 3.85 2.07 

Perce nt Increas e Sinc e 1951 

2467 2857 
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budge ted for library, wh ich was $2000 less than the previous year and 

$5500 less than 1960. From the $4500 budgeted on ly $3879 was expended, 

which accounts f or the s harp dec r eas e in library expenditures during 

1959 . 

Instructional supplies. Thi s term r e fers to mat erial items of an 

expendable nature that are consumed, wo rn out, or deteriorated in use 

or items that lose t heir identity through fab rication or incorporation 

into different or more complex systems , (Reason , 1957, p . 223) . 

Supplies are necessary t ools f or t eachers to use i n th e ir instruc -

tional program. They must be ava ilab l e when t eachers are ready t o us e 

them. Recently , San Juan has been lib e ral in their di s burs ement of 

money for instructional supplies. Each year all schools are alloted 

a specified amount o f money per pupil in their school. For example , 

in 1965 the di s trict office authorized each school to s pend $ 7.~D; per 

pupil for supplies . All schoo l s submi tted requisitions t o the cen tral 

administrative o ffic e for fina l approval be f ore purchas e ord e rs we r e 

writ t en. 

Tab l e 9 r eveals that in 1951 San Juan spent 32 pe rcent l ess per 

stud en t , in 1958 about the same as, and in 1965 about 34 p ercent mor e 

than Utah f or instructional supplies. In 1964 San Juan spent $10.52 

per pupil but dropped t o $7.7 7 in 1965, even though the amount of mon ey 

budgeted was the same f or bo th years. This would ind icate that there 

was s t ill $1437 in the di str ic t budget for instructiona l s u ~pl i es that 

was not spent. 
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Table 9. Instructional supply expenditures per pupil in average 
daily attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 $ 2.86 $4.20 

1952 4.60 4.48 

1953 4 . 26 4.27 

1954 4.42 4.07 

1955 3.80 4.26 

1956 3. 72 4.33 

1957 5.28 4.32 

1958 5.29 5.31 

1959 6.74 5.75 

1960 9.24 6.25 

1961 8 . 51 6.44 

1962 8.53 7 .01 

1963 8.60 7.10 

1964 lO .52 7.83 

1965 7. 77 9.03 

Percent Incr ease Since 1951 

168 115 
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Other instructional expenditur es. Driver training and stud ent 

tuition to neighboring schoo l districts are th e major items includ ed 

under other instructional expend itur es. Table 10 indicates that prior 

to 1958 San Juan was considerab ly be low Utah' s expenditur e per pupil 

for other in structional expenditures. How ever, with th e commencement 

o f driver training in 1958, San Juan' s expenditures incr eased from 

$.35 per pupil in 1957 to $1.39 in 1958 and each year continu ed to 

increas e and by 1961 more than doubl ed Utah' s expenditur e in this 

ca tegory . 

Aux iliary services 

Included among auxiliary services are transportation, health 

service, food service , att e ndanc e service, and s tudent body ac tivities . 

Tabl e 11 shows that San Juan ' s expenditures f or auxiliary services 

have gradually increas ed since 1951 wi th a s ubstantial incr ease each 

year since 1959. Prior to 1958 Utah's exp enditures for auxiliary serv-

ices also included community services, summer schools, and adult educa -

t i on. In 1958 these servi ces were shifted to another category. This 

naturally makes it diffi cult to make a logical compari son during these 

years . Howe ver , from 1958 th e same expenditure trend as found in other 

areas seems to apply here also, this be ing that San Juan a nd Utah about 

equal in 1958 with each succeeding year San Juan's expenditures for 

auxi liary servi ces incr easing more rapidly than Utah's. 



67 

Table 10. Other instructional expenditur es per pupil in average 
daily attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San J uan Utah 

1951 .18 $1.21 

1952 .16 1. 09 

1953 .29 1.36 

1954 . 12 1.33 

1955 .23 1. 56 

1956 . 11 1. 78 

1957 .35 1.47 

1958 1.39 2 .04 

1959 3.03 2.02 

1960 2.98 2.33 

1961 5.82 2. 58 

1962 5.51 2.84 

1963 5.93 3.80 

1964 5.39 3.26 

1965 4.93 3.32 

Percent Increase Since 1951 ----

2638 174 
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Table ll. Auxiliary service expend itures per pupil in average 
daily attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 $ 4.86 $24.97 

19 52 7.00 27.54 

1953 6.67 28.02 

1954 6 .45 26.62 

1955 lO .82 30.52 

1956 8.64 30.39 

1957 11.09 34 .07 

1958 11.48 lO. 99 

1959 18.85 10.98 

1960 21.80 11.37 

1961 21 .36 10.92 

1962 22.72 11.30 

1963 271 12 ll. 70 

1964 31. 78 12.68 

1965 33 .30 11.49 
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Operation .£!_ school plant 

Opera tion of the school plant takes i nto consideration such items 

of expenditure as salaries of custodial he lp, custodial supplies, hea t-

ing fuel, water, and electricity . 

Tabl e 12 shows that in 1951 San Juan spent $13.34 per child and 

$50.13 in 1965, or an increase of 376 percent as compared to an increase 

o f 229 percent for Utah. 

San Juan's substantial increase from 1959 can be attributed to the 

construction of new buildings throughout the district while the average 

daily attendance for the district remained about the same. 

Maintenance of plant 

Maintenance as a budgetary item incl udes salaries of maintenance 

employees, building and ground upkeep, r eplacement of equipment, and 

repair of furniture and school eq uipment. 

San Juan, in the 15-year period from 1951 to 1965, incr eased 

maintenance costs by 843 percent or from $2.37 to $22.35 pe r pupil. 

For this same per i od, Utah increased from $9.83 to $17.21 per pupil, 

or 175 percent. Table 13 reveals that prior to 1958 San Juan's ex­

penditure for maintenance of plant was well below Utah's and thereafter 

increased rapidly. This increase was due to the additional schoo l 

buildings const ruc ted throughout the district while at the same time 

the average daily attendance remained fairly cons tant. 
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Table 12. Operation of school plant expenditure per pupil in average 
daily attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 $13.34 $15.03 

1952 17.48 16.50 

1953 20.00 17.22 

1954 18.65 18.02 

1955 17.04 19 . 27 

1956 16.66 20 . 39 

1957 18.41 21.67 

1958 19 .49 24.22 

1959 22.88 24.76 

1960 31.81 27.03 

1961 34 .41 27 . 74 

1962 43.32 29.89 

1963 44.66 31.03 

1964 49 .88 34 .05 

1965 50.13 34.42 

Percent I ncr e as e Since 1951 

276 129 
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Table 13. Maintenance of plant expenditures per pupil in average 
daily attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Ut ah 

1951 2 .37 $ 9.83 

1952 5.25 10 .20 

1953 5.75 10.57 

1954 B8.88 9.82 

1955 7.84 10.60 

1956 5.28 10 .60 

1957 7 .19 9.60 

1958 12 .06 12 .45 

1959 18. 38 14.33 

1960 21.16 15.35 

1961 30.19 16.37 

1962 23.35 16 . 17 

1963 30.30 16 .34 

1964 26.25 18. 13 

1965 22.35 17 .21 

Percent I ncr ease Since 1951 ----
843 75 
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This exp enditur e item inc ludes insuranc e on employees, fire in­

surar.ce, liability insurance of various types, fidelity bonds on 

emp l oyees handling sums of money, social secur ity payments, and em ­

ployee retir ement funds . 

Tabl e 14 s hows tha t San Juan's per pupil expenditur e f or fix ed 

charges increased fr om $1.54 in 1951 to $43.05 in 1965, wh ich was an 

increase of 2800 percent. In comparison, Utah's incr eased fr om $1 .7 1 

to $31.94, or 1868 percent. 

Net ~ exp enditur es 

76 

Net current expenditures i nc lud e all those expenditures general ly 

considered in the maintenance and operation budge t, namely: adminis-

tration, instruc t ion, other services, operation o f plant, maintenance 

o f plan t, and f ixed charges. 

Ne t current expenditur e per pupil i s a good, but not perfec t , 

measure of school quality. It may t e ll how much a district is spending, 

bu t not how wise ly . It is interesting t o not e that in 1965 25 percent 

of the Nation's schools spent $467 or mor e per pupil for ne t current 

expenditur es. The median among this 25 perc ent spent $537 as compar ed 

to $395 for all s chools in the Unit ed States, (School Management, 1966, 

p . 140) . In comparison, San Juan spent $495 per we ighted pupil for net 

c urr ent expenditures, which would plac e the di s trict in about the middl e 

of the uppe r quartile of the schoo l s in the nation. 
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Table 14 . Fix ed charges exp enditur es per pupil in average daily 
attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 $ l . 54 l. 71 

1952 l. 35 2 .06 

1953 3 .04 2 . 20 

1954 3.86 5 . 15 

1955 11.89 13.06 

1956 15 .98 14 . 17 

1957 12.41 ll. 95 

1958 22 .31 16.61 

1959 25.32 16 .15 

1960 29.72 19 .82 

1961 29.06 20.84 

1962 35.97 24.55 

1963 40 . 39 27.80 

1964 40.99 31.18 

1965 43 .05 31.94 

Percent I ncrease Sinc e 1951 ----

2695 1768 
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A close examination of Table 15 reveals t ha t fr om the 40 di stricts 

in Utah, San Juan ' s per pupil expenditure ranked 40, 26 , and 4 for the 

1953, 1958, and 1965 school years and spent 33 percen t l ess, 1.5 perce nt 

more, and 26 percen t more than Utah during these same years. 

Table 15 also shows that prior to 1958 San Juan was be low Utah in 

net current expenditur es per pupil, but thereaft er incr eased steadily 

and by 1965 was spending $550 per pupil as compared to $405 f or Utah . 

Debt service ------

Debt service payments include the amount ex pend ed by t he school 

district for payments o f i nteres t charges and reduction of princ ipal 

on ou ts t and ing indebtedness. 

Few districts can raise millions of dollars to build a new school 

in a single year . They could rai se thi s amount over a period of years 

and there f ore they must go i n debt. Generally speaking, it i s sa f e to 

say that with a f e\v notabl e except i ons, the average school district can 

no longer " pay-as -it-goes " when building a new school . San Juan, how-

ever, is one o f these f ew exceptions . With three exc eptions , a ll 

building proj ec ts i n San Juan Schoo l District have been constructed on 

a pay - as -you - go basis. The t ota l ind ebt edness of the di s tric t at the 

end o f 1965 was $491,000. 
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Table 15 . Net current expenditures per pupil in ave r age daily attend­
anc e for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Rank Utah 

1951 $163 . 51 39 $186.57 

1952 173.08 39 201.93 

1953 138.83 40 209 . 15 

1954 207.81 33 216.42 

1955 216.27 30 241.37 

1956 213.64 40 251.68 

1957 236.83 37 257.86 

1958 282.22 26 277 . 92 

1959 327 . 22 12 286 . 17 

1960 432.36 4 309.88 

1961 460 . 77 4 318 . 21 

1962 481.53 5 336.39 

1963 508.90 4 351.03 

1964 540 .66 5 395.99 

1965 546 .89 6 404.62 

Percent Incr ease Si nce 1951 - --· ---- --- - -

Z34 116 
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Table 16 . Deb t service expenditures per pupil in average daily 
attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 $ 8. 76 $14.87 

1952 49.97 21.67 

1953 30.13 20.32 

1954 27 .94 21.25 

1955 64.25 18.42 

1956 6 .29 18.79 

1957 29.63 24 .78 

1958 34.09 32.06 

1959 25.68 25.40 

1960 65.16 28 . 64 

1961 61.00 33.01 

1962 67.34 40.68 

1963 62.38 44.58 

1964 55.89 46.40 

1965 50.75 36.94 

Percent Increas e Since 1951 ----

479 148 
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Capita 1 outlay 

Capita l ou tlay includes expend itures made f or payments for land 

si t es, buildings, furnitur e and school equipmen t . School equ ipment 

includes items used f or ins truc tiona l purposes, such as shop e quipment, 

sc i ence equipment, phonographs, radios , business machines, and movie 

projectors. 

Exp enditures for school buildings i n San Juan ha s account ed f or a 

large percen tage of the total school expenditures. All 10 school build-

ings present ly occupied have been constructed , remode l ed, or had new 

additions since 1951. Table 17 gives a historical r esume of the build­

ing program in San Juan . Thi s table does not include $249 ,798 expended 

f or s it e improvement nor $186,284 f or building equipment . 

Table 18 reveals that Utah's expenditure per pupil for capi tal 

outlay has increased gradual ly s ince 1951. However, capital outlay 

expenditures have been rathe r inconsi s t e nt from year to year. For 

exampl e, a bond issue in 1951 , for the cons truction of the Montice llo 

Hi gh School, accounted f or high expenditures during 1951- 52. The nex t 

building project did not begin until 1956 . As the valuation of the 

district began to increas e, however, the vision of fulfilling other 

building needs became a r ea lity . In 1956 San Juan launched a di s tric t 

building program that has ultimate ly provided every pupil within the 

dis tric t the opportunity to attend school in a new, comfortable, mod e rn 

f ac ility with ample equipment and material s capable of providing a 

healthy cl imate f or learning opportunities . 
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Table 17. Construction of school facilitie s in San Juan since 1951 

School Description Square feet Cost Date 

Administration District 3.312 $ 70,883.07 1958 

Blanding Elementary 25 , 226 393,312.97 1956 
(Addition) 8,545 114,697.33 1964 

Blanding Teacher Housing 6,336 103,208.71 1958 

Bluff Elementary 1,484 21 ,263.29 1956 
(Addition) 900 10,021.50 1958 
(Addition) 2,868 51,269 . 50 1954 

LaSal Elementary 3,516 69 '272 .00 1956 
(Addition) 2,196 102,817 .00 1959 

LaDal Teacher Housing 2,680 30,759.29 1960 

Mexican Hat Elementary 4,240 42,563.42 1958 
(Addition) 1,070 16,879 . 77 1960 

Montezuma Creek Elementary 6,284 100,861.82 1960 
(Addition) 217,115.80 1965 

Monticello Elementary 42,415 516,474.24 1959 
(Addition) 6,820 99,586.06 1964 

Monticello High Secondary 25,493 315,970.00 1951 
(Addition) 6,000 106,848.00 1957 
(Addition) 11 '836 257,180.00 1961 
(Addition) 35 ,168 874.414 .00 1963 

Monticello Teacher Housing 6,336 106,995.43 1958 

Park Terrace El emen tary 25,044 420,512.01 1960 

San Juan High Secondary 38,516 794,260.98 1961 
(Addition) 14,976 341,336.52 1964 

Total 281,261 $5,178,502.62 
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Tabl e 18 . Capital outlay expenditur es per pupil in average daily 
atte ndance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 $238.30 61.45 

1952 162.62 61.51 

1953 23.51 71. ~9 

1954 4.22 83.38 

1955 22.68 113.09 

1956 270.70 125 .19 

1957 218.06 134.65 

1958 300 .89 123.23 

1959 383 .13 130.30 

1960 527.00 116.35 

1961 521.27 12 2 .89 

1962 377.28 122.42 

1963 269.81 128.96 

1964 172.66 131.64 

1965 217.87 133.36 
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Total school expenditur es 

Total schoo l expenditur es include all money expended in the school 

budge t . Included are: Administration, instruct ion , auxiliary serv i ces, 

operation o f plan t, ma intenanc e o f plant, fixed charges, cap ital out lay, 

and debt servi ce . 

Table 19 s hows the trend f or total school expenditur es per pupil 

for San Juan and Utah s i nce 1951. In 1953 San Juan spent $242.14 per 

pupil and $851 .70 in 1965, or an incr ease of 338 percent . Utah's ex­

penditures f or the same period o f time were $302 .60 and $595.00, an 

increase of 261 percent. 

Except for one year, Utah' s total schoo l expenditures per pupil 

have increased stead ily, whereas San Juan ' s expenditure s have been 

er atic. To illustrate , every tim e a new building was constructed i n 

San J uan the to t a l expenditures would rise s harp ly. This being es ­

pec ially true because of the consistent number of pupils in the di stric t 

from year to year. It is interes ting to note that during some years, 

San J uan spent approximately twice as much per pup il as did Utah . 

Teacher Personn e l 

The San Juan School District, locat ed in the extreme southeast area 

of Utah, i s somewhat isolated because of its geography and di s tanc e fr om 

the urban communities along the "Wasatch Front," Salt Lake City being 

the principal c ity. The refore , San Juan, as perhaps i n o ther similar 

school districts, has experienced frustrati on and conc ern over teacher 
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Table 19. Total school expenditur es per pupil in average daily 
attendance for San Juan and Utah 

Year San Juan Utah 

1951 $424 . 58 $266.38 

1952 394.02 287. 68 

1953 242. 14 302.60 

1954 240 .94 321. 70 

1955 303 . 20 372.89 

1956 498.9 1 402 . 57 

1957 484.52 376.42 

1958 619.87 437.17 

1959 740.43 445.17 

1960 1028. 15 458 .44 

1961 1047.18 477.71 

1962 930.23 503.49 

1963 962 . 51 528. 10 

1964 772.62 579. 17 

1965 851.70 595.15 

Percent Increase From 1951-1965 ------

101 73 
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certification, turnover, and preparation of teachers. 

Teacher certifica tion 

The most earnest claims to pro f essionalism are und ermined if any-

one can be assigned to teach almost anything; if an English major who 

has six college credits in math can become a math teacher overnight, 

or if a high school music teacher can take over a third grade without 

any preparation in the teaching of reading. 

Our cla i ms to professional status are threatened if we cannot offer 

the publ i c reasonable guarantee that their children's t eachers are 

qualified for their assignments. Properly trained teacher s and up­

grading the education of teachers before and after they begin practice, 

are but two links in the chain of action needed to improve the quality 

of education of our schools. 

The certificat ion of teachers is a vital concern of th e State. It 

is a fundamental importance because many people believe that the teacher 

is the single factor, above all others, that is responsibl e for the 

difference between quality and medmocre education. A district may con-

struct new buildings, provid e adequate teaching supplies and mat erials, 

maintain a small teacher-pupil ratio, us e all the new media, but the 

competency of the teacher determines the diff erence between success and 

failure in the class room. 

During most of the 1950's obtaining and r e taining certified teach­

ers in San Juan presented a difficult challenge . Several factors con­

tributed to San Juan's difficulty, but the teacher shortage, geographical 
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location, and lack of adequate finances were more pronounced. Prior to 

1959 it was almost financially impossible for the district to offer a 

salary schedule that was competitive with other Utah districts. However, 

as Table 22 shows, the Board took positive action relevant to sa laries 

and made a concerted effort to obtain and r e tain qualified teachers. 

All of the achievement tests were administered in the Monticello 

Schools and whenever f easible, comparisons with San Juan, Utah and 

Monticello have been made. Table 20 shows the certification trend in 

San Juan , Utah, and Monticello for the past 15 years. Monticello's 

lowest cert ification occured in 1956 when only 36 percent of its pro­

fessional staff were prop erly certified, as compared to Utah's 83.5 

percent. In 1963 all of Montic e llo's professiona l staff were certi­

ficated as compared to 95.2 percent for Utah. 

Degreed teac hers 

San Juan has made improvement in the area of employing teachers 

that possess a degree fr om an accredited University or College. As late 

as 1959 the district employed teachers that had less than one semester 

of college credit. However, with increased pressure from the State 

Board of Education and their adoption of Regulations for Upgrading of 

Teachers Employed on Letters of Authorization, San Juan 1 s percent of 

degreed teachers began to rise consistently. The Monticello schools 

attained another sought after goal in 1965 when all of their teachers 

were fully degreed. 
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Tab l e 20. Percentage of profes s ional staff in San Juan, Utah, and 
Monticello who s erved with proper certification during 
the years 1951-1965 

Year San Juan Utah Monticello 

1951 48.8 84.7 44.1 

1952 54.3 86.5 44.4 

1953 39.5 86.1 37.3 

1954 47.7 83 . 5 37.8 

1955 46.0 82 .8 57.0 

1956 41.0 83 . 5 36.6 

1957 43 .9 83.9 52 . 2 

1958 36.7 86.0 43.8 

1959 45 . 1 89.8 52 . 2 

1960 59.1 91.6 60.7 

1961 75.5 93.8 76 . 5 

1962 91.5 95.0 84.5 

1963 97.9 95 . 2 100.00 

1964 87.1 95.0 95.8 

1965 93.2 96.1 95.0 
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Table 21 shows the yearly percent of degreed teachers that taught 

in the Monticello schools for the past 15 years. 

Table 21 . Percent of degreed teachers serving in the Montic e llo 
schools from 1951 to 1965 

Year Elementary Secondary Combined 

1951 38 78 58 

1952 57 89 75 

1953 42 66 56 

1954 42 66 56 

1955 60 91 81 

1956 38 76 60 

1957 41 85 64 

1958 64 71 68 

1959 66 88 77 

1960 79 88 83 

1961 89 90 89 

1962 89 95 92 

1963 95 100 98 

1964 95 100 97 

1965 100 100 100 



95 

Teacher turnover 

The Board of Education' s concer n over t eacher turnover wa s expressed 

in the f ol lowing mot i on: 

A motion was made by memb er Stev ens, seconded by mem­
ber Barton and carried that the Board construct 6-3 bedroom 
homes in Monticello and 6-3 bedrooms at Blanding for t eacher 
housing . (Minute book, 1957 , p . 415) 

The Board ant i cipat ed that the const ruc t i on of this housing project 

wou ld alleviate the housing shor t age and provide satisfactory housing 

for prof ess ional per sonnel. 

In the fall of 1958 the following l e tter was sent t o all p er sons 

whose names and addresses could be acquired from the principals, 

t eachers, and superintendent. Thi s l etter was one phas e of a cooper -

ative study conducted by the State Depar tment of Public In s truct i on 

a nd the Brigham Young University. 

The Board of Education in San Juan District ha s author­
iz ed a district wide school s urvey. One o f the de fi nite 
concerns of the Board of Educa tion was the question of ob ­
taining and retaining properly certifica t ed teachers. 

We are contacting teachers who wer e giving good service i n 
San Juan but who have accepted positions in other distric t s 
during the past one to five y ears. We the survey committee , 
ar e so liciting your he lp in any constructive way that you 
s ugges t. We will appr ec iat e and try to use wisely any data or 
information you can furni sh to the committee. We will appr e ­
c iat e this serv ic e and your r e turning your communication s t o 
the und ersigned at your earli es t convenience . 

Teacher ' s respons es to this survey were numerous, but comments 

f ocused on salary schedules, hou s ing, di s tance f rom larger centers, 

cost o f l iving , family considerations, apathy toward the schools, lack 

of social oppor tunities, and wanted t o build a home elsewhere. 
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After analyzing this survey, the Board approved a new salary sched ­

ule which provided a beginning salary that was $350 highe r than the 

average beginning salary for Utah and $400 higher than the maximum. 

The above two motions were indicative of the Board's desire t o 

counteract some of the obstacles in retaining teachers. Tabl e 23 shows 

that since 1959 San Juan ' s salary schedule has provided a higher mini-

mum and maximum salary than the average for Utah. 

Table 22 shows the t eacher turnover trend for the Monticello schools 

since 1951. The combined highest percent turnover occured in 1957 when 

65 percent of the teachers failed to return to the classroom. The com­

bined lowest percent turnover occured in 1961 with only 15 perce nt 

leaving the c lassroom. It is inter es ting to note that in 1954 the high 

school's turnove r 1;<1as 78 percent and the elementary's was zero. The 

highest percent turnover for the elementary was 53 percent in 1959. 

Salary schedul es 

Some critics say that most of the extra money spent by high-expend-

iture districts is wasted on frills, and that good teaching comes from 

the heart and not the dollar. Others feel that dedicat ed t eachers make 

the real difference between a quality educat ion and one that is "run -

of-the mill." 

In the cost- quality study conducted for the Kentucky State Board 

of Education it was concluded that salaries paid to teacher s was one of 

eight fa c tors r etained as quality indicators in a school system, (School 
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Table 22. Percent of t eacher turnover for the Monticello schools since 
1951 

Year El emen tary Secondary Combined 

1951 50 44 42 

1952 29 44 38 

1953 29 56 44 

1954 0 78 44 

1955 10 45 29 

1956 31 46 38 

1957 46 69 65 

1958 43 29 35 

1959 53 27 40 

1960 26 32 29 

1961 16 15 15 

1962 22 15 18 

1963 10 20 15 

1964 21 20 21 

1965 12 21 16 

Management, 1965 , pp . 79-83). 

Few items in San Juan 1 s school budget have received as much con-

cern and atten tion as salaries paid to professiona l employees. As the 
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wealth of the district incr eased the Board of Education annually adopted 

a salary schedule that was ent icing and competitive with other Utah 

districts. For example , the following motion implied a willingness o f 

the Board to provide salaries to obtain and retain competent t eachers. 

Mr. W. N. Ball, Asst. State Supt. and LeRue Winget 
dir ec tor of secondary education met with the Board a t the 
request of Supt. Black to discuss the advisab ility of con ­
ducting a survey to determine building need, financial 
structur e , school organization, transportation, and teacher 
sala ri es in the district. (Minute Book, 1958, p. 423) 

A motion was made by Crowley, seconded by Stevens and 
carried that the Salary Schedule prepared by the Salary 
Schedule Committee and presented by Supt. Black be approved 
as submitted, providing for a beginning salary of $4,500 
and maximum salary after 19 years service of $6,900 for 
certified degreed teachers. Additional compensation over 
and above the base pay may be granted for specia l training, 
ability, and meritorious service. No teacher shall qualify 
for this regulation except as recommended by the superin­
tend ent and approved by the Board. (Minute Book, 1959, 
p. 437) 

Table 23 compares San Juan and Utah's average minimum and maximum 

salary for teachers with a bachelor's degree. It is inter es ting to 

note that in 1951 San Juan's beginning salary was equal to Utah's, 

$200 higher in 1958, $900 higher in 1961, and $563 higher in 1965. 

San Juan's average maximum salary differential was $200 less than 

Utah's in 1951, even in 1958, $987 higher in 1961, and $846 higher in 

1965. 

Table 24 compares San Juan and Utah ' s average minimum and maximum 

salary for teachers with master's degrees. This trend is similar to 

the bachelor's degree schedule. Again, it is inter es ting to note that 
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Tabl e 23 . San Juan and Utah• s average minimum and maximum salary for 
t eacher s with a bachelor' s degr ee 

Minimum Maximum 
Year San Juan Utah San Juan Utah 

1951 $2400 $2400 $3300 $3500 

1952 2600 2688 3500 3788 

1953 2800 2748 3700 3900 

1954 2900 2900 3800 4020 

1955 3200 3100 4200 4200 

1956 3200 3122 4200 4230 

1957 3400 3200 4500 4400 

1958 3800 3600 5200 5200 

1959 4000 3660 5700 5300 

1960 4500 3850 6000 5450 

1961 4800 3900 6500 5513 

1962 4800 4000 6500 5762 

1963 4800 4105 6800 5985 

1964 5100 4560 7100 6695 

1965 5300 4584 7500 6754 

in 1951 San Juan's minimum salary was $50 less than Utah's, $200 higher 

in 1958, $898 higher in 1961, and $477 higher in 1965. 

The average max imum salary differential in 1951 placed San Juan 
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Table 24. San Juan and Utah's average minimum and maximum salary for 
teachers with a master's degr ee 

Minimum Maximum 
Year San Juan Utah San Juan Utah 

1951 $2600 $2650 $3500 $3850 

1952 2800 2968 3700 4168 

1953 3000 2900 3900 4060 

1954 3100 3050 4000 4200 

1955 3400 3275 4400 4400 

1956 3400 3275 4400 4400 

1957 3600 3400 4700 4600 

1958 4000 3800 5400 5400 

1959 4200 3900 5900 5513 

1960 4720 4100 6900 5700 

1961 5000 4102 6900 5700 

1962 5000 4225 6900 6100 

196 3 5000 4329 7200 6226 

1964 5300 4843 7500 6971 

1965 5500 4840 8200 7065 

$350 lower than Utah, equal to in 1958, $1200 higher in 1961, and $868 

higher in 1965. However, in comparing th ese figures it should be re-

called that Utah's average salary r epresents all 40 Utah districts, 
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which means that inter-district salary fluxuations could vary greatly. 

Lifetime earnings is another index frequently used to compare 

teaching salaries. Of course, no salary schedule will remain the same 

during a 40 -y ear period. Table 25 shows a comparison of possible life­

time earnings of a beginning teacher for three different years. Thes e 

lifetime earnings are based upon the potential salary a t eacher might 

earn if the spec ific salary schedule were to remain in use for 40 years . 

In 1954 San Juan's lifetime earnings was $5219 l ess than the state 

average, $16,506 higher in 1960, and $22,975 higher in 1965. On a 

ranking basis with the 40 Utah districts, San Juan rank s 30, 6, and 

respectively for the three years. 

However, it should be mentioned that during the past several years 

teachers have had to fight hard for salaries to keep ahead of inflation. 

The estimated average salary for classroom teachers in the Unit ed States 

during 1966 was $6341. This was a 4 percent increase over a year ago 

and gave teachers a slight burst over the effects of inflation, wi th 

$171 of this raise going to fight inflation and $75 to i mprove their 

living standard. Since the 1957-59 period teachers are actually ahead 

by $182. To illustrate, the average teacher in the median district has 

$182 more purchasing power today than six years ago, (School Management, 

1966, p. 127). 

Teacher-~ ratio 

The total work load to be assigned a t eacher is a very important 

factor, not only to teachers, but to pupils, taxpayers, 



Table 25. Comparison of possible lifetime 
beginning teacher for 1953-54, 1959 
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and the Board of Education as well. The teacher-pupil ratio is often 

considered to be one of the many indicators of a quality system. Class 

size may influence the method of instruction used by the teacher and 

determines the amount of teacher time available for meeting individual 

studen t needs. 

Table 26 summarizes the teacher-pupil ratio for Utah, the San Juan 

School District, and the schools in Monticello. Utah and Monticello's 

elementary teacher-pupil ratio is higher than San Juan' s for each of 

the 15 years. The number of pupils in attendance at each school is the 

contributing factor responsible for Montice llo's teacher - pupil load 

being higher than San Juan. For example, the Monticello elemen tary 

school is and has been considered one of the larger schools in the 

district. Currently five of the eight elementary schools in San Juan 

are designated by the State as special schools, housing from 6 to 125 

students. In the compilation of San Juan's teacher-pupil ratio, it is 

mandatory to include all of these special schoo ls. However, in doing 

so, this reduced the teacher-pupil ratio for the larger schoo l s. 

Monticello's highest e lementary ratio of 38 . 10 was r ecorded in 

1952 and from 1959 was less than 28.00, reaching a low of 25.07 in 

1965. Monticello's secondary teacher-pupil ratio has been lower than 

Utah's for each of the 15 years, reaching a high of 24.20 in 1955 and 

a low of 17.13 in 1961 . 



Table 26. Summarization of the teacher - pupil ratio for Utah, San Juan, and the schools in Monticello 

Elementar~ Secondar~ Combined 
Tchr. -pupil Tchr . -pupil Tchr . - pupil 

No. tchrs. A.D.A. ra t io No . tchrs. A.D .A. ratio No. tchrs. A.D.A. ratio 

1951-52 Utah 2,826 .09 93,469.68 33.07 2,272 . 13 59,176.94 26 .04 5,098 . 22 152,646 . 62 29 .94 
San J uan 17 .00 507.65 29.86 15 .00 317.97 21 . 20 32.00 825.62 25 .80 
Monticello 6.00 229.00 38 .10 8 .00 151.00 18.90 14.00 380.00 27.14 

1952- 53 Utah 2 , 964 . 33 98 'llO .40 33 .09 2,353 ,00 60,331.14 25.64 5 , 317.33 158,441. 54 29 .80 
San Juan 20.00 525 .59 26 . 28 16.00 312 .46 19.53 36 .00 838.05 23.28 
Monticello 7 .00 218.08 31. 10 7.50 151.77 20 . 20 14.50 369.85 25.50 

1953- 54 Utah 3 ' 118.34 104,075.89 33.38 2,411.03 62 ' 718 .39 26 .01 5 , 529 . 37 166 , 794.28 30.17 
San Juan 21 .00 558 . 38 26.59 16 .00 335.70 20 . 98 37.00 894 .0J 24 . 16 
Mont icello 7.00 225 . 71 32.20 8 .00 167.24 20 . 90 15.00 392 . 95 26.20 

1954-55 Utah 3,408.86 109,198.00 32 .03 2 , 507.98 65,493.00 26 . ll 5,916. 84 174 ' 99 1.00 29.58 
San Juan 27.49 670.00 24.37 18 .47 401.00 21.71 45.96 1,074.00 23.37 
Monticell o 8.00 29l.OO 36.40 9.00 217 . 92 24.20 17 .00 509 . 14 29.94 

1955- 56 Utah 3,606 .08 112,000 .00 31.06 2,645,50 69,269.00 26.18 6,251.58 181 ,269.00 29.00 
San Juan 33 .33 787.00 23.61 21.17 423.00 19 .98 54.50 1,210.00 22. 20 
Monticell o 12 .00 338.95 28.20 12 .00 237.24 19.70 24.00 576.19 24 .00 

1956- 57 Utah 3 '716. 77 llS '979 .00 31 .20 2 ,797,79 72 '775 .00 26 .03 6,512.56 188,754 .00 28.98 
San Juan 38.91 940.00 24.16 22 . 17 484 .00 21.83 61.08 1 ,424.00 23 .3I 
Monticel l o 13.00 372.65 28 . 60 12. so 271.62 21. 70 25.50 644.27 25 . 26 

1957-58 Utah 3,983.10 120,537.00 30.26 3,064 . 26 74,551.00 24 . 33 7,047 . 36 195 ,088 .00 27.68 
San Juan 49.73 1,086.00 21.82 23 .83 537 .00 22 . 54 73.56 1,622 .00 22 .05 
Monticel l o 13 .00 366.62 28.20 12.00 282 . 74 23.50 25 .00 649 . 36 25.97 

1958-59 Utah 4 ,168.93 127,722.00 30 . 64 3,258.12 78,358 .00 24 .05 7,427 .05 206 , 080 .00 27.75 
San Juan 52.80 1 , 254.00 23.75 27.20 576 .00 21 . 18 80 .00 1,830 .00 22 .88 
Monticello 13 .00 404.67 31.10 13 .00 290 . 51 22.30 26 .00 295 .18 26.74 

1959- 60 Utah 4,405.17 131,081.00 29 . 76 3,544 .12 85,236 .00 24 .05 7,949 . 29 216,317 .00 27 . 21 
San Juan 50.41 1,073.00 21.29 30.33 569 .00 18.76 80 . 74 1,642 .00 20.33 
Monticello 14.00 370.25 26.40 15 . 50 277 .89 17.92 29.50 648 . 14 21.97 

1960-61 Utah 4,612.37 135,680.00 29.42 3,812.48 90,211.00 23 .66 8,424.85 225,891.00 26 .81 
San Juan 54.23 1, 207.00 22 . 26 32.33 56·3 .00 17. 41 86 . 56 1,732 .00 20 . 29 
Monticello 16 .00 445.36 27.80 16.50 282 . 77 17 . 13 32 .50 728 . 13 22 .40 

1961-62 Utah 4,823 . 53 140,542.00 29 .14 4,041.61 94,468.00 23 . 37 8,865 .14 23 5,010.00 26 . 51 
San Juan 54.05 1 ,143 .00 21 . 15 31.31 589.00 18 .81 85 . 36 1,732 . 00 20 . 29 
Monticello 15. 00 401.43 26.70 16 . 50 289 . 78 17 .56 31.50 691. 21 21.94 



Table 26. (Cont'd.) 

Elementarx Secondary Combined 
Tchr. -pupil Tchr. -pupil Tchr. - pupil 

No . tchrs. A.D.A. ratio No . tchrs. A.D.A. rat:io No. tchrs. A.D.A. ratio 

1962- 63 Utah 5,021.41 145,753.00 29.02 4,256 . 92 99,520 .00 23.38 9,278.33 245' 273.00 26 .44 
San Juan 53.33 1,131.00 21.21 30.95 6ll,OO 19.74 84.28 1,742.00 20 . 67 
Monticello 16.00 407.12 25.40 16.00 288.09 18.00 32.00 695.21 21.73 

1963 .. 64 Utah 5,372.04 150,515.00 28.02 4 ,519. 27 105,029.00 23.24 9 ,891. 31 255,544.00 25.84 
San Juan 54.18 1 , 128.00 20.82 31.81 636.00 19.99 85 . 99 1,764.00 20.51 
Monticello 15.00 396.21 26.40 16.00 295.62 18.47 31 .00 691.83 22.32 

1964-65 Utah 5,636.52 154,363.00 27.39 4,800.17 109,983.00 22.91 10,436.69 264 ,346.00 25.33 
San Juan 58 . 20 1, 200.00 20 .62 32.31 673 .00 20.83 90 . 51 1,873 .o.o 20 . 69 
Monticello 15.00 376.10 25.07 16.00 306 . 67 20.40 31.00 682.70 22.02 

Source: Utah State Board of Education, March 31, 1966 
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Student Achievement Results 

Analysis o f covariance of the achievement score s on the California 

Achievement Test produced significant F values which rejected all thr ee 

of the null hypo theses and confirmed the research hypotheses that t he 

amount of expenditure per pupil did influ ence the learning opportunities 

of students in the San Juan School Distric t, as measured by the achieve-

ment ga in s on the California Achievement Test. 

The F values on Table 27 r e f er t o hypothes is one and two and are 

s i gnifica nt at the .01 l evel o f confidence . Thus we are quite s ur e 

with a probabi lity of .99 that a differ ence in the achievement means 

resulted from the diff erent expenditure treatments t o which the thr ee 

gr oups of students wer e exposed in th is study. 

The F values in Table 28 re f er t o the third hypo thesis and were 

obta i ned by ind ividual analysis of covar i ance f or each grade . The 

tr ea tmen t s being expenditur e years in a comple t e ly randomized design 

wi th unequal subclass numbers. Thirteen of the F values in Tabl e 28 

are s i gnificant at the .01 level, one at th e .05 level, and six are 

not s i gnifican t . It should be noted that none of the F values for the 

e ighth grade are not significant. Ordinarily, this would mean that 

Duncan' s Multiple Range Test would not be applied to thi s grade, but 

in order t o furnish the r eader with s imilar data as the o ther four 

grades, Duncan ' s Test was employed . 

Findings of the total achievement scor es among three 
exp enditure years and among thr ee ~ of s tudents 

For individual comparisons between th e adjusted tr ea tment means, 
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Table 27. An analysis of covariance summary in the areas of reading, 
arithmetic, language arts, and total achievement scores 

among thr ee expend iture years and three groups of 
students 

Achievement Source of Sum of Mean 
area variation df squares square F Significance 

Between means 2 .86 17 . 93 20 .45 .01 
Reading 

Within means 715 627 .06 .88 

Between means 2 45.58 22.79 20.78 .01 
Arithmetic 

Within means 175 784.01 1 . 10 

Between means 17.90 8.95 11.10 . 01 
Language 

With in means 175 576.56 . 81 

Between means 31.59 15.80 29.14 .01 
TOTAL 

Within means 175 387.54 . 54 

Duncan' s Multiple Range Test was employed. Results of this test are 

shown in Tables 29 through 34. The standard error of the dif f erence be -

tween two means was calculated fr om the mean square error for a 3 x 5 

factorial design wi th unequal subclass members. 

Statistical evidence from Table 29 indicates that: 

( a ) When compar i ng the tota l ach ievement ga in s between the low 

and high expenditure school years, significant differenc es were found . 

Interpreted, this means that stud ents who attended t he schools in San 

Juan during the high expenditur e schoo l year , 1965 , did attain s ignif-

ican tly higher achievement scores than the students who attended the 

same schools during th e low expend iture school year, or 12 years previous. 
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T,;ble 28. An analysis of covariance summary in the areas of reading, 
arithmetic, language arts, and total achievement scores 
among three expend·iture years and within each grade l eve l 

Achievement Source of Mean Signi-
Grade area variation df square F ficance 

3 Reading 
Between treatments 2 4. 26 11.92 .01 
Error 174 .3 6 
Between treatments 9.76 54 . 59 .01 

3 Arithmetic 
Error 174 .18 

3 Language Between treatments 2 3.01 8 .63 .01 
Error 174 .35 

Total Between treatments 6. 13 37. 19 .01 
Error 174 .16 

Reading 
Between treatments 2 8.50 12 .39 .01 
Error 139 .69 

Arithmetic Between treatments 2 3.33 17.64 .01 
Error 139 .19 

5 Language 
Between t r eatmen t s 3.40 6.13 .01 
Error 139 . 55 

5 Total Between treatments 2 3.60 18.39 .01 
Error 139 .20 

6 Reading 
Between treatments 2 1.15 2.07 NS 
Error 142 .73 

6 Arithmetic 
Between tr ea tments 15.70 48.93 .01 
Error 142 .32 
Between treatments . 63 1.41 NS 

6 Language 
Error 142 .44 

6 Total 
Between t r eatments 2 5.82 22.44 .0 1 
Error 142 .2 6 

8 Reading 
Between tr eatments 1.84 2.43 NS 
Error 146 . 76 

8 Arithmetic 
Between treatments 2 1.99 1. 79 NS 
Error 146 .76 

8 
Between treatments 2 1. 28 1.36 NS 

Language 
Error 146 .94 
Between t r eatments 2 .23 .60 NS 

8 Tota l Error 146 .39 
Between treatments 2 13.77 7. 60 .0 1 

11 Reading Error 110 1.81 

11 Arithme tic 
Between trea t ment s 33.94 10.34 .0 1 
Error 110 3.28 
Between t reatments 2 7. 77 4.52 .05 

11 Language Error 110 1. 72 
Between treatments 2 16. 02 11.32 .01 

11 Total 
Error 110 1.41 
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(b) When comparing the total achievement gains between the low 

and transitional expenditur e school years, no s i gnificant differ ences 

were found. Literally, thi s means that students who attended the schools 

in San Juan during the transitional expenditur e school year, 1958, did 

not attain significantly higher achi evement scores than the stud ent s who 

attended the same schools during the l ow expenditure schoo l year, or 

fiv e years previous. 

(c) When comparing the total ac hievement gains between the trans­

itional and high expenditur e s chool years, signi ficant differences were 

found. In essence, this means that s tudent s who attended the schoo l s 

in San Juan during the high expenditur e schoo l year, 1965, did attain 

s i gnificantly higher achievement scores than the s tud ents wh o attended 

the same schools during the tr ansitiona l school year, or seven years 

pr ev i ous. 

The first research hypothes is states , "Ther e wi ll be a signif-

icant difference in the achievem ent gains among thr ee groups o f 

students selected from the total school population f or three different 

expenditur e years." This hypothesis states that there are differ ences 

among l ear ning opportuniti es for the thr ee different expenditure years, 

and that the amount of expenditures per pupil was expected to influence 

the achievemen t opportunities of students in the San Juan School District. 

Statis tical information presented in Tab l e 29 s hows that signif ­

icant achi evement diffe rences did ex i s t among the thr ee gr oups of 

students and expendi tur e y ears. Ther efor e, the first r esear ch hypothesis 



Table 29. Mean grade achievement p lacement scores in r eading, arithmetic, language arts and t otal achievement 
on the California Achievement Test among t hr ee expenditure years and three groups of students 

..... Total achievement Reading Arithmet i c Language 
Group 0 ~ Mean Adj. Adj . Adj. Adj. O tiS 

..C: Q) 
Sig. Si g . treatment U>. N I.Q. Mean Mean SEn Mean Mean SEn Mean Mean SEn Sig . Mean Mean SEn Sig. 

en 

Low expend :. : 53 190 102 .8 7.25 7.33 7 .18 7.27 7.21 7 . 30 7 . 39 7 . 46 
* s* ..... s* vs. . .05 s .06 .07 SA .06 

High expend . 65 268 105.8 7.86 7.75 7.94 7.80 7.88 7 . 78 7.81 7. 71 

Low expend. 53 190 102 .8 7.25 7 . 33 7.18 7 . 27 7. 21 7 . 78 7 .81 7. 71 
vs . .05 NS . 06 NS .07 NS .06 NS 

High expend. 58 273 103 . 2 7 . 25 7 . 30 7 .36 7 .40 7 .17 7 . 30 7 . 30 . 7 .46 

Low expend. 58 273 103.2 7 . 25 7 .30 7.36 7.40 7 . 17 7 . 22 7 .30 7.35 
* s* * s* vs. .04 s .06 .06 s .05 

High expend. 65 268 105.8 7 .86 7 . 75 7.94 7.80 7 .88 7 . 78 7 .81 7 . 71 

* Significant a t the . 01 l evel . 
** Significant at the . 05 l evel . 
NS Not significant . 



must be accepted and the null hypothesis rejected. 

Findings of the reading, arithmetic, and language 
achievement ~ among three expenditure years 
and three ~ of students 
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Table 29 compares the achievement means among three expenditure 

years and for three groups of students in the areas of reading, arith-

metic, and language arts. Statistical information from this Table 

indicates that: 

(a) When comparing the reading, arithmetic, and language achieve-

ment gains for the low and high expenditure school years, significant 

differences were found in each of the areas . Essentially, this means 

that students who attended the schools in San Juan during the high ex -

penditure school year, 1965, did attain significantly higher achieve-

ment scores in the reading, arithmetic, and language areas than the 

students who attended the same schools during the low expenditure year 

of 1953. 

(b) When comparing the reading, arithmetic, and language achieve-

ment gains for the low and transitional school years, there were no 

significant differences in any of the skills. This would mean that 

students who attended the schools in San Juan during the transitional 

school year, 1958, did not attain significantly higher achievement scores 

in the reading, arithmetic, and language skills than the students who 

attended the same schools during the low expenditure school year, or 1953. 

(c) When comparing the reading, arithmetic, and language achievement 
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gains for the transitional and high expenditure school years, signif -

icant differences wer e found in each skill. This would indica t e that 

the students who attended the schools in San Juan during the high ex -

penditur e schoo l year, 1965, did attain signif i cant ly higher achieve-

ment scores in the reading, arithmetic, and language skills, than the 

students who attended the same schools during the transitional expendi-

ture school year, 1958. 

The second research hypothesis states, "There will be a significant 

difference in the achievement gains in reading, arithmetic, and language 

among three groups of students selected from the total school population 

f or three different expenditur e years." Statistical information pr e -

sented in Table 29 confirms this hypothesis and rejects the null 

hypothesis used in the statistical analysis. 

Findings of the ~ achievement ~ in reading 
ar ithme tic, language arts, and t o tal achievement 
among three expenditure years and within each 
grade leve l 

The individual comparisons between adjusted tr eatment means were 

based on Duncan's Multiple Range Test. Results from thi s test for each 

grade leve l are shown in Tabl es 30 through 34. 

Table 30 compares the mean achievement scores among expenditure 

years and within the third grade level. Care ful examination of this 

table indicates that: 

(a) When comparing the mean achievement scores in reading , signif-

icant differences were found between t he l ow and high expenditure group 



Table 30. Mean grade achievement placement scor es in r eading, arithme tic, language arts, and total a chievement on the 
California Achievement Tes t among three expenditure years and within the third grade 

....-! Tot a l Achievement Reading Arithmetic 
0)-1 

Group ocu Mean ,.C:: QJ 

treatment u>-. N I.Q . Mean SD (/) 

Low ~pend . 53 44 101.7 3.98 .69 
vs. 

High expend . 65 64 105 .0 4.61 .60 

Low expend . 53 44 101.7 3.98 .69 
vs. 

Trans. expend . 58 70 104 .0 4.02 . 58 

Trans. expend. 58 70 104.0 4 .02 . 58 
vs . 

High expend. 65 64 105.0 4.61 .60 

* 
** 

NS 

Significant at the .01 level. 
Significant at the .05 leve l. 
Not significant. 

Adj . 
Mean SED 

4.13 
. 08 

4.56 

4.13 
.08 

4.02 

4.02 
.08 

4. 56 

Adj . Adj. 
Sig . Mean SD Mean SEn Sig . Mean sn Mean SEn Sig. Mean 

4.00 .76 4.17 3.97 .78 4.12 3 . 96 
s* .10 s* .11 s* 

4. 69 .86 4.62 4 . 64 .53 4 . 59 4.38 

4.00 .76 4.17 3.97 . 78 4. 12 3.96 
NS . 10 NS .11 NS 

4 . 29 .83 4.30 3.87 .56 3.87 3 . 94 

4.29 .83 4.30 3.87 . 56 3.87 3.94 
s* .10 s** .11 s* 

4.69 . 86 4.62 4 .64 .53 4.59 4.38 

Language 
Adj. 

sn Mean SEn Sig. 

.88 4.09 
.09 NS 

. 66 4.33 

.88 4.09 
.92 NS 

.69 3. 94 

.69 3.94 
.92 s* 

.66 4.33 



of students, between the transitional and high expenditur e group of 

students, but not between the low and transitional expenditure gr oup 

of students. 
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(b) When comparing the mean achievement scores in ar ithme tic, 

significant differenc es were found bet ween the low and high expenditure 

groups of students, between the transitional and high expenditure groups 

of studen t s, but not between the low and transitional expenditure group 

of students . 

(c) When comparing the mean achievemen t scores in language arts, 

significant differences were found between the transitional and high 

expenditur e group of students, but no t between the low and h igh ex­

penditure group of students nor between the l ow and transitional 

expenditure group of students. 

( d) When comparing the mean achievement scores for the t ota l test 

battery, s ignificant differences were found between the low and high 

expenditure group of students, be tween the transitional and high 

expenditur e group of students, but not between the l ow and transi­

tional expenditure group of students. 

Tab l e 31 compares the mean achievement scores among expenditur e 

years and within the fifth grade leve l. Examination of this table 

indicates that: 

(a) When comparing the mean achievement scores in reading, s ignif­

icant differences were found between the low and high expenditure group 

of students, between the transitional and high expenditure group of 



Table 31. Mean achievement grade placement scores in reading , 
California Achievement Test among three expenditure 

.-4 Total achievement 
0 1-4 

Group 011! Mean 
..C: Ql 

tr eatment U>, N I.Q. Mean SD (/) 

Low expend. 53 38 103.8 5.97 . 58 
vs. 

High expend. 65 55 103.2 6.70 .85 

Low expend . 53 38 103.8 5.97 .58 
vs. 

Trans. expend. 58 50 101.4 5.84 .71 

Trans. expend. 58 50 101.4 5 .84 .71 
vs. 

High expend . 65 55 103.2 6.70 .85 

* 
NS 

Significant at the .01 level . 

Not significant. 

Adj. 
Kean SED . Sig. Mean 

6.00 5.98 
.10 s* 

6 . 77 6. 38 

6.00 5.98 
.11 NS 

6.10 5 . 79 

6.10 5.79 
. 11 s* 

6. 77 6.38 

a rithmetic, language arts, and total achievement on the 
years and within the fifth grade 

Reading Arithmetic Language 

Adj. Adj . Adj. 
SD Mean SED Sig. Mean SD Mean SED Sig. Mean SD Mean SED Sig. 

. 92 6.00 5.96 .63 5.98 6.28 .83 6 . 30 
.08 s* .12 NS .10 s* 

1.51 6 .43 6.18 .60 6 . 24 6.69 1.14 6 . 74 

.92 6.00 5 . 96 .63 5.98 6.28 . 83 6.30 
.09 NS .12 NS .10 NS 

1.16 5.96 5.61 . 61 5.78 6.13 .86 6.28 

1.16 5 .96 5 . 61 .61 5 . 78 6.13 . 86 6.28 
.09 s* .12 s* .10 s* 

1.51 6.43 6.18 .10 6.24 6 . 69 1.14 6.74 
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students, but not between the low and transitional expenditure group 

of students . 

(b) When comparing the mean achievement scores in arithmetic, 

significant differences were found between the low and high expenditure 

group of students, but not between the low and high expenditure group 

of students nor between the low and transitional expenditure group of 

students . 

( c) When comparing the mean achievement scores in language arts, 

significan t differences were found between the low and high expendi­

tur e group of students, between the transitional and high expenditure 

group of students, but not between the low and transitional expenditure 

group of students. 

(d) When comparing the mean achievement scores for the total test 

battery, s i gn ificant differences were found between the low and high 

expenditure group of students, between the transitional and high ex-

penditure group of students, but not between the low and transitional 

expenditur e group of students . 

Table 32 compares the mean achievement scores among expenditure 

y ears and within the sixth grade level. Examination of this table 

indicates that: 

(a) When comparing the mean achievement scores in reading, sig-

nificant differences were found between the low and transitional ex-

penditure group of students (in favor of low), but not between the low 

and high expenditure group of students nor between the transitional and 



Table 32. Mean achievement grade placement scores in reading, arithmetic, language arts, and total achievement on the 
California Achievement Test among ~hree expenditure years and within the sixth grade 

~ Total achievement Reading Arithme tic Language 
Group 01-1 Mean Adj. Adj. Adj. Adj . om 

...C:: QJ 
N I.Q . Mean SD SED Sig . Mean SD SED Sig. Mean SD SED Si g. Mean SD SED Sig. trea tment u>.. mean mean mean mean 

Cl) 

Low expend . 53 38 104.4 7.26 .76 7.26 7.07 1.01 7.05 7.63 .85 7.64 6.95 .69 6.93 
vs. .08 s** .11 NS . 12 s* .10 NS 

High expend . 65 54 108.8 7.31 1.21 7.03 7.32 1. 74 6 . 99 7.45 1.18 7.16 7.19 1.27 6 . 93 

Low expend. 53 38 104.4 7 .26 .76 7.26 7.07 1.01 7.05 7.63 .85 7.64 6.95 .69 ' 6 , 93 
vs. .08 s* .11 s** . 12 s* . 10 NS 

Trans. expend. 58 54 103.4 6. 53 .77 6.57 6.64 1.30 6.70 7 .46 .58 6.50 6.70 .91 6.74 

Trans. expend. 58 54 103 .4 6.53 .77 6.57 6.64 1.30 6.70 7.46 .58 6.50 6.70 .91 6.74 
vs . .08 s* . 11 NS . 12 s* .10 NS 

High expend. 65 54 108.8 7.31 1.21 7.03 7.32 1. 74 6.99 7.45 1.18 7.16 7.19 1.27 6.93 

* Significant at the .01 l evel . 

** Significant at the .05 level. 
NS Not significant. 
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high expenditure group of s tudents . 

(b) When comparing the mean achievement scor es in arithmetic, 

significant differences were found between the low and high expendi tur e 

group of students (in favor of low), between the low and transitional 

expend itur e group of students (in favor of low), and between the trans­

itional and high expenditure group of students. 

(c) When comparing the mean achievement scores in language arts, 

no significant differences were fo und between any of the groups of 

students. 

(d) When comparing the mean achievement scores for the total test 

battery, significant differences were found between the low and high 

expenditure group of students (in favor of low), between the low and 

transitional expend itur e group of students (in favor of low), and be­

tween the transitional and high expenditur e group of students. 

As one examines Table 32, immediately the question arises as to 

the validity of the mean I.Q. score for the 1965 group of students. The 

108 . 8 for the sixth grade group of students seems to be extremely high. 

However, after much investigation and deliberation, it was the opinion 

of the writer that since the California Test of Mental Maturity was 

administered by the district's qualified school counselor and since the 

answer sheets were corrected by the California Test Bureau, it would 

not be in the best interest of the study to re-test the students. 

Table 33 compar es the mean achievemen t scores among expenditure 

years and within the eighth grade level . Careful examination of this 



Table 33. Mean achievement grade placement scores in reading, arithmetic, language arts, and total achievement on 
California Achievement Test among three expenditure years and within the eighth grade 

~ Total achi evement Reading Arithmetic 
Group OH Mean Adj. 0!11 

,..C::Q) 
treatment u::-- N I.Q. Mean SD mean 

C/) 

Low expend. 53 39 102.5 8 .45 1.00 8. 54 
vs. 

High expend. 65 55 108.2 8.74 1.43 8.50 

Low expend . 53 39 102 . 5 8.45 1.00 8. 54 
vs. 

Trans. expend. 58 56 103.2 8.35 .91 8.40 

Trans . expend. 58 56 103 . 2 8 . 35 .91 8.40 
vs. 

High expend. 65 55 108.2 8. 79 1.43 8.50 

** 
NS 

Significant at t he .05 level. 
Not significant 

Adj . Adj. 
SEn Sig. Mean SD mean SEn Si g . Mean SD mean 

8.26 1.33 8 . 37 8.55 1.05 8.65 
.08 NS . 10 NS 

8 . 90 1. 37 8 . 60 8.85 1.88 8.61 

8.26 1.33 8.37 8 . 55 1.05 8.65 
.08 NS . 10 s** 

8.71 1.30 8. 77 8.21 1.27 8.27 

8 . 71 1.30 8.77 8.21 1.27 8.27 
.08 NS .10 NS 

8.90 1.37 8. 60 8 . 85 1.88 8 .61 

Note: The F values for the eighth grade were not significant. Ordinarily, this would necessitate 
the use of Duncan ' s Multiple Range Test. However, to furnish the reader with similar 
information as presented for the other four grades, Duncan's test was not used. 

SED 

. 12 

. 12 

. 12 

Sig. 

NS 

s** 

s** 

the 

Language 
Adj . 

Mean SD mean SEn Si g . 

8.51 1.06 8 .60 
.10 s ** 

8 . 52 1.51 8 . 30 

8.51 1.06 8. 60 
.10 NS 

8.27 1.14 8.32 

8.27 1.14 8.32 
.10 NS 

8 . 52 1. 57 8.30 
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tabl e indicates that: 

(a) When comparing the mean achievement scores in reading, signif ­

ican~ differences were f ound between the low and transitional expendi-

~u' e gr oup o f students, but not between the low and high ex penditur e 

groups nor the transitional and high expenditure groups. 

(b) When comparing the mean achievement scores in arithmetic, 

significant differences were found between the low and transitional 

exp enditure group of s tuden t s (in f avor of l ow), between the transi­

tional and high expenditure group of students, but not between the low 

and high expenditure group of s tudents . 

(c) When comparing the mean achievement scores in language arts, 

s igni fi cant differences were found be tween the l ow and high expendi ­

tur e group of s tudents (in favor of low), but not between the low and 

transitional groups nor the t r ans itional and high expenditur e group of 

s t udents. 

(d) When compar ing the mean achi evement scores f or the total test 

battery, no s i gn ificant differ ences wer e f ound between any of the groups 

of students. 

Table 33 shows that i n all instances the mean ach ievement scor e for 

the high expenditure group of students exc eeds the mean achi evement 

scor e f or both the low and transitional groups; neverthel ess , as pr e ­

vious ly mentioned, since the I.Q. scores are us ed in the s tatistical 

compu tation o f the adjusted mean and du e to the large variation of the 

I.Q. score among years, all of the final adjusted means changed 
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considerably from their original mean. 

Table 34 compares the mean achievement scores among exp enditure 

years and within the eleventh grade l evel. Examination of this table 

indicates: 

(a) Wh en comparing the mean achievement scores in reading, s ignif-

icant differences were found between the low and transitional expendi-

ture gr oup of students, between the low and high expenditur e group of 

s tudents, and between the transitional and high expenditure group of 

students. 

(b) When comparing the mean achievement scores in arithmetic , 

significant differences were found between the low and transitional 

expenditur e group of stud ents, be tween the low and high expenditure 

group of students, and between the transitional and high expenditure 

group of students. 

( c ) Whe n comparing the mean achievement scores in language arts, 

significant differences were found between the low and high expenditure 

gr oup of students, between the transitional and high expenditure group 

of students, but not between the low and transitional expenditure group 

of students. 

(d) When comparing the mean achi evement scores for the total tes t 

batt ery, significant differences were found between the low and high 

exp enditure group of students, between the low and transitional expendi -

ture group o f s tudents, and between the transitional and high expendi­

tur e gr oup of students. 



Table 34. Mean achievement grade placement scor es in reading, arithmetic, language arts, and 
California Achievement Tes t among years and wHhll.til the eleven th grade 

.-4 Total achievement Read in~ 0 !-< 

Group Ot1l Mean ,.C QJ 

treatment u;:.. N I.Q. Mean SD Cl) 

Low expend. 53 31 101.5 10 . 57 1.47 
vs . 

High expend. 65 40 104 . 2 12.25 2. 18 

Low expend. 53 31 101.5 10.74 1. 47 
'lS. 

Trans . expend . 58 43 104 .2 11.54 1. 78 

Trans. expend. 58 43 104.2 11.54 1. 78 
vs . 

High expend . 65 40 104.2 12.25 2.18 

* 
NS 

Significant at the .01 l evel . 
Not significant . 

Ad j . Adj . 
mean SEn Sig. Mean SD mean SEn Sig. Mean 

10.74 10. 59 1.56 10.78 9.94 
.09 s* . 12 s* 

12.25 12. 11 2.08 12. 11 12.28 

10.74 10.59 1.56 10 . 78 9.94 
.09 s* .11 s* 

11 . 54 11.32 1.88 11.32 11.70 

11 . 54 11.32 1.88 11.32 11.70 
.09 s* .11 s* 

12 .25 12.11 2 .08 12.11 12.28 

total achievement on the 

Arithmetic Lan~ua~e 

Adj . Adj . 
SD mean SEn Sig. Mean SD mean SEn Sig . 

1.94 10.10 11. 26 1.50 11.41 
. 13 s* . 11 s* 

3.00 12 .28 12. 26 1.90 12 . 26 

1.94 10 .10 11.26 1. so . 11.41 
.13 s* . 11 NS 

2.32 11.70 11.47 1.81 11.46 

2.32 11. 70 11.47 1.81 11.46 
.13 s* .11 s* 

3.00 12.28 12.26 1.90 12 . 26 
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The achievement differences among years f or the eleventh grade are 

more pronounced than f or any of the other four grades used in this study . 

For example , there is almost a year's difference in the adjusted mean 

among years for each of the three diff erent expenditure years. 

The third research hypothesis states, "There will b e a significant 

difference in the achievement gains within the same grade leve l for 

students selec ted from the total school population for thr ee different 

expenditur e y ears . Statistical information pr esented in Tables 30 

through 34 indicate that with the exception of the eighth grade there 

is a s i gnificant difference in the achievement means within each o f the 

other f our grades . Therefore, the research hypothesis must be accepted 

and the null hypothesis used in the statistical analysis reject ed . 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The two primary purposes of this study were: (a) to determine 

what money has bought to enhance "learning oppor tunities" in the 

San Juan School District, and (b) t o determine if efficient use has 

been made of the money that has been spent for school expenditures, 

as determined by achievement gains of students from thr ee different 

expenditure years. 

School expenditures 
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San Juan's administrative expenditures per pupil in average daily 

attendance have been consistently higher than Utah's since 1951. 

However, this is not too surprising because of the district' s rela -

tively small student enrollment. Theoretically, if the district' s 

enrollment doubled overnight, the administrative expenditures would be 

r ed uc ed substantially without over -burdening the present administrative 

facilities or s taff. 

San Juan spen t $388 per pupil for instruction as compared to $300 

for Utah in 1965. This differential appears to be important s ince in­

struction cons ists of the following items which are directly involved 
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in the teaching process: teacher's salaries, textbooks, library mater­

ials, instructional supplies, and other expenses . 

A carefu l examination of instructional expenditures shows that the 

years in which San Juan's assessed valuation took its biggest increase 

was also the same year that instructional expenditures forged ahead of 

Utah's. For example, from 1958 to 1960 the assessed valuation increased 

from $18,215 to $69,109 per census child, while the instructiona l costs 

also rose from $205 to $313 per pupil. Comparing this on a ranking 

basis with the other 40 Utah districts, San Juan's instructional ex ­

penditures changed from 25 to 4 in this same two year span. 

In 1959 the district was one year away from reaching its highest 

assessed valuation and thi s is the same year that the differential be-

tween San Juan and Utah's instructional expenditures began to be 

noticeable. For example, combining the next six years, San Juan ex -

ceeded Utah by $92 or 26 percent more per pupil in average daily 

attendance. 

Salaries paid to teachers underwent a tremendous transition dur-

ing the 15 years cover ed in this study. In each of the years from 1951 

to 1959, the average salary paid to teachers in San Juan ranked in the 

lower 15 percent, when compared with the other 40 Utah school districts. 

However, beginning in 1961 salaries in San Juan took a sharp increase 

and thereafter exceeded the average annual salary paid to Utah teachers 

by $353 per year. 

The trend for textbook expenditures was very similar to teachers' 
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salari es. For example, in 1962 San Juan spent $10.04 per pupil for 

t ex tbooks compared t o $5.11 for Utah. Since 1958 San Juan's average 

yearly textbook expenditure has exceeded Utah's by $2.86 per pupil or 

37 percent. 

Expenditures for instructional supplies have been similar t o that 

of t extbooks. Prior to 1959, San Juan and Utah expenditures for in­

s tructional supplies were about the same but commencing in 1959 

San Juan spent $1.50 more per pupil than Utah. 

Library expenditures received much emphasis and has been more 

pr onounced than other items under instruction. Combining the past 

nine years, San Juan spent $4.15 per pupil which is $2.90 mor e or 

332 percent more than Utah. Prior to the past nine years, however, 

the opposite trend was true, whereas Utah ' s library expend itures were 

222 percent more than San Juan's. 

Other average yearly expenditure for instruct i on in San Juan from 

1951 to 1957 was $.19 per pupil as compared to Utah's $1.40. Again, 

as in all the other sub-categories under instruction, San Juan ' s ex-

penditures in this area far surpassed Utah's after 1959 in some years 

twic e as much was spent. 

Operation and maint enance expendi tures gradually and consistently 

increased since 1951 . The biggest increase per year for maintenance 

was 44 percent in 1961 and 39 percent for operation in 1960. This in-

crease resulted from the completion o f several additional new school 

buildings which necessitated employing additional custodial personnel 
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and providing additional utilities, materials, cleaning supplies, and 

equipment. 

Wit h the rising costs o f items such as insurance, r etirement, 

social security and additional coverage extended by the district, fixed 

charges incr eased tremendou sly in th e past f ew year ·s. San Juan' s fixed 

char ges per pupil increased from $1.54 in 1951 to a staggering $43.05 

in 1965, which is $11 .11 higher than Utah's . 

As one examines Figur e 13, page 81, it is almost unb elievable that 

the lines r epr esenting San Juan's and Utah's net c~ar r ent expenditures 

form an almost perfect cross, For the first seven years cover ed by 

this study, San Juan's net curr ent expenditur es we· re somewhat below 

Utah' s, about even the eighth y ear, and substantial .ly higher for the 

last seven years. As in most o f the expenditure ca tegori es r evi ewed, 

1958 was the y ear that San Juan's and Utah's expen•1i tur es were about 

even, and thereafter San Juan's increased much mor 1e rapid ly than did 

Utah's. 

Ex penditur es for debt service has been somewha t eratic for the 

past 15 years. For example, in 1955 it was $64.25 per pupil and dr opped 

to $6.29 in 1956. Here again, the relatively small pupil enrollment 

and yearly building programs undertaken in the distr ict are two in­

flu encing factors affecting debt service expendituro •s . Generally 

speaking , San Juan has built most of their building' ' on a pay - as-you- go 

basis, but because of three earlier bonding programs , debt service 

expenditures per pupil are currently higher than Utah s. 
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Expenditures for capital outlay has constituted one of the major 

items for the past 15 years. Figures from Table 17 show that since 

1951, San Juan has engaged in 23 different bu ilding projects, resulting 

in 281,241 additional square f eet, at a cost o f $5,178,502 .6 2 . Com-

bining the average yearly expenditure per pupil for school construction 

for the past 15 years, San Juan has spent $247.35 as compared to $110.68 

for Utah, and $346.24 as against $126.14 for Utah since 1958. 

Capital outlay expenditures per pupil for San Juan reached its 

peak in 1960 when $527.00 was spent as compared to $116.3 5 in Utah. 

San Juan's total school expenditures reached its peak in 1961 when 

$1047 per pupil was expended which was $569 higher than Utah. Aver­

aging the expenditures fo r the past eight years, San Juan spent $869 

per pupil as compared to $503 for Utah . The total school expenditure 

seems to have reached its peak the same year that the total assessed 

valuation of the county reached its maximum peak, which was in 1961. 

Professional personnel 

Money actually bought or helped to provide the following items 

which helped to enhance the "learning opportunities" for the s tud ents 

in San Juan: 

(a) The percent of certified teachers in the district increased 

from a low of 36.7 in 1958 to 93.2 in 1965, and from 37.3 in 1953 to 

100 in 1963 for the Monticello schools. As indicated earlier, the 

reason the figures are given for the Monticello schools is because the 
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achievement t es ts were administered in these schools. 

(b) The percentage of teachers possess ing a college degree in­

creased from 56 percent in 1954 to 100 percent in 1965. 

( c) Teacher turnover dec r eased from 65 percent in 1957 to 16 

percent in 1965. 

(d) The district's teacher-pupil ratio decreased from 25.80 in 

1952 to 20.69 in 1965. The Monticello Elementary School's teacher­

pupil ratio decreased from 38.10 in 1952 to 25.07 in 1965, and from 

24.2 in 1955 to 20.40 in 1965 f or the Monticello High School. 

(e) San Juan's and Utah's average minimum salary with a bachelor's 

degree was comparable in 1951, but San Juan's was $900 higher by 1961 . 

(f) San Juan's average maximum salary was $200 lower than Utah ' s 

in 1951, but increased to $987 higher in 1961. 

(g) San Juan's average minimum and maximum salary f or a master's 

degree were both below Utah's in 1951, but by 1961 were $898 and $1200 

higher. 

(h) On a ranking basis with Utah' s other 40 districts , the total 

lifetime earnings for teachers in San Juan changed from 30 in 1954 to 

in 1965. 

Achievement r esults 

As stated previously, one of the primary purposes of this study 

was to de termine whether or not ef ficient use was made of the money 

spent for schoo l expenditures, as determined by achievement gains o f 

students with similar ability. 
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Three school years, 1953, 1958, and 1965, repres en tative of l ow, 

transitional, and high exp enditur es were se l e cted to compar e the 

achievemen t gains of students. 

The sample, consisting of 731 students from the thre e differen t 

expenditur e years, was drawn from the same five grades and schoo l s 

within the district. 

Prior to the commencement of this study, the 1950 edition of the 

California Achievement Test had b een given to all students selected 

for this study. Likewise, the same edition o f the test was given to 

the 1965 stud ents in the same designated schools and grades. For 

s tati s tica l computa tions individual I.Q. scores were obtained from the 

California Tes t of Hen tal Haturity . 

The research design employed th e analysis of covariance t o t es t 

th e s i gnificanc e o f differ ence among groups. F tests were computed 

and when significant differ ences among the means existed, Duncan 1 s 

Hultipl e Range Test was employed to determine wh ich of the separate 

adjust ed means were different. This design produced the following 

findings: 

Achievement ga ins among three expenditure years and among thr ee 

~of students . Statistical e vidence presented in Table 29 im ­

plies that there are significant differences in the achievement gains 

among the thr ee expendi tur e years and for the three groups of stud ents 

as meas ur ed by the achievement scores from the California Achievement 

Te st . Thi s means that the students who attended the two designat ed 
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schools in San Juan during the high expenditure school year, 1965, did 

attain s i gn ificantly higher achievement scores than did the students 

who attended th e same schools during either the low expenditure year, 

1953, or the transitional year, 1958. However, there were no signif­

icant differences in achievement gains between the low and transitional 

school years. 

Achi evement gains among three expenditure years and among three 

~of students in th e areas of r eading, arithmetic, and language. 

Statistical evidence presented in Table 29 implies that there are 

significant differences between the achievemen t gains of three groups 

of studen ts and among the three expenditure years for each of the 

reading, arithmetic, and language areas. In essence , this means that 

the group of students who attended the two designated schools in San 

Juan during the high expenditure schoo l year, 1965, did attain signif-

icantly highe r achievement scor es in the reading, arithmetic and 

language skills than did the groups of students who att end ed the same 

schools during either the low expenditure year, 1953, or the transi­

tional year, 1958 . However, there was no signi ficant difference in 

achievement gains between the low and transitional years. 

Achievement gains among years and among students within th e same 

grade level. Third grade: 

(a) When comparing the low vs. high group of students, signif-

icant differences were found in the following areas: reading, arith-

metic, and for the total test . No differences were found in the 
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l anguage skills . 

( b) When comparing the low vs. transitional group of students, 

ther e were no s i gni fican t diffe r ences f ound in any o f the ar eas . 

( c) When comparing the transitional vs . high group o f stud ents, 

significan t differences wer e found in the following areas : reading, 

arithme t ic , language, and for the total test. 

Fifth gr ade: 

(a) When compar ing the l ow vs. high gr oup of s tudents, s i gnifi -

cant differences wer e f ound in th e f ollowing areas: r eading , language, 

and f or the t o tal tes t. No differences were found in the arithmetic 

skill s . 

( b) Wh en comparing the low vs. trans itional group of stud en t s , 

no significant differences were found. 

( c ) When comparing the transitional vs. high gr oup o f s tuden ts, 

significant differences were f ound in the f o ll owing areas: reading, 

arithmetic, language , and for the t o t al t est . 

Six th grad e : 

(a) When comparing the low vs. high group of student s, s i gn if­

icant differ ences in favor of the low group were found in the following 

a r eas: arithmetic , and for th e t o tal t es t . No differenc es were found 

in the language or reading sections of the t es t. 

( b) When comparing the low vs . trans itional group of s tud ents , 

s i gnificant differences in favor of the low were found in the f ollowing 

ar eas: reading, arithmetic, and f or the total test. No diff e r e nces 
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were found in the language section . 

(c) When comparing the transi t ional vs. high group of s tud ents, 

s ignificant differences were f ound in the following areas: arithmetic 

and for the total test. No diff er enc es were found in the language or 

r eading sec tions. 

Eighth grade: 

( a) When comparing the low vs. high gr oup o f students, signifi­

cant differences in favor o f the low group were found in the language 

area. No differences in the r eading , arithmetic , or for the total 

t est were f ound . 

(b) When comparing the low vs. transitional group of stud ents, 

s i gnificant differences were found in the reading area. Also, for 

arithm e tic , but in favor of the low group. 

( c ) When comparing th e transi tional vs . high group of s tud en t s , 

signi f ican t differenc es were found in the arithmetic area. 

Eleventh grade : 

( a ) When comparing the low vs . high group of students, s i gnifi-

cant differences were found in the following areas: r eading , arith­

me tic, language, and for the total test. 

(b) When comparing the low vs . transitional group of students, 

significant differences wer e found in the f ollowing areas: reading, 

arithmetic, and f or the total test. No differences were found in the 

language area. 

(c) When comparing the transitional vs. high group of students, 
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significant differences were found in the following areas: reading, 

arithmetic, language, and for the total test. 

Conclusions 

The "input versus output 11 r e lationship in education is not a 

simple one. It is difficult to identify and bring to bear all factors 

which are influential in producing a school system that may be worthy 

of educational quality. Even more involved are complex matters such 

as what is quality education, how is it measured, and how do you control 

factors other than schooling which might affect the quality measure? 

Research cannot quickly provide a solution to the problem. 

Even so, statistical evidence presented in this study as to the 

correspondence between per-pupil expenditur es and learning opportuni­

ties for students in San Juan is bas ed on rational and objective data 

as opposed to personal op inion and captious controversy. Results from 

this study indicate that the amount of expenditures per-pupil does 

influence the level of learning as measured by achievement gains from 

the California Achievement Test. Unfortunately, this data does not 

identify nor describe the various factors responsible for this incr eased 

learning level that is prevalent in the high expenditure school year. 

Nevertheless, after careful analysis and deliberation, the writer sub-

mits the following conclusions: 

l. Careful analysis of the assessed valuation of San Juan indi­

cates that as the wealth of the district increased and as additional 
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money became availab l e for school expenditures , San Juan achieved her 

" rags to riches " stature . 

2 . As additional money became available and provision for learning 

opportuni ties changed, educational expenditures increased. 

3. As San Juan spent mor e money on their schools, they generally 

were able to employ and retain better teachers . They were able to and 

did provide more functionally designed and better equipped facilities, 

instructional materials, and other aids which presumably were helpful 

i n providing better teaching. 

4. Learning opportunities in San Juan were provided, to a greater 

extent, as the per-pupil expenditure increased beyond the state average; 

likewise, fewer l ea rning opportunities existed \vhen the per-pupil ex­

penditure was below the state average. 

5 . Money actually purchased and retained professionally trained 

teachers as evidenced by improvements in the following areas: teacher 

certification, degreed teachers, teacher turnover, teacher-pupil ratio, 

annual adoption of competitive and attractive salary schedules, and the 

possible lifetime earning capacity of a beginning teacher. 

6 . This study implies that, other factors being equal, learning 

opportunities and expenditure levels t end to go together. 

7 . There is a definite correspondence between school expenditures 

and learning opportunities when learning opportunit ies are measured in 

terms of achievemen t gains from the California Achievement Test. 

8. Data presented in this study reveal that higher expenditures 
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for schools may be expected to provide an adequate and conducive en-

vironment which may enhance the chances for each pupil to grow , develop, 

and r ea lize his potentiality. 

9 . When San Juan's school expend itures were comparable to the state 

average, it is very likely that the district was harboring mediocrity 

and quality education would be difficult to locate within the system. 

10. Often times people are content t o be "equal to the average." 

In a school system this feeling may be expressed in salaries, numbers, 

achievement, expenditures, cost per meal, pupil -teacher ratio, etc. 

How eve r, results from this study indica t e that being "equal to the 

average in school expenditures," is some timPS misleading and perhaps 

not much better than being below the average. To illustrate, when 

San Juan's average exp enditure per pupil was comparable to that of 

the state of Utah, the students in the district did not attain signif­

icantly higher scores on a s tandardized achievement test than did the 

students who att ended the same schools when San Juan's average expendi­

ture per pupil was the l owes t in the state. On the other hand, when 

San Juan's average expenditure far exceeded Utah's, significant differ­

ences in student achievement were prevalent. Therefore, it wou ld seem 

advisable for schoo l systems throughout the coun try not to be complacent 

and satisfied to be an "average spend er," but in the process of spending 

not to overlook the necessity of planning and development of specific 

criteria essent ial to a qual ity program, which eventually should lead 

to excellence. 
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ll. If the significance and implication of this study is realized 

and brought to the public's attention, it will dispell the fallacy that 

the power of teacher resourcefulness, ingenu ity, good will and dedica-

ted hard work will overcome a meager budget . 

12. Failure to establish a consistent pattern of significant 

differences in the achi evement means between the low and transitional 

expenditure years , appears to r e inforce Furno •s findings (Furno, 1956, 

pp.47-48) that quality education is an accumulative process that extends 

over a period of several years , and tha t a sudden outpouring of money 

does not immediately guarantee quality education within a given school 

sys tern. 

Observations 

People familiar with San Juan•s "rags to riches" transition possess 

unsupported opinion that the schools within the district today are much 

better and vastly improved over those of the 1950's. Undoubtedly, these 

same people would agr ee t hat the underlying process of this educational 

improvement has transpired as the result of adequate financial support. 

Also, many would agree that money alone has not automatically provided 

all of t h e essentials for learning opportunities, but the presence or 

absence o f factors other than money have their effect on the schools. 

In searching for the answer as to why the students in San Juan 

obtained higher achievement gains during the high expenditure school 

year, 1965, many complex and inter-related factors are involved. True, 



138 

adequate finances provided fine new faciliti es, equipment, books, in-

structional aids, and up-to-date practices, but regardless of th e 

availability o f these items, the educational program is only as good 

as the t eachers make it . In order to obtain the maximum educational 

valu es , these facilities r equir e teachers who are competent, ambitious, 

r esourceful, dedicated, we ll-trained, understanding, creative, and 

flexible. 

Therefore, it is the writer ' s observation that the most significant 

thing that money did for San Juan was to provide the financial resources 

to employ teachers with more and better preparation. It is the writer's 

opinion that there is a closer correspondence between the expenditure 

l e vel and the preparation of the teaching staf f than any other measure 

of school quality. 

With respect t o the above opinion it is recommended that some 

educational agency, preferab ly the Utah State Board of Education, care­

fully cons id er the f easibi lity of the formul a tion of the following two 

plans: 

1. A State Prof es sional Personnel Ind ex Scale . This scale would 

allow additiona l financial compensation to the small isolated school 

districts to be used for the procurement of qualified teachers. This 

additional assistance, over and above the regular distribution unit, 

would be used f or teachers' salaries and would serve as a "quality 

incentive" for the outlying districts to compete in the employment of 

the best teachers in the state. 
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This index would certainly complement and extend Utah's present 

equalization theory, "that every child is enti tled to a minimum educa­

tion," and would also assure the outlying districts of equal opportuni­

ties to attract and retain the most vital factor in the provision of 

thi s minimum education, the competent teacher. 

This recommendati on is an out-growth of years of frustration that 

San Juan has experienced in trying to employ some of the "quality 

teachers" throughout the state. Even with the present salary schedule, 

which is highly competitive, it i s ext r emely difficult to entice quali-

fied teachers to leave the urban centers. If the time comes when 

San Juan's natural resources are depleted and local funds are not avail­

able to supplement teachers' salaries, the students and parents within 

the district will be at a distinct disadvantage in their exposure to 

"the equaliza tion of teacher competencies throughout the state of Utah. 11 

2. The second plan for consideration by the State agency i s a 

State Professional Pe csonnel Rotation Plan. This plan would be designed 

specifically to benefit teachers who wanted to teach in an outlying 

school district for s ev eral years and then move to a larger district 

located near the populated centers. 

It seems as though the current practice is to encourage beginning 

teachers to teach in an outlying district during their "probationary or 

training period," and then return to the larger cities. Often times, 

new teachers find a small district to their liking, but hesitate to 

remain beyond three years bec ause of t he ex isting philosophy that any 
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t eaching experience beyond three years is detrimental inasmuch as a 

teacher is o ft en penalized by a r eduction in the total number of yea r s 

taught outside the district that he i s applying . 

Therefore, it is the recommendation of this writer that teachers 

who remain in the small outlying district for several years, should 

have ampl e assur ance that if they wanted to move to another district 

they could do so without fear of losing al l of their prior teaching 

exper i ence by ha ving to start near the bottom of the salary schedule. 

Thi s ass urance would c e rtainly ext end the equalization theory in an-

other direction and would enrich and st r engthen the learning opportuni-

ti es of the students. 

Theoretically, most school districts throughout the nation levy 

the maximum taxes and exp end as much money as the law will allow them 

to d o so. Even so , wi th few exceptions, it does not appear that there 

is ample mon ey available to meet the financial demands of school dis­

tricts . An ea rli er observation indicates tha t the most significant 

thing money did for San J uan was to provide the resources to employ and 

r e tain competen t teachers . Ther efore, it is recommended that if Federal 

programs and money continue to be readily accessible, that a concerted 

e ffort be made through all possibl e agencies and channels to allocate 

a portion of f ederal money to suppl ement teachers' salaries. This 

allocation could be based on criteria des igned to further enhance the 

preparation, t raining and image of teachers. 
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An ana lysis of the ll expenditure categor i es (Tables 3 through 18) 

indicates that when comparing San Juan' s and Utah ' s pe r pupil expendi ­

tures, it i s obv ious that San Juan has made substantial gains during 

the past decade. However, it could also be surmised that San Juan' s 

financial ef fort has not been as overwhelming as one might expec t from 

a district that in 1965 levied 32.70 mills for school purpos es as com­

pared t o Utah's aver age levy o f 49.00 mill s, (Utah School Report, 1966, 

p. 25). Further evidence of this lack of financ ial effort i s found in 

Table 15. This table shows that in 1965 San Juan ranked sixth in net 

curr ent expenditures per pupil. It is very likely that with a littl e 

added e ffort by San Juan that th e achievement gains in all areas and 

specifical ly language arts could have shown larger gains over the past 

years . 
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Tabl e 35. Achievement grade placement scores, third grade-- 1953 

Student Achievement grad e elacement I.Q . 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

03013 4.8 4.0 5.3 4.6 108 
03023 5.0 4.7 5.0 4 .9 11 7 
03033 4.7 5.4 4.7 5.0 121 
03043 4.5 4.4 5.0 4.6 101 
03053 4 .3 4.0 5.0 4.3 115 
03063 3.4 3.9 4.4 3 . 9 83 
03073 2 .4 3.5 3 . 2 3.0 90 
03083 .9 3.0 3 .2 3.0 84 
03093 4 3 4.7 4.0 4.4 103 
03103 3 2 3.8 3.4 3.5 85 
03113 3.5 3.6 3.4 3.5 101 
03123 4.8 5.7 3 .6 4.9 123 
03133 4.0 3 .6 3.8 3.8 100 
03143 5.4 5 .0 4.1 4 .8 131 
03153 4. 1 4.4 4.6 4.4 117 
03163 4.2 5 .1 4.7 4.7 114 
03173 3.7 4.5 4.2 4. 2 96 
03183 3.9 4.3 4. 7 4.3 96 
03193 4.6 4.0 5.5 4.5 108 
03203 4.0 4. 1 3.4 3.9 98 
03213 5.7 5.3 4 .0 5.1 136 
03223 3. 7 3.9 3 . 2 3.7 90 
03233 2.8 3. 1 2. 1 2.8 76 
03243 5. 1 5.3 4 .3 5 .0 116 
03253 4 0 4.1 5.2 4.3 101 
03263 3. 7 3.3 3.5 3 .4 108 
03273 5 . 5 4.6 5.7 5.1 122 
03283 4.0 4 . 2 4.8 4.3 89 
03293 4.8 4.3 4.6 4 . 5 106 
03303 4.5 3.3 4. 1 3.9 105 
03313 4 .1 4.6 4 . 5 4 .4 124 
03323 3.9 3 . 5 3.3 3.6 90 
03333 4.3 3.9 4.0 4. 1 121 
03343 4.4 '•. 6 4 . 5 4.5 110 
03353 3.7 2.8 4 .0 3 . 5 82 
03363 3.3 2.5 3.7 3.0 95 
03373 2 .6 3.4 2.5 3.0 90 
03383 3.1 3.4 2 . 4 3.1 80 
03393 3.3 3 .0 2.4 3.0 95 
03403 3 .6 3.3 3.2 3.4 92 



148 

Tab l e 35. (Cont'd.) 

Student Achievement grad e Elacement I.Q . 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total l>attery S•COre 

03413 4.0 3.5 3.2 3 . 6 105 
03423 3.7 3.0 2.9 3.3 81 
03433 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.3 82 
03443 3.3 2.8 3.3 3 . 1 88 



149 

Table 36. Achievement grade placement scores, third grade--1958 

St udent Achievement grade 2lacement I.Q. 

number Reading Arithmetic Language Total llattery sic or e 

03018 6.0 4.4 5 .7 5.0 127 
03028 5 .4 4.2 4. 9 4. 7 115 
03038 5.4 4 .0 4.8 4.5 115 
03048 5.0 4 . 1 4 . 1 4.3 95 
03058 4. 5 4.0 4.4 4.3 113 
03068 5.0 3.7 4. 2 4.3 111 
03078 4 .4 3.8 4 .0 4.2 119 
03088 4.4 4.4 4. 2 4.2 109 

03098 4 .8 3.9 3.8 4.2 114 
03108 5.0 3.6 4.1 4.1 104 

03118 4.1 3 . 6 4.3 4.0 112 

03128 4.5 3.8 3.5 4.0 98 
03138 4.3 4.0 3.0 3.9 115 
03148 4.1 3.9 3.6 3.9 110 

03158 4 .0 3.7 3.5 3.8 111 
03168 3 .6 3.7 3 . 9 3 . 7 102 
03178 3.9 3.7 2.9 3.7 106 
03188 4.3 3.1 3.8 3. 7 98 
03198 3.9 3.5 3.3 3.6 91 
03208 4.1 3.5 2.9 3.6 95 
03218 3 .0 4.1 4.2 3.6 98 
03228 3. 4 3.1 4.3 3.5 99 
03238 3. 1 3.2 4 .0 3.3 78 
03248 3 . 2 3.1 3.3 3 . 2 100 
03258 3 3 2.6 3.8 3 . 1 77 

03268 2.2 2 . 3 2 .8 2.3 65 
03278 4.9 4.8 4. 3 4 . 7 125 
03288 4 .8 4.3 4.8 4.5 120 
03298 4.9 4 . 2 4. 7 4.5 111 
03308 4.7 4.2 4 . 2 4 .4 99 
03318 4.9 4.1 4.0 4 .3 114 
03328 4. 7 4.1 4. 1 4 .3 106 
03338 4 .8 4.0 4.1 4.3 98 
03348 4 .8 4.2 3 .6 4.2 115 
03358 4.5 4.0 4.2 4 . 2 104 
03368 4.7 3.9 4.1 4.2 102 
03378 4 . 7 4 .0 3.8 4 . 2 109 

03388 4. 1 4.0 3.7 4. 0 97 
03398 4 .4 3.9 3.0 3.8 97 
03408 4. 1 3.5 3.6 3.7 110 
03418 4.2 3.5 3.0 3.7 93 
03428 4.5 3.2 3 .0 3.7 91 
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Table 36. (Cant 'd.) 

Student Achie vement grad e 2lacement I.Q. 

number Reading Arithmetic Language Total t!attery score 

03438 3.7 3.1 4.0 3 . 5 110 
03448 3.1 3 .6 3.5 3.4 112 
03458 3.2 3.5 3.3 3.4 90 
03468 3. 6 3.2 3.3 3.4 90 
03478 3. 1 3.5 3.0 3 . 3 93 
03488 3 . 1 3 . 2 2 .8 3.1 100 
03498 2.4 3.4 3.2 3.0 85 
03508 5.3 3.1 4.8 5 . 2 115 
03518 5 . l 4.4 5.9 5.0 120 
03528 5 . 1 4.6 4.9 4.9 115 
03538 4.9 4.8 4. 7 4.9 132 
03548 5. 0 4.3 5.0 4.7 100 
03558 4 .8 4 . 5 4.5 4.6 110 
03568 4.7 4.8 4.7 4 . 5 111 
03578 5.6 4.0 4.7 4 . 5 121 
03588 5.1 4.3 4.5 4.5 108 
03598 4.9 4.1 4 .4 4.4 118 
03608 4.5 4.5 4.1 4 .4 116 
03618 5.6 4.5 3.0 4.4 95 
03628 5.1 4 . 2 4.0 4.4 104 
03638 4.3 4.3 4 .3 4.3 118 
03648 4.8 4 .0 4.3 4.3 104 
03658 4.4 4 . 3 4.1 4 .3 94 
03668 3.7 4.1 3.9 3.9 123 
03678 3 .5 4.1 3.7 3.8 98 
03688 3.4 3.9 3.8 3.7 85 
03698 3.6 2.9 3 8 3.4 77 
03708 2.1 2.4 2.2 2 .3 72 
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Tabl e 37. Achievement grade placement scores, third grade --196 5 

Student Achievement grade E:lacernent I.Q. 
numb e r Read i ng Arithmetic Language Tot a 1 blat t ery Score 

03015 5.4 5.8 5. 1 5.5 129 
03025 5 .9 5.3 5 .0 5.3 111 
03035 5.3 5.3 4.8 5.1 109 
03045 6.0 4.8 4. 7 5.1 122 
03055 5.5 5 . 1 4.5 5.1 118 
030 65 5.0 5.1 4 . 7 5 .0 103 
03075 4.9 5.1 4.6 5.0 107 
03085 5.1 5 .0 4.6 5 .0 116 
03095 5 . 1 5.0 4.7 5 .0 110 
03105 4.9 5.1 4 . 3 4.9 101 
03115 5.0 5.0 4.1 4 .8 94 
03125 4.9 4 .8 4.4 4.8 111 
03135 4 . 7 5.0 4.1 4 .8 97 
03145 4.8 4.8 4.3 4 .8 106 
03155 4.8 4. 7 4 .4 4.7 108 
03165 4.9 4 .4 4.8 4. 7 102 
03175 4.7 4.6 4 . 7 4 . 7 99 
03185 4.3 4. 7 4. 7 4. 7 102 
03195 4.7 4.6 4.3 4.7 104 
03205 4.0 4.5 3.4 4.4 108 
03215 4 .4 4 . 5 3 .5 4.3 107 
03225 3 .1 4.8 5.0 4.3 120 
03235 4.5 4. 2 4 .0 4.2 110 
03245 4 .4 3 .9 4.3 4.2 90 
03255 r, 5 4.3 3.4 4.2 88 
03265 4 .3 4.3 3.6 4.1 90 
03275 3.9 4. 2 4.1 4.1 88 
03285 3.6 4. 2 3 .3 4.0 96 
03295 3.8 4.0 3.8 4.1 65 
03305 4.3 3 4 4 .1 3 .9 84 
03315 3 .7 3.9 3.7 3 .8 99 
03325 1.7 3.1 2.1 2.4 94 
03335 5.9 5.3 5 .2 5 .4 132 
03345 6.0 5. 3 5.3 5.5 120 
03355 5 .5 5.1 5.8 5 .4 118 
03365 5 .9 5 . 1 5.2 5 .4 128 
03375 6 .0 5.1 5.2 5.3 119 
03385 5.3 5.1 5 . 3 5 . 2 111 
03395 5 .6 4 .8 5.1 5 . 2 100 
03405 5 .6 5 . 1 4 . 7 5.2 118 
03415 5 .3 5 . 1 4.8 5.1 118 
03425 5.5 5.0 5.0 5 . 1 108 
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Ta bl e 37. (Cont'd.) 

Stud ent Achievement grade Elacement I.Q. 
numb e r Reading Arithmetic Language Total t:lattery Scor e 

03435 5,1 (f.B 5.8 5.1 12p 
03445 5.5 4.8 5.1 5.1 113 
03455 5.6 4.8 4.6 5.0 109 
03465 5.5 4 .8 4.6 5. 0 119 
03475 5.0 5.0 4.6 4 0 9 97 
03485 4.5 5 . 1 4.5 4 .8 112 
03495 4.8 4. 7 4. 3 4 . 7 108 
03505 5.C 4.8 4.1 4 . 7 105 
03515 4 8 4.7 4.1 4. 7 106 
03525 4.7 4.5 4.4 4.7 112 
03535 4.7 4.5 4.3 4.5 107 
03545 3 .8 4 . 7 4 .9 4.5 108 
03555 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.4 105 
03565 4 . 1 4.6 4.1 4.3 112 
03575 4 . 5 4.3 3.9 4.3 98 
03585 4.1 4. 2 4.3 4.2 96 
03595 3.7 4.4 3 . 3 4.0 108 
03605 3.6 4. 3 3.5 3.9 97 
03615 3.5 4.2 3.4 3 .8 88 
03625 3 .6 4 .6 4.1 3.8 83 
03635 2 .9 3.3 3.6 3 . 2 88 
03645 2.9 3 . 1 3.6 3.1 71 
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Table 38 . Achievement grade placement scores, fifth grade--1953 

Student Achievement grade Elacement I.Q. 

1lumber Reading Arithmetic Language Total l>lattery t;core 

05013 8.2 6.7 7.3 7.1 113 
05023 7.3 7 . 1 6.8 7.1 113 
05033 7.3 6 . 2 8.7 6.8 115 
05043 7.3 6.6 7.9 6.8 115 
0 SOSJ 7.4 6.1 7.1 6 .6 106 
05063 6.4 6.2 7 . 5 6.5 104 
05073 7.5 6 .2 6.5 6.5 112 
05083 7 . 1 6 .1 6.6 6.4 114 
05093 6.5 6.4 6 .5 6 .4 125 
05103 6 .2 6.2 6.9 6.3 112 
05113 6.0 6.4 6.3 6 .3 104 
05123 5 .9 6.3 6.5 6.3 108 
05133 5.7 6 . 1 6.9 6.2 107 
05143 5.2 6.9 6.1 6.2 107 
05153 5.9 5.8 6,5 6.0 108 
05163 5.9 6.9 6 .8 6.1 109 
05173 6.0 6 .0 6.5 6.1 105 
05183 5.7 6.2 6.6 6 . 1 103 
05193 5.6 6.2 6.1 6 .1 101 
05203 5.8 6.3 5.7 6.0 103 
05303 4.6 6.1 5.8 5.6 96 
05313 5.3 5.5 5.9 5 .6 98 
05323 5.0 5.3 6.1 5.4 102 
05333 5.4 6 . 1 5 . 5 5.3 93 
05343 5 . 2 4 . 7 5 .4 5.1 98 
05353 4. 2 5.8 4.6 5.0 88 
05363 4 . 5 5.5 5.4 5.1 90 
05373 5.3 5.5 4.5 5 . 2 89 
05383 4.7 3 .6 5 .8 4.5 87 
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Tabl e 39. Achievement grade placement scores, fifth grade--1958 

Student Achievement grade E:lacement I.Q. 

number Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

05018 6.5 6.4 7.1 6.6 120 
05028 7.8 6.2 6.1 6.5 123 
05038 6.9 5 .6 6.6 6.2 99 
05048 6.1 5.5 7.1 6.1 99 
05058 5.0 6.2 7. 1 6.0 97 
05068 6.0 5.3 6.8 5.9 94 
05078 5.6 5.9 5 . 9 5.9 105 
05088 6 . 1 5.4 6 .5 5.9 102 
05098 6 .l 5.6 6.3 5.9 97 
05108 6 8 5.3 6 . 1 5.9 110 
05118 6. 1 5 .8 5.9 5.9 101 
05128 5.9 5.4 6 . 1 5.8 99 
05138 5.0 5.9 6.6 5.8 97 
05148 5 . 9 5 .3 6.3 5.7 102 
05158 5.7 5.8 5.5 5.7 106 
05168 5.3 5 . 5 5.5 5.5 101 
05178 5.3 5.1 5 .8 5.4 85 
05188 .0 5.7 5.5 5.4 80 
05198 4.6 4.9 5.6 5.1 80 
05208 4.9 5.0 5 . 5 5 .1 95 
05218 5.9 5.5 5.5 5.7 99 
05228 4.1 4. 7 5.0 4.5 77 
05238 3.1 4.2 3.3 3.6 84 
05248 7 .0 6.4 7.2 6.7 111 
05258 6 .8 6 .4 7.0 6 .7 129 
05268 7 .6 6 .5 7.2 6.7 110 
05278 6 .6 6 . 3 7.4 6.6 113 
05288 6.8 6 . 2 7.3 6.6 126 
05298 7.9 6 .4 6.5 6.6 111 
05308 7.2 6 . 1 7.3 6 .6 110 
05318 7.2 6 .0 7 . 1 6 .5 115 
05328 7.2 5.9 7.2 6.5 121 
05338 7.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 114 
05348 7.8 5.8 6.9 6.5 110 
05358 7.8 6.0 5.8 6.3 109 
05368 5.4 6.5 6.7 6 . 2 96 
05378 6 .2 6 .3 5.8 6.2 114 
05388 5.8 6.2 6.2 6.1 115 
05398 5.3 6.0 5.9 5.8 103 
05408 6 . 1 5.7 5.5 5.8 101 
05418 5.7 5.2 6.8 5.8 85 
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Table 39. (Cont'd.) 

Student Achievement grade elacement I.Q. 

number Read ing Arithmet i c Language Total l:lattery score 

05428 6 .1 5.4 5 .4 5 . 6 90 
05438 5.4 5.7 5.0 5.4 104 
05448 5.5 4.8 5.9 5 . 3 100 
05458 4.4 4.8 4 . 7 4. 7 90 
05468 3.8 4.9 5.2 4.6 82 
05478 4 .4 4.4 5.1 4.6 80 
05488 3.6 4.5 5.8 4 .4 85 
05498 4.4 4.8 4 . 7 4. 7 80 
05508 5.4 5.0 5.9 5.4 112 
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Tab l e 40. Achievement grad e placement s c o r e s, fifth grad e --1965 

Student Achievement grad e Elac ement I.Q . 
numbe r Reading Arithmetic Language Total l;attery Scor e 

0501 5 8 . 2 7 . 2 8. 9 7.6 111 
05025 8.4 7.2 7.8 7.5 112 
05035 8.2 7.0 8.0 7 .4 99 
05045 9 . 5 6.8 7.6 7.4 119 
05055 7.8 6.9 7.8 7.3 129 
05065 9.0 6.4 8.4 7.2 116 
05075 7. 9 6 . 5 8. 0 7.1 125 
05085 6.6 6.8 7 .4 6.9 106 
05095 7 4 6 . 6 7. l 6.9 108 
05105 6 .7 6.5 6.9 6.9 101 
05115 6 . 3 6.2 7.8 6 . 6 102 
05125 7.1 6.2 7 . 1 6.6 115 
05135 6.6 6.7 6 .2 6.6 118 
05145 7.1 6.4 6.4 6.5 113 
05155 6 .6 6.0 7.8 6.5 100 
05165 6.0 6.3 7.0 6.4 101 
05175 6.5 6 .0 6.6 6.3 98 
05185 6.2 6.5 5.7 6.2 101 
05195 5 . 7 5.6 6.7 5.9 101 
05205 4 . 9 6.3 5.8 5 . 7 87 
0521 5 4 . 2 6.2 5.9 5.5 96 
05225 4. 5 5.8 5.3 5.3 82 
05235 4 . 6 5.0 5.2 4 .9 80 
05245 4. 5 5.0 4.2 4.7 75 
05255 4.2 5.7 3 .6 4. 7 97 
05265 6 .8 5.8 7.2 6.4 102 
0527 5 3.2 4.8 4. 2 4.1 74 
05285 7.9 6.5 7.0 6.9 105 
05295 7.1 6.5 7.4 6 .8 107 
05305 8.4 7.3 7.4 7.5 108 
05315 9.0 7.1 7.2 7 .5 134 
05325 8.7 6 . 7 7.2 7.2 110 
05335 8 .9 6.4 7 .4 7.1 104 
05345 8.4 6.1 7.1 7.0 108 
05355 8.7 6.7 6.1 6.9 114 
05365 7 . 5 6 . 5 7 . l 6.8 118 
05375 6.9 6.3 8 .0 6.8 106 
05385 8 . 2 5.8 7. 8 6 . 7 106 
05395 7 . 2 6.0 8.0 6.7 112 
05405 7. 1 6.5 6.7 6 .7 105 
05415 6.4 6.5 7.1 6.6 98 
05425 7.5 5 .8 7.8 6.6 110 
05435 6.5 6.2 6.8 6.4 113 
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Tabl e 40. (Cont 'd.) 

Student Achievement grade E1acemen t I.Q . 

number Read i ng Arithmet i c Language Tota l llattery score 

05445 7 . 2 6.1 6.1 6 .3 105 
05455 6 .3 6.0 6.9 6. 3 113 
05465 8 .2 6 .2 6 .6 6.6 97 
05475 5. 5.3 6. 5 5.8 97 
05485 5.5 . 8 5 .4 5 .7 85 
05495 5. 5 5.4 5 . 6 5 . 5 92 
05505 4 . 6 4.9 5.8 5 .0 74 
05515 4 .5 5 . 5 4 .9 5. 0 95 
05525 3 8 5 .0 4 . 2 4 .4 93 
05535 6 . 6 . 3 7.0 6 .6 110 
05545 5. 6.1 5.6 5 .9 97 
05555 5.7 6.4 6.6 6. 3 96 
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Table 41. Achievement grade placement scores, sixth grade--1953 

Student Achievement grade elacement I.Q. 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total Battery score 

06013 8.9 9 . 5 8.0 8 .9 124 
06023 8.9 8.7 8.0 8.5 121 
06033 8 . 7 8.5 8.2 8 .4 109 
06043 8 . 2 8.7 7.5 8. 2 105 
06053 7 . 7 8.7 7.5 8.1 113 
06063 8 . 2 8.5 7.3 8 . 1 107 
06073 .7 8.0 8.0 7.8 113 
06083 8 .0 7 .8 8.0 7.8 120 
06093 7.7 8.2 7.1 7.7 101 
06103 7.4 8.1 7.5 7.8 108 
06113 6.8 8 . 1 7.i 7.7 120 
06123 7 . 7 7.9 7.0 7.6 110 
06133 7.3 8.0 7.3 7 .6 112 
06143 7 .4 8.0 7. 1 7 .6 103 
06153 7.0 8.1 7.0 7.5 99 
06163 7. 1 8.7 6.6 7.5 107 
06173 7.6 8.1 6 . 5 7.5 109 
06183 7.7 7.9 6.6 7 . 5 108 
06193 6 .6 8 .5 6.8 7.4 108 
06203 7.0 7 . 9 6 . 7 7.3 118 
06213 6.8 7.7 7.0 7.3 102 
06 223 7.3 7 . 7 6.8 7.3 123 
06233 7.4 7.6 6.8 7 .3 108 
06243 7.1 7.5 7.1 7 .3 98 
06253 6 .8 7.4 6 .8 7 . 1 101 
06263 7 . 7 7 .0 6 .7 7.0 100 
06273 6 .7 7.2 6.8 6 .9 99 
06283 7.3 7 .3 6 .9 6.9 102 
06293 6 . 7 7.4 6.4 6 .9 101 
06303 6 . 2 6 . 7 7.3 6 .8 98 
·06313 6 . 5 6 .8 6 .8 6 . 7 95 
.06323 : 5.4 6 .6 6.9 6 .4 98 
0-6333 6.8 5.6 7.5 6 .4 96 
06343 5.7 6 . 9 5.6 6. 3 94 
06353 5:9 6 . 5 6.0 6 . 3 93 
06363 5 .4 6.8 5 . 1 6.0 79 
06373 5.0 5.8 6.1 5.6 86 
06383 4.4 6.6 5.5 5.6 82 
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Table 42. Achi evement grade placeme nt scores , s ixth grade--1958 

Stud ent Achievement grade elacemen t I.Q . 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

06018 8 .8 7. 1 9.0 7 .8 129 
06028 8.6 7 .2 8.1 7.7 108 
06038 8.3 7.5 6.6 7.5 112 
06048 8.3 6.9 7 . 5 7.3 129 
06058 8.3 6 . 7 7.9 7.3 11 2 
06068 8.3 6.9 7.0 7.2 110 
06078 8.3 6 . 8 6.9 7.1 116 
06088 6 .2 7.1 7.4 7.0 121 
06098 7.4 6 .6 7.3 7 .0 99 
06108 7 . 3 6 .6 7 .0 6.9 93 
06118 7.6 6. 5 6.5 6.8 114 
06128 8. 0 6.3 7. l 6.8 105 
06138 6 . 1 6.8 7.0 6.7 105 
06 148 7.3 6.3 7.1 6.7 98 
06158 6 . 2 6 . 6 7.0 6.5 104 
06168 5.8 6.8 6 . 7 6 . 6 96 
06178 5 .8 6.7 7.0 6.5 119 
06188 6.9 6 .0 6.3 6.3 110 
06198 5.7 6. 3 6.6 6.2 90 
06208 6.1 5.8 7 .2 6.2 102 
06218 6.5 6.1 ~.8 6.1 108 
06228 5.4 6.5 5.8 6 .0 95 
06238 4.9 6.2 6 . 3 5.8 108 
06248 5.6 5.8 6 .0 5.8 80 
06258 5.3 6.2 5.8 5.8 85 
06268 8.3 7 .2 7.5 7.5 128 
06278 8 .8 6.9 7.1 7 .3 124 
06288 7 .8 7.0 7.7 7.3 110 
06298 7 .8 7.1 7.1 7.3 113 
06308 7 .4 6.8 7.7 7.2 100 
06318 6 . 9 7.1 7.7 7 . 2 110 
06328 7 . 3 7.2 7 . 1 7.2 121 
06338 7.3 7 .1 7.3 7.2 114 
06348 7.4 6.7 7.1 7 .0 99 
06358 8.1 6.4 7.1 6.9 111 
06368 8.1 6 .4 7.0 6.9 97 
06378 7.1 6.6 6.9 6 .8 109 
06388 6.8 6 .8 6.8 6.8 98 
06398 6.9 6 . 3 6.4 6.5 101 
06408 5.7 6.7 6.7 6.5 104 
06418 5.5 6.6 7.4 6.5 108 
06428 6.3 6 .3 6. 5 6.4 106 
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Table 42 . (Con t'd.) 

Student Achie vement grade Elacement I.Q . 
number Reading Arithmetic La ngua ge Total batter y score 

06438 6.2 6 . 2 6 . 7 6 .3 102 
06448 6.2 6.3 5.6 6.1 98 
06458 5.6 5.9 6.9 6 .0 98 
06468 5.6 6.3 6 . 1 6.1 95 
06 1, 78 5.2 6 .3 6.3 6.0 94 
06488 5 . 7 5.4 6.0 5.7 104 
06498 5.5 5.9 5.2 5.6 90 
06508 5.1 5.6 5.5 5.4 96 
06518 4.6 6 . 1 5.6 5.5 80 
06528 4 6 5.8 6 .0 5.5 82 
06538 4.9 4.5 4.8 4 . 7 75 
06548 2 . 9 4.8 3.1 3.7 70 



161 

Table 43 . Achievement grade placemen t scores, sixth gr ade --196 5 

Student Achievement grade Elacemen t I.Q. 
number Rea ding Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

06015 9.5 9 .0 10 . 5 9 .5 128 
06025 10 .0 9.0 10.0 9.5 137 
06035 10.0 8 . 7 8.4 9.0 124 
0604 5 9.0 9.5 7.8 8.8 133 
06055 9 .0 8 . 8 8 .0 8.7 135 
06065 9.5 8. 6 7.4 8 . 3 127 
06075 8.9 8 . 3 8.9 8 . 6 110 
06085 9 .5 8.1 8.2 8.3 129 
06095 9 .0 8.6 7.8 8 . 5 128 
06105 8 . 2 8.0 8.0 8 .0 110 
06115 7.9 8.8 8.4 8 . 5 124 
06125 8.4 8 .6 7.8 8.2 122 
06135 7.5 7.4 8.7 7.6 120 
06145 8 . 7 7 . 3 8.0 8 . 1 118 
06155 6.6 8.1 7 .8 7.6 97 
06165 6.5 7 .6 8.4 7.5 102 
06175 7.8 7.5 6.9 7 . 3 109 
0618 5 8 .7 8.1 6.7 7.6 116 
06195 6.3 7.4 7.3 7.1 108 
06205 6 . 9 7.4 6 . 5 7.1 107 
06215 6.5 7.2 6.4 6 .8 80 
06225 7 . 5 6 . 6 6.3 6 . 7 110 
06235 5.8 7.7 5 .6 6.6 109 
06245 5.4 7 . 1 6 .2 6 .3 92 
06255 4.5 5.0 5 .3 4.9 83 
06265 6.0 6 .0 5.1 5.2 82 
06275 4.4 4.6 5.2 4.7 78 
06285 11 .0 8.4 8.4 8.8 131 
06295 8 .9 8.4 7 .3 8 . 3 123 
06305 8.4 8 .0 7.4 7 . 9 117 
06315 7.3 8.1 8 . 7 8.0 128 
06325 8.4 7 .4 8.2 7.6 129 
06335 10.0 7.7 7.6 8 . 1 126 
06345 7.6 8.0 7.8 7.8 113 
06355 7.6 7.7 7 .6 7.7 125 
06365 7.3 7.6 8 .0 7.6 114 
06375 6.9 8.1 7.6 7 . 7 117 
06385 6.1 7.9 7.4 7.3 108 
06395 8.9 8.6 8.4 8.5 122 
06405 7.2 6.8 7.8 7.4 102 
06415 8.7 7.8 5.7 7.2 100 
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Table 43 . (Cant' d . ) 

Student Achievement grade Elacement I.Q. 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery scor e 

06425 7.9 7 .8 6 .8 7 .4 119 
06435 6.8 7.6 6.2 7 .3 100 
06445 7 . 6 7.3 6.8 7.2 95 
06455 5.7 7.2 6.7 6.7 97 
06465 5.2 7.1 6.2 6.3 96 
06475 5.3 6.7 6.4 6.2 95 
06485 5.2 6.0 6.5 6 .0 114 
06505 4.2 5.6 5.2 5.3 84 
06515 4.1 5.3 4.7 5.7 76 
06525 4 5 4 .8 5.4 4.8 68 
06535 4.5 4.3 4.8 4.5 73 
06545 6.4 6.8 6.1 6.6 102 
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Table 44 . Achievement g rad e placement scores, eighth grade--1953 

Student Achievement grade elacement I.Q. 
number Reading Arithmetic Lan guage Total battery score 

08013 7.5 8.7 8.4 8.2 121 
08023 8.4 7.3 9.2 8.2 104 
08033 9.7 9.6 9.6 9 .7 105 
08043 9.2 9.5 9 .0 9 . 3 112 
08053 5 .3 7.9 7.4 6 .7 82 
08063 7 .8 9.5 8.6 8 . 7 107 
08073 6.3 8.5 6.7 7.2 84 
08083 7 .3 8 . 7 8.8 8.2 98 
08093 7.9 8.2 8 . 6 8.2 102 
08103 6.8 6.4 7.8 6.8 80 
08113 7.9 6 . 1 8.5 7.3 78 
08123 8.2 8.8 9.5 8.8 106 
08133 9.6 8 . 6 9.6 9.2 103 
08143 6.3 6.9 6.4 6 . 6 79 
08153 9.7 9 . 5 8 . 5 9.4 112 
08163 10 . 3 10.0 9 . 9 10 .1 121 
08173 8.0 7.8 7 .4 7.8 95 
08183 8.0 9.6 9.6 9 .1 100 
08193 7.5 8.1 6.6 7 . 5 95 
08203 9.0 8 . 1 8 . 5 8.5 107 
08213 9.1 8.7 9.0 8.9 103 
08223 5.5 7.7 6.1 6 . 5 85 
08233 9.6 9.5 9 .8 9.6 125 
08243 9.6 9.6 9.2 9.5 118 
08253 9.2 8.5 7.5 8.5 97 
08263 8.4 9.5 8 .6 9.3 119 
08273 9.5 8.5 9.1 8.8 105 
08283 8.8 9.4 9.0 9. 1 108 
08293 6.0 7.1 7.2 6.7 86 
08303 9 .6 10.5 9.9 10 .0 109 
08313 6. 5 7 .0 7 .5 6 . 9 101 
08323 8. 1 7.6 8 .9 8 . 1 95 
08333 9.6 9.1 10 . 3 9. 6 120 
08343 9.2 8.9 R . .1 8. 9 lOO 
08353 8.9 9.5 9. 1 9 .2 108 
08363 9.7 9 . 7 9.5 9 . 7 109 
08373 7.1 7 . 5 7.5 7.4 94 
08383 9.6 9 . 3 9.3 9.4 126 
08393 7.3 8.0 8.5 7.8 99 
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Table 45 . Achievement grade placement scor es, eigh t h grade--1958 

Student Achievement gr ade Elacement I.Q. 
numb e r Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery scor e 

08018 9. 6 9.6 9.0 9.5 115 
08028 7. 0 5.2 6 . 6 6 . 1 85 
08038 8.7 8.4 8.9 8.7 110 
08048 7.6 7.6 8.4 7.8 102 
080 58 9 . 1 11.5 8.7 9.8 110 
08068 7.5 7 . 5 9. 5 8 .0 98 
08078 10.5 7.7 6.1 8.2 101 
08088 9 .6 8.8 9.7 9.3 110 
08098 7. 6 9.5 8.7 8.7 90 
08108 8.2 7.7 8.1 8.0 90 
08118 8.4 10 .4 6. 3 8 . 6 98 
08128 7.5 6. 3 8.9 7.3 88 
08138 7. 6 9 .5 7.8 8 .4 95 
08148 8.6 8.7 9.7 8.9 lOS 
08158 7.7 9.2 8.7 8.5 106 
08168 11.0 7.5 5.3 8.1 121 
08178 9.6 9.5 8 .0 9 . 2 127 
08188 7.3 6. 5 8.1 7 . 2 98 
08198 10.1 8.7 7 .1 8 .8 106 
08208 9.4 6.0 6.2 7 . 1 91 
08218 11.5 7.1 7.5 8.7 112 
08228 7.6 7.5 9.5 8.0 90 
08238 11.5 9.5 9.6 10 . 3 110 
08248 8.2 9 .0 8 .0 8.5 102 
08258 9.7 9.6 9 . 7 9.7 126 
08268 9.6 9.4 9.7 7.5 95 
08278 7.6 8.6 6 .4 7.7 99 
08288 7.2 6 .4 8 .1 7.1 95 
08 298 8.9 7.6 9.3 8.4 104 
08308 8.8 8.0 9.5 8.6 106 
08318 7.7 8.6 6.4 7.7 89 
08328 7.4 7.2 7.3 7.3 95 
08338 12.5 9.6 6.7 9.6 129 
08348 10.5 6.6 7.4 8 . 1 104 
08 358 9.6 8.1 8 . 2 8 . 6 109 
08368 9.2 9 . 5 8 .9 9.3 121 
08378 9.0 9 . 6 8.9 9.3 114 
08388 7.5 7.7 9.1 8 .0 96 
08398 8.2 9.2 9 .5 9.0 112 
08408 9. 6 7 .9 8.6 8.8 104 
08418 9.6 9.6 9 .6 9 . 6 128 
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Tab l e 45. (Cant' d.) 

Student Achievement grade E:lacement I.Q. 
number Read ing Arithmet i c Language Total batter y score 

08428 6.9 8.3 8 .1+ 7.8 97 
08438 9.3 9.2 9.4 9 . 3 104 
08448 7.5 7.8 7.8 7.7 98 
08458 7.5 7 . 4 8 .0 7 .6 94 
08468 9 . 6 9.4 9.1 9.4 115 
08478 7 . 2 7 . 7 6.7 7 .3 90 
08488 9 . 6 8.6 9.6 9.2 108 
08498 7.5 6.4 7.7 7.1 94 
08508 9.6 8.6 9.6 9.2 123 
08518 9. 4 9.2 8.6 9.1 108 
08528 9 . 1 8 .8 9 . 4 9 . 1 115 
08538 7.0 6 . 5 8.4 7 .1 88 
08548 8.0 6.5 7.5 7 . 1 89 
08558 7 . 9 6.7 7.5 7.3 90 
08568 7.5 6.7 7 . 7 7 . 2 82 
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Table 46. Achievement grade placement scores, eighth grade --196 5 

Student Achievement grade Elacement I.Q. 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

08015 ll. 5 ll. 5 12.0 ll. 5 135 
08025 10.6 13.0 ll.O 10 .7 131 
08035 10 .4 10.8 ll.O 10.7 135 
08045 10 . 5 ll.O 10.1 10.6 130 
08055 10.5 ll.O 10 .0 10.6 128 
08065 9.6 ll.O 10.6 10.2 117 
08075 9.6 13.0 9.2 10.2 119 
08085 10.1 12 .0 8.4 10.1 125 
08095 9.4 10.6 10.5 10.1 119 
08105 10.1 10.2 9.9 10.1 127 
08115 9.3 11.0 10 . 2 10.1 111 
08125 10.4 9.6 9.7 9.9 118 
08135 9.8 10 .6 9.1 9.9 107 
08145 9.7 10.3 9 . 5 9 .8 118 
08155 9.4 10 . 5 9.6 9.8 116 
08165 10.3 9.7 9.2 9.8 131 
08175 8.8 10 .3 10.1 9.7 106 
08185 9.8 9 .4 9.7 9.6 120 
08195 10 .1 10.0 8.0 9.6 123 
08205 10.3 9.1 9.1 9.5 110 
08215 10.6 9 . 2 8.3 9.5 110 
08225 9.6 9.9 8.6 9.5 120 
08235 9.6 9.5 8.2 9.3 106 
08245 10.0 8.5 9.0 9.2 110 
08255 9.8 8.8 8 . 5 9.2 126 
08265 9.6 8.3 9.3 9.1 98 
08275 9.5 8.7 8 .8 9.0 121 
08285 9.6 9.1 7.4 8.8 119 
08295 8.8 8.6 8.2 8.6 111 
08305 8 . 8 8.3 8.5 8 . 5 115 
08315 8 . 3 8 .2 9.3 8 . 5 114 
08325 9 .0 8 .0 7.8 8.3 119 
08335 7.4 9.5 7.7 8.3 93 
08345 7.5 9.4 7.6 8.3 101 
08355 7.9 8.5 8.3 8 .3 119 
08365 8.6 7.5 8.4 8.1 95 
08375 8.2 7.5 8 . 5 8.0 97 
08385 8.7 6.8 8.3 7.9 101 
08395 8 . 1 6.7 8.6 7 . 7 98 
08405 8 . 5 6.7 7.9 7.7 102 
08415 7.0 7 .9 7.7 7 . 5 109 
08425 8.0 6.4 8.0 7.3 110 
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Table 46. (Cont 'd.) 

Student Achievement grade elacement I.Q. 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

08435 7.4 7.6 6.7 7.3 101 
08445 8.8 6.1 7.3 7.3 98 
08455 7 .0 7.1 7.8 7 .3 105 
08465 7 . 1 6 .8 7 .5 7.1 99 
08475 9.0 6.5 6.9 7 .0 86 
08485 6.3 6.7 7.8 6 .8 90 
08495 7 .0 7.4 5.4 6 .8 76 
08505 6 .6 6 . 2 6.8 6.5 86 
08515 7.0 5.3 6.8 6.2 76 
08525 5.4 5.9 5.0 5.6 50 
08535 7.4 7.2 6.0 6.8 70 
08545 6.4 4.3 4.3 5.9 67 
08555 10 . 5 ll.O 10.5 10.7 129 
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Tabl e 47 . Achievement grad e placement scores, eleventh grade--19S3 

Student Achievement grade E:lacement I.Q. 
numb e r Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

11013 12.6 12.4 l2.S 12 .s 108 
11023 8.8 10.0 11.0 9.9 106 
11033 12.1 11 . s l2.S 12.1 104 
11043 10 . 2 11. s l2 . S 11 .3 110 
11053 8.9 8.9 9.1 9.0 9S 
11063 12 .6 6.9 lO. 7 9.8 98 
11073 11.5 11.0 ll .l 11.2 101 
11083 8 .0 8.0 9. 2 8.3 8S 
11093 12.3 11. s l2 . s 12 . 2 lOS 
11103 10 . 2 8 .0 lO. 7 9.S 93 
11113 11.S 11.4 lO . s 11.2 112 
11123 10.8 12 .4 12. s ll. 9 108 
11133 11.4 11.2 11.4 11.4 99 
11143 13 .s 13 . s l3 .s 13. s 124 
l11S3 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 88 
11163 10.3 9.2 12.3 lO .6 98 
11173 lO .2 12 . 6 12.3 11.7 100 
11183 ll . 5 9.3 ll.4 lO .8 110 
11193 12.2 11.9 12. s 12.2 11 2 
ll2-3 8 .0 7.2 8.0 7 . 7 84 
112 . 3 10.5 lO .9 10 . 8 lO .8 8S 
11223 10 . l 8.1 11 .9 10.0 110 
11233 lO.S 11.9 11.9 11 .4 118 
11243 11 .3 8 .0 11.7 10.2 92 
112S3 12.3 8 .0 l2 . s lO .9 9S 
11263 11.8 9.3 12. 3 11.2 lOS 
11273 11.7 12.6 12 .3 12.2 120 
11283 8.8 8.8 12. s 9.9 90 
11293 8.8 8.0 11 .4 9.2 lOS 
11303 8.5 8 .0 8 . 1 8.2 90 
11313 9 .S 8.0 9.S 9.0 9S 
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Table 48. Achievement grade placement scores, eleventh grade--1958 

Student Achievement grade 21acement I.Q. 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

11018 12 .9 15.0 12 .6 13.6 120 
11028 12.0 14 . 1 11.9 l3 .0 118 
11038 11.9 8.6 10.8 lO. 5 98 
11048 12.3 14.4 10.8 12.6 104 
11058 8.9 7.9 9 . 5 8.7 90 
11068 8.8 7.2 7.6 8.3 95 
11078 11.2 12.3 12 .4 12.4 101 
11088 9.5 12.5 9.0 lO .4 97 
11098 9.2 12.3 10.8 10.7 99 
11108 11.4 lO .2 12.7 11.5 104 
11118 11.2 12.4 11.7 12.1 90 
11128 12 .4 14.4 14 .l 13.6 123 
11138 11.4 14 .2 14.1 l3 .1 118 
11148 11.2 lO .6 12.2 11.4 104 
11158 11.2 13.7 13.3 12 .3 94 
11168 14.0 11.6 12 .4 12.9 114 
11178 11.4 12.4 9 . 7 11.2 94 
11188 13.0 11.0 11.9 12.1 101 
11198 11 . 9 14 .5 11.8 12 . 7 lOS 
11208 11.3 11.9 12.6 ll. 9 96 
11218 13.7 l3 .8 12 . 3 13.4 106 
11228 8.1 7.5 9.1 8 . 1 90 
11238 8.1 7.2 7 .6 7.6 88 
11248 lO .8 9.5 11.9 lO .8 108 
11258 9 . 4 9.3 12.2 lO .2 102 
11268 15.2 15.2 12.9 14.5 129 
11278 10.9 9.4 11.9 lO .8 106 
11288 11.7 15 .0 13.6 l3 .4 121 
11298 12.5 14.1 11.7 12.8 114 
11308 12 . 9 10 .3 13.0 12 . 2 108 
11318 8 . 3 11.5 11 . 1 10.2 103 
11328 13.7 12 . 9 11.7 12 .9 116 
11338 14.0 14.3 14.4 14.3 126 
ll34R 14.0 12.4 13 .8 13.6 110 
11358 9.0 9.9 9.0 9.3 lOS 
11368 9.5 8.2 8.6 8 .9 80 
11378 l3. 5 11.8 l3 .4 l3 .0 117 
11388 11.3 lO. 5 11.6 11.2 95 
11398 12.3 12.7 11.7 12.2 100 
11408 9.2 11.6 lO .0 lO .2 102 
11418 10.9 9.1 8.3 9.5 101 
11428 12 .8 l3. 7 12.7 l3 . l 93 
11438 7.8 11 .8 8.6 9.2 95 
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Table 49. Achievement grade placement scores, eleventh grade --196 5 

Student Achievement srade E:lacement I.Q. 
number Reading Arithmetic Language Total battery score 

11015 16.0 16.5 16.0 16 .5 132 
11025 15 .0 16.5 13.7 15.0 129 
11035 14 . 5 15.7 15.2 15.0 11 5 
11045 14.5 14.5 14.7 14.5 126 
11055 14.5 15 . 5 12.9 14.4 136 
11065 13 .8 15.2 14.0 14.3 119 
11075 13.8 15 .0 13.0 14.0 98 
11085 14.7 13.7 13.0 14.0 106 
11095 13.6 13.7 14.5 13.9 105 
11105 14.4 13.3 13 .6 13.9 122 
11115 13.1 15.5 12.6 13 .8 111 
11125 12.5 16.2 12 . 1 13.6 118 
11135 12.0 14.7 14.2 13.6 110 
11145 12 . 1 14.5 14 . 1 13.5 109 
11155 13.8 13.6 12.8 13.5 111 
11165 13.4 14.7 11.6 13 .4 107 
11175 12.4 13 .6 13.8 13.2 107 
11185 14 .4 12 .6 13.0 13.6 104 
11195 11.1 15.0 12.8 12.9 107 
11205 12 . 3 13.6 12 . 2 12.7 101 
11215 11.9 14 .0 12 .2 12.7 102 
11225 11.9 12 . 9 13.3 12.6 93 
11235 13.1 10.0 13.6 12.3 112 
11245 12 .4 13.3 11.1 12.3 102 
11255 10.9 13.7 10.7 11.8 100 
11265 11.7 9 ,7 13.6 11.7 100 
11275 11.8 10.6 12 . 1 11.6 84 
11285 12 . 3 10.5 10.6 11.2 95 
11295 98 10.4 12.2 10.8 93 
11305 12 .0 8.8 11 .0 10.6 101 
11315 9.9 7.7 11.4 9.4 96 
11325 8.8 8.9 10.1 9. 2 74 
11335 10.7 7.5 9 . 2 9 .0 94 
11355 10.0 7.9 8.4 8.8 92 
11365 7 . 1 7.8 8.5 7 .8 83 
11375 7.3 6.7 7 .8 7.2 90 
11385 10.2 8.1 11.8 10.2 95 
11395 9.9 8.9 11.2 10.2 103 
11405 11. 7 12.7 12.7 12.5 99 



VITA 

Kenneth B. Maughan 

Candidat e for the Degree of 

Doctor o f Education 

Dissertation ; A Description of Change in School Expenditur es in the 
San J uan School Di s trict from 1951 to 1965 and An Analys i s 
of Student Achievement Dur i ng the Same Period 

Major Field : Educational Admini s tration 

Biographica l Information : 

Personal Data : Born at Well svill e, Utah, March 23, 1924, 
son o f Lena B. and FrankL . Maughan; served in United 
States Army, 1943 - 46; married Marce line Bailey, July 21, 
1949; fiv e ch ildr e n--Craig , Steven, Terry, Mitchel, and 
Rhet t . 

Education : Attended e l emen tary school in Wellsville, Utah; 
gr aduated f rom South Cache High School in 1942; attended 
Pasadena Junior Col l ege whil e in service in 1943; received 
the Bachelor of Science degree from Utah State University, 
with a major in Entomo logy , in 1949; completed r equir e ­
ments for ~he Master of Science degr ee in Entomology at 
Utah State Univers ity , 1951; did graduate work in education 
at Utah Univers ity, summer, 1958; completed requir ements 
for the Ed . D. , specializing in educational administration, 
at Utah State Univers ity in June , 1967. 

Pro f essional Experience: 1958 to present, Assistant Supe r­
intendent, San Juan School District, Montic e llo, Utah, in 
c harge of teache r personnel, curriculum, pupil personne l, 
and sec ondary supervisor; 19 56 - 58, Principal, Montic e llo 

171 

Hi gh School, Montic e llo, Utah; 1951-56, Principal, Montice llo 
El emen tary School, Monticello, Utah; 1949-51, r esea rch 
en t omo logist , United States Department of Agriculture, 
Choteau, Montana; assistant en tomo logist, summers of 1946-55 . 


	A Description of Change in School Expenditures in the San Juan School District from 1951 to 1965 and an Analysis of Student Achievement During the Same Period
	Recommended Citation

	ScanGate document

