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CHAPTER
Introduction
General

It is generally conceded tl™at if Minnesota is to provide
equal educational opportunities to all the children of the state
and if this service is to be provided as economically as possible,
reorganization of the scnool districts of the state is absolutely
essential. To persuade the people of the state as well as the
people of the various scibol districts to accept a plan for re-
organization of its schools is very difficult to accomplish. The
Commissioner has made re icimmendations to this effect, and several
times Bills have been inproduced to eliminate schools with no
result. Lack of knowledge, prejudice, misunderstanding, and self-
interest tend to make ths educational program of this state
remain status quo.

The various experiments with larger school units such as,
for example, Lake County is often discredited by the skeptic with
the claim that i1t is not a typical _linnesota County. Carlton
County, located in the Northeastern part of Minnesota, often
referred to as the Arrowhead Country, 1is much more typical of the
counties of the state anc. therefore serves as a good subject for
a survey. We fTind that in this coulity, especially during the
last ten or twelve years, there has been a pronounced and steady
development toward the creation of larger school units. This
process has been going or Without arty organized campaigns of any

kind. When the Legislature authorized the payment of $63.00 per

pupil per year iIn state ald for all non-resident high school
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students It became prof3table for districts that were maintaining
high schools to accept students from outside their district limits.
In most cases the school facilities were not taxed iIn taking care
of the district needs ard the addition of even up to one hundred
more high school students did not naterially Increase the overhead
cost. We fTind districts as a consequence extending transportation
routes outside of the limit of thelr home districts to bring in
non-resident high school students as a profitable venture. There
were instances when neig iboring higjh schools put on active cam-
paigns to induce non-resident high school students to attend their
respective schools.

As tie residents 6f these adjoining districts became more
and more familiar with the work of the central school system they
became more and more iInt3tested in its educational and recreational
program. Educational Inpdrest shifted from the elementary school
to where their high school students were attending. They observed
that their older high school students were being transported in
modern coraforable buses l1;0 the neighboring high schools in less
time than i1t took their inich youngeo grade children to walk to the
district school. As a consequence ohere developed a natural
demand to discontinue tho local one*room ungraded school and trans-
port both grade and high school students to the central school.

In this way all the chilc.rlsn received transportation, the grades
had the opportunity of attending tho graded elementary schools and
often times at a reduced cost over that of maintaining their own

school system. |In view cf the developments of the last few years
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it is logical to assume that beforjs long all the ungraded elem-
entary schools of the county will discontinue operating and the
grade pupils, together with the hi,jh school students of these
districts, will be transported to one of the eight strategically
located graded and secondary schools of the aounty.

"This survey brirgk Into comparison the adjoining county
of Pine* Although there has been consldorable movement towards
the elimination of the smaller schools in this county, it lias
lagged way behind the neighboring county of Carlton iIn this respect*
Bj referring to Table 1, we find that in Carlton County there has
been a distinct reduction in the number of ungraded elementary
schools while in Pine Comunty the corresponding reduction has boon
much loss. There remain!3d in 1941, 106 ungraded elementary
schools in this county a:i4 32 in Gjrlton County.

Problem

This study involves a comparative educational survey of
Carlton and Pine Countiea for the purpose of trying to aseex/~tain
which one of these two units is furnishing the best educational
programs. These two counties of Ca’lton and Pine will be brought
into comparative focus WZ reference to the following pertinent
points*

1. Classificationn of schools

2* Enrollment

3* Comparative coats and ability to support education

4* TeacherB - tfceir qualifications, training and tenure

5* Possibilities for readjustment

www.manara



Methods of Procedure

Both the statistical and questionaire method will be used
In this study. The following procedure has been followed.

1. Selection of source material

2. Analysis

3 Tabulation

4. Interpretation

LImitatipn

This survey will fei limited ;o0 these two adjoining counties
in Northeastern Minnesota Carlton and Pine. The facts and figures
are largely derived from materials supplied by the County Superin-
tendent of Schools in each of the two counties with special refer-
ence to the annual report* of these Superintendents to the State
Department of Education. It was also found advisable to limit the
study to one school year s|jnd the year* 1940-41 was selected because
of Its recency and because) ft Is a yelar In wMch we have complete
data.

No attempt is to ble made to evaluate the educational out-
cases of the school systems of these two counties from the stand-
point of programs, results Qf standardized tests, or the like. It
Is assumed that a superior type of education is provided where
more funds are expended, greater tenure is found, teachers are
better paid and better tra Lned, the tsacher load less, and superior
classification exists.

A pertinent common In this regard was made by Dr. Paul R.

Mort;..Teachers..College;..Columbia University, in an address
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delivered Monday night, March 30, 1942 at the Schoolmen®s Week
program at the University of Minnesota. He saids '"Level of expen-
diture 1i1s the single mos|t important element in determining the
goodness of any school And 1f schbol systems spend less than the
average, home rule and a&ministrati )n is nothing more than a mill
stone around its neck."a
Justification®

A great number of surveys involving a single county in
this and other sfgtes have been made and much valuable information
has been obtained. The common findings growing out of these

surveys have as a rule been centered around the following:

1. School cost 1a Loo high

2. Programs are limited

3. Teachers are 1inadequately paid and trained

4. Educational facilities are inadequate

5, Ability to support an educational program is limited

It 1s hoped that by bringing Into comparison and contrast
the educational set-ups of these two comparable adjoining counties,
valuable practical information may bb obtained that will show
under actual working conditions a program of educational develop-
ment that has accomplished real progress.

MINNESOTA PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM

The support of the public school system in the State of
Minnesota goes back to the "Ordinance of 1789". This act among
many others paved the way for subsequent federal grants for

Minneapolis Morni:ng Tribune
Thursday, March 31, 1942, Pagje 13
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education and also provided that Section 16 and 36 iIn each town-
ship be reserved to the £tate for djt support of its schools.

The whole area of t}ie state Is organized into school
districts ranging from tide small mutal district maintaining a
single one-room school tc the unorganized territory found in
counties such as St. Louis and Koochiching. Included are the
county school district of Lake and the school districts of the
larger municipalities of the state such as Minneapolis, St. Paul,
Duluth and others. Every school district in the statd is tinder
the direction of a local school board elected by the people with
the exception of a few special distrlets in which the adralnistra-
tion of school affairs is vested In other municipal or county
bodiese

The Constitution o * the State of Minnesota makes it "The
duty of the legislature to establish a general and uniform system
of public schools”. It also establishes the permanent school fund
and requires the legislature to "Make such provisions by taxation
or otherwise as, with the 1ijicome arinlng from school fund, will
secure a thorough and efficient system of public schools iIn each
township in the state.

There was created IIn 1919 a state department of education
under the direction of a bJoard of fi\fe representative citizens
appointed by the Governor fqr a term of five years. This board
has charge of all public school education in the state of Minnesota
and 1s required by law to hold an annual meeting the first Tuesday

in_August_and_to _hold_regular meetings quarterly*
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The Commissioner of Education is elected by the board for
a term of six years. He is ex offisio member of the state teachers
retirement fund board, seeretary and executive officer of the state
board of education, and ha is responsible for the administration
and discipline of the va ous officos and divisions in the organi-
zations of the department of education and has the authority to
propose plans for organisation and ;o0 nominate persons to carry
on its work subject to the approval of the state board of educatic

The schools of the state of Minnesota derive support from
both local and state sources. The states share approximates from
year to year one-third of the entire cost of school maintenance,
This state share comes fron the following four funds:

1. The endowment fjmd

2. Current school fund

5. Special state aid fund

4. Income tax scHool fund

There are various purposes behind this allocation of state
support to school districts. First, is that of equalization of
educational opportunities ; second, to establish minimum standards;
third, to stimulate the educational program; fourth, to assist
the school district with an extra high tax levy; and fifth, to
maintain in high schools departments for the training of teachers,
especially for rural schobls.

In 1935 the legislature authorized the transfer of
$>500,000.00 annually from current scaool fund to the special state
aid fund if the sums appropriated wejre Insufficient to pay state

aids in full. ' Even with this transfer it has been Impossible to
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pay aids in full and as p result thjey have been prorated as low
as 60.7# in 1937.

The receipts froip the state income tax is apportioned to
tho various districts of the state >n the basis of $10#00 por year
per child 6 to 1G years of age accopding to the school census.

The state departnent of education directs the distribution
of these aids according to the law. This departnent also exercises
general supervision over the public schools of the state, makes
studies of curriculum building and teaching devices, Inspects the
schools of tho state at least once a year, conducts rural school
institutes, and supervises school buildings, etc. It has a
vocational educational division which supervises the program of
training in agriculture, hone economics and industrial education,
also a division of vocatj oyjml rehabilitation as well as of health
and physical education, One of its very important duties is to
issue teachers cortificates and check upon qualifications of
teachers.

In general, the elducational program sot-up in the state of
Minnesota Is centered around the ate to board of education of fTive
members. This board selects a Corami ssionor who is directly reapon-
sible for the educational tot-up of the state as formulated by
the state department of edification.

EDUCATIONAL SET-UP 1B CALIiLIOM AND PINE COUNTIES
General
Both Carlton and Pine Counties are located in the timber

beltpandporaginallyscontaslned a magnificent stand of Norway and
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White Pine, During the Hlujmbering e:?a of our state the entire
stand of timber was cut down and iIn this cut over area farming
started on a small scale We might say that in both counties tne
development of agriculture dates from about the turn of the
century. At the present time there are in Pine County 3,542 farms
as compared to 3,288 in ].9130. Dairying is the main agricultural
activity of these counties, Carlton having developed a national
reputation for Guernsey cattle. Although the soil is not what you
might call fertile nor especially adapted to agriculture, farming
has been quite successful due to the excellence of the markets and
the advanced agricultural methods that are being used,
Carlton Cotjnty
History of Carltc:n County

The ground which now comprises Carlton County was origin-
ally included in the Royal Grant of 1609 by the King of England
to the Virginia Colony. After explo:ration and occupation Prance
took possession of this territory under the name of Louisiana and
retained possession for aPout 80 years until it was ceded to
England by the Treaty of 1763. The Treaty of Paris iIn 1783 ceded
the territory to the United States and in that way Carlton County
is part of the original 15 states. Since Minnesota territory was
established Carlton County has been part of Minnesota. It was
finally established by i1ts present boundaries by Act of the
Legislature on May 23, 18>7. The Ti rst meeting of the Board of
County Commissioners was held on Dec omber 26, 1870 when other
county officers were appointed. Heris, as elsewhere, the earliest

known inhabitants were Indians who b;r treaty in 1854 ceded the
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lands for settlement by ;he white piople.

The first white nan to set “oot on Carlton County soil was
undoubtedly Sieur DuLuth a native of Prance. David Thompson, an
Englishman employed by the Northwest Pur Company traveled through
the county iIn 1798 on hiii return from Fort Garry or Winnipeg.
Lieutenant Zabulon and Pike visited the county iIn 1806 and General
Lewis Cass, Governor of lillchigan territory, with a party came
through here in 1820. Included in ;he Cass party was Henry R,
Schoolcraft who later discovered thn source of the Mississippi
River.

The County of Car lton is named in honor of Reuben B.
Carlton, a native of New York who settled at Pond du Lac in 1847
and lived there until his death in 1863. The first county seat
was Twin Lakes on the Milif&try Road, later designated Thomson. In
1890 i1t was moved to its present location in Carlton.

Carlton County has. according to the federal census of
1940, a population of 24, 165. It contains 867 square miles of land
area and 1iIs located in whja* is known as the Arrowhead Country of
Minnesota*

Three railroads traverse the county: the Northern Pacific,
the Great Northern and tha Soo Line, Paved state highway No. 61
runs from the South Central border near Moose Lake to the North-
east corner passing through Moose Laice, Bamum, Mahtowa, Atkinson,
Carlton, Scanlon and Esko No. 210 which is also a splendid paved
highway traverses the couitdy from Eaat to West, through the towns
of Ilverson, Sawyer, Cronwall, and Wright. State highway No. 45,

also paved, joins Cloquet with highway No. 61 at Scanlon. State
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11

highway Ho. 73 traverses the county from “forth to South, running
through Cromwell, Kettlo Rjlver and c*om to Moose Lake, where It
joins Ho# GI.

There are a tote], of 25 org«inized townships in the county,
The first one is Thomson, being organized September 2G, 1870 and
the last Sawyer, June 26, 1920. The county has nine incorporated
villages and one city# nine villages and their populations
are: Barnum, 527; Thomsen, 104; Carlton, 696; Moose Lake, 1428;
Scanlon, 461; Cromwell, 211; Kettle Klver, 221; Wright, 190;
vrenshall, 167. Cloquet, the only city in the county, has a popu-
lation of 7286. Table 2 showa that the total valuation of Carlton
County in 1940 was $6,84c ,575.00, v&.ich on a per capita basis
amounts to $522#56#

Carlton County hes at the present time 34 school districts,
46 school houses and 196 teachers. The school districts are
organized as independent Consolidated, common, and unorganized.
Out of the 54 school districts 7 arc classified as graded and

secondary schools. These schools aife the following:

Township of Thoms on Moose Lake

Corlton Cloquet

Barrjum Cromwell
renshall

The sane are all consolidated districts with the exception
of Cloquet which is an independent district. Kalavala, a six-
teacher school located in the open country is the only graded
elementary,.school in the_county that is not maintaining a high

school. According to TatiE 1 there remains a total of 52 districts
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13

in the county maintaining ungraded elementary schools, 11 of these
are olther unorganized or ransport ttielr grades to neighboring
schools. We find that withln the last year two more wore added to
this list, leaving a total of only 21 districts that now maintain
In operation ungraded Olent)ntary schobls in the county. We find
that In these districts wo have 33 teachers, 4 men and 29 women,
Out of the total number of ungraded elementary schools, only 12
are employing one teacher ’irliile nine have two or more. All but
two of these elementary ac idols have alno-month terms.
S5ine County
illsto ?y of Pine ounty
The territory now ncluded in Pine County located due
Couth and adjoining Carltofi County wafe vast primeval forest on

the arrival of the white m*h inhabited by the Sioux and Chippewa

Indians and teeming with g e and fieri. It is well drained by
three streams, the St. Cro btle and the Kanabec with
numerous tributaries. Mit In its boundaries are found numerous

beautiful lakes of which P>ekegama, Cross, Grindstone, Sturgeon,
Island, Oak, and Pine Lakefe are the Isirgest. The soil is clniofly
sandy with an unusual abunjtant ralnfaLl making it very adaptable
for agriculture, principal y dairying,

When Minnesota terrltory was organized, Pine County was a

part of St. Crouix County, sconslin. In succession It became a

par-t of Ramsey and Chisago In 1834 It was organized under its
present name of Pine but d d at that time Include In Its territory
the present counties of Carlton and Kinabec. The county seat In

the early years was located at Chengwabona near Cross Lake but
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in the election of 1872 i1t was decided, to move the county seat to
Pine City where it remains to this day* The county has experienced
two very destructive forest fTires; thw: so-called Hinckley fire of
1894 in which 413 people lest their lives, millions of feet of
timber destroyed, villages and farms turned. Again in October,
1918 the so-called Moose Lfike fire stmjick the ai*ea causing damage
close to hundreds of thousands of dollars and the loss of many
lives.

The first school district was organized in 1868 in the old
county seat of Chengwatona In the seme year district 2 and district
3 were organized in Hinckley and Pine City respectively. These
remained the only schools in the county until 1875 when district 4
was organized at Rock Creek. The flIrtit high school was started at
Pine City in 1904 followed shortly thereafter by high schools in
Sandstone, Willow River anc. Hinckley. At the present time there
are nine high schools located throught»ut the county.

There are three maijn railroada that traverse this county,
the Great Northern, the Northern Pacific and the Soo Line. Three
main trunk highways are also found in the county, No. 61 which
mms the entire length of the county through Sturgeon Lake, Willow
River, Rutledge, Sandstone, Hinckley, Beroun, Pine City and Rock
Creek. Trunk highway No. £3 enters tike county iIn the Northeastern
part and connects up with Cl at Sandstone. Trunk highway No. 48
runs due East from Hinckley to the Wisconsin State Line at Danbury
and No. 70 extends from Rock Creek due West to Kanabec County.

Accordingto.the. . 1S40 census the total population of Pine

County was 21,447. There ere a total of 36 organized townships
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and the following villages! Askov, Ex?ook Park, Bruno, Denham,
Finlayson, Henrietta, Rutl<sdge, Willown River, Pine City, Sandstone
and Sturgeon Lake.

In the county of PlLne we find that there are only two

classes of schools, namely, the grade:%elementary and secondary and

the ungraded elementary. a1 the formnr group we find:
Hinckley irook Park
Pine City *inlayson
Sandstone Iskov
Willow River Jloverton
Bnmb

*c see by Table 1 ®iat there tue a total of 1C6 ungradad

have two or more teachers, Fourteen have closed and are trans-
porting to neighboring grac.ed schools, Including the nine graded,
elementary and secondary diutricts. Of the ungraded elementary
schools, 17 have 8-raonth school term rhile 87 have a 9-month
school term. There are 100 TImgraded elementary teachers employed,
14 men and 36 voiaen.

Referring to Table 2 we find that the finances of the two
counties differ greatly. Ttire is a difference of $151.2 in per
capita valuation. OF special significance is thja difference
between per capita levy for School purposer. The Carlton County
rate is 12.97, while the Plnej County rate is 7.39. Fo: county

purposes the rate is 35 to 61.
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Table 1

Items of ColmJ>arison a”™ per 1940-41

Carlton
Graded,Elem
& Secondary

Item

No. of School

Districts 7
No. of School

Houses 13
Total value of
sites & bldgB. $1,614,600.
Total value of

equipment 185,000.00
Total receipts 431,444 .56
Total expend. 436,104 .37

Average expend,

per child per yr. 105.16
Having two or
more teachers 7
School term
8- months
School term
9- months 7
Total 7
Teachers--men 50
women 108
total 158
Average
Enrollment s 4,147

No. of schools
transp. to neigh-
boring schools

Pine
Graded, '] lem.
& Secomdary

97,396,
239.274,

283.02

106.11

43
65
108

2,668

Carlton
Ungraded
Elementary

32

20

17

Pine
Ungraded
Elementary

106

93

,600.00 $392,910.00

,281.00
,597.54

,533.25

86.76

19

21

29
33

983

11

64,581.00
126,417 .43

145,498.98

64.39

17

89
106
14
86
100

2,277

14
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GENERAL QI,iPiRATIVE STATISTICS OP

Table 2

CARLTON]JAND PINE COUNTIES

1940
RWL
Population 24,212 21,478
All-purpose
levy ; 818,675 515 747
Per capita
levy 38.66 2.5.45
Valuation 6,848,575 3,472 ,454
Per capita
valuation 322.56 17:..36
School purpose
prop, tax levy 275,432 149 652
Per capita
school purpose
prop, levy 12.97 1.39
Indebtedness
of school dist. 285,720 430, 413
Uncollectable
tax 213,553 761, 118
Tax rate for
county
purposes 35 61

Minnesota Year Boofc:
League of Minnesota
15 University Avenue
Minneapolis,

1941
Municipalities

Minnesota

$

18

PIEffiMIIAL
2,734

303,926

13.11

3,376,121

151,20

125,780

5.60

144,693

547,565

26
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CHAPTS8H i:
KRROLLE®11IT AND ATtEKDAUCJS

T3ie problem of enrollment and school attendance, affecting
as 1t does school coat, tie school program of studies, the health
and recreational services as well as gregarious growth of the
pupils, has long received recognition in school administration#

Territorial legislation estatlished the township as the
fundamental local school unit; but pressure, prompted often by
scattered population, forecd recognition of smaller school units#
Advancing time haa brought changes in the condition of living
which often reversed the original arrangemente

Reference to fTable 3 shows a decided shift in enrollment
figures over a period of 10 years iIn the counties considered. In
Carlton County the most apparent observation is the reduction in
the number of teachers in the ungraded schools ranging from 71 1in
1930 to 30 in 1940# Tills uas accompanied by a similar drop in the
number of pupils in the sane schools drora 1,550 to 076 during the
same period# In the graded and secondary field wo find the
number of teachers increasing from 145 In 1950 to 1G6 in 1940 and
the enrollments iIn this gre of schools increasing from 3,399 to
4,204# Pine County during the same period changed, but not as
appreciably as Carlton# The ungraded enrollment decreased from
2,808 to 2,212 with teachers from this rroup falling from 120 to
on oven 100. In tlie graded and secondary schools of Pine County
104 teacherc taught 2,306 pupils in 1C30 as compared with 111

teachers for 2,620 pupils in 1940#
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Table 3
Statistics of Teachers and Enrollment

Carlton and Pine Counties

EnrolIment

Teachers
Year Graded Graded Ungrad. Ungrad. Graded Graded Ungrad. Ungrad.
Elem. Elem. Elem. Elem. Elem. Elem. Elem. Elem.

& Sec. & Sec. & Sec. & Sec.

Carlton Pine Carlton Pine Carlton Pine Carlton Pine
1930-31 145 104 71 128 3899 2366 _ 1556 ---2808--——-—
1931-32 -139 98 71 118 3775 2515 1704 2752
1932-33 134 97 65 112 3022 2689 1658 2737
1933-34 132 101 54 112 3859 2677 1607 2736
1904-35 140 102 57 111 3959 2623 1510 2647
1935-36 149 107 52 113 4103 2629 1273 2575
1936-37 154 106 49 112 4091 2548 1206 2402
1937-38 165 109 36 111 4299 2539 948 2408
1938-39 165 107 38 106 4269 2554 897 2239
1939-40 157 110 34 103 4279 2563 875 2238
1940-41 166 111 30 100 4204 2620 875 2212
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We find that we have a teacher-pupil load of 27.9 pupils
in the graded elementary and secondary schools of Carlton County
in 1950 while in the ungraded the ratio was 29.9 pupils. In 1940
this ratio had been changed to 26.6 in the graded and 29.1 in the
ungraded. Pine County similarly established a ratio of 22.7 1in
the graded schools and 21,9 in the ungraded schools in 1930, while
in 1940 this teacher load iftd changed to 23.6 in the graded schools
and 22.1 in the ungraded s :hools of Pine County.

The educational outcomes must to a large extent coincide
with the length of the schodl term and the habits of attendance
each school develops. TabLe 4 illustrates clearly that iIn Carlton
County only two schools operate on an 8-month basis, the remaining
have a 9-month school term. In Pine ounty 17 schools have 8-month
terms and the remaining have 9-month terras. The schools of Carlton
County with 8-month school enroll a total of 45 pupils. In Pine
County the 8-month schools enroll a tctal of 246 pupils. Further

interpretation reveals that (jarlton County lost 900 pupil days

through shorter days as compared to 39,360 pupil days for Pine

County.
Table 4
Length _f School Terms
Graded and Ungraded Schools
County 8-nontla £-month"' Total
Carlton 2 14 16
Pine 17 89 106
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The comparison of enrollments and average daily attendance
of the schools in the two counties reveals that Carlton County has
a much better average. Considering the graded elementary and
secondary schools of the two counties we find that Carlton has an
average daily attendance of 90*3% as to Pine County’s average
daily attendance of 84*8%. The ungraded schools of Carlton County
have 87.2% while the corresponding classification of schools in
Pine County have 83.3%, ths average for the two counties being
88.7% for Carlton and 84% far Pine. P"rom this we observe that in
both instances the rural ungraded schools have a higher absence
mortality than the graded uchools and also that Carlton County has
a 4.7% better attendance ricord. Irrespective of the facts men-
tioned above, this means that the avethe child in Pine County
received 8.46 days less of instruction per year than the pupils in
Carlton County,

In analyzing this difference }.n attendance it may be well
to note the following as contributory factors:

1. The ungraded school child Is compelled to walk

to school in all types of weather while the child

that attends tfce graded ard secondary schools as

a rule rides in modern confortable buses to school.
2. Ungraded school buildings with faulty heating,

ventilation and sanitation cannot protect the

health of the caildren as well as the much better

buildings and facilities of the graded schools.

3. Closer supervislbn of compulsory attendance is
usually maintaihdd in the graded schools,

4. Health control through bet ter health services
in the larger sJhools promDte better attendance.
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Carlton

Pine

P.QMaJal

Carlton

Pine

Graded
County Enroll,

Carlton 4147

2667

Pine

Table 5

Enrol Imentt Graded, idoraentary
and Secowdary Schooln by Ages

23

W ».
777 2591 779 4147
422 1667 578 2667
Table 6
Enrollment Ungraded Elementary
Schools by Ages
5=3 1Sd&L.
288 G&A 1 0 985
575 1(595 8 1 2277
Table 7
EnrolIment and Average
Daily Attendance
Or. Avg, Ungr. Undr, Avg , Total Total Avg,
Dally I"nfoll. Da 31y Enroll, Daily
Attend « At tend,
5748,54 985 8C7 .50 5150 4606.04
2264,10 2277 1086 .72 4945 4150.90
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ENROLLMENT AJID COMPLETI ,N OP GRADES

The enrollments of the two counties are very similar as to
number of pupils. Significantly, Pino County does not provide
kindergarten education. If does, however, have spring primary
grades in one school which also has a teacher training department,
Carlton County, on the other hand, do”s not have a teacher training
department in any of the schools. A domparison of the 8th grade
enrollment with the 8th grade graduatess shows that Pine County has
443 enrolled and graduated 307 or 10*2$ failures, while Carlton
County enrolled 414 and graduated 385 or a record of 7$ failures,

cff this statement reveals that the
ungraded schools of Pine Coaijty enrolled 269 pupils iIn the 8th
grade and 229 completed, a mortality of 14.8% as compared to a
mortality rate of 3.4% for ;he 8th grade of Carlton County. In
the ungraded schools of Carlton County the Qth grade mortality
rate iIs 3.7% as compared with 6.7% in the graded schools of Pine
County. It Is safe to assume that thiij evident reduction of 8th
grade mortality In the Carlton County schools is the product
largely of longer school teirats, better attendance record and
superior teaching and equipment of thesie schools.

Further scrutiny of the enrollment tables for the two
counties reveals that the nvmber of pupils continuing school
through high school is higher in Carlton County. The enrollment
of the grades 5 through 8 in Carlton County is 1,677 pupils and
in grades 9 through 12, 1,537 or a drop of 140 pupils In the four

grades. Applying the same cseparative yardstick to Pine County
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for the same grades, we fT:.nld an enrollment from grades 5 through 8
of 1,770 pupils as against 1,270 in ~he grades 9 through 12, or a
drop of 500 pupils In the four grades. It is logical to imply from
this information that the larger school units do promote a longer
period of educational oppcrbunity for the boys and girls. Becoming
acclimated to the entire school environment by their association
with the larger school unit in the elementary grades, the children
find It natural to continue i1n schooll. Also, the establishment of
bus routes for the transportation of elementary pupils means that
all the high school pupils likewise wjll obtain better transporta-
tion. In Pine County, on ;he other hand, which has not carried

out such an extensive program, more pipils drop out at the end of
the completion of the 8th grade.

This situation finds corroboration In experiments conducted
elsewhere in the state, a topical example Is Lake County which
operates on a county unit entirely. Upe&king before the Regional
Association of Public Schools Business Officials, Supt. C. E.
Compton expressed himself s|s follows: ‘'According to the report of
the Minnesota State Planning Board lasit year, there were more
pupils between the ages of 16 and 17 y®ars of age attending high
school In Lake County than any other county of the state according

to population — a record of which we feel justly proud',a

It is also safe to conclude tkit as the rural people make
contacts through their children with the central school systems,

they recognize more definitely their refSponsibility to provide

~Report of the Interim Committee on Education
Submitted to the 52nc Legislatui*ie of Minnesota, Page 139
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high school education for jheir children* Without this association
It becomes a much more difficult task to persuade parents of the

responsibilities in thiB ris(pect*

Table 8
Enrollment Orac ed and Second&ry Schools
by Grades
County ... Kindergarten ; 2 12 4 2 6
Carlton 150 215 295 213 200 305 304
Pine - 1£5 150 179 152 177 162
fiffiflfa. ... . -.1 ——2ZH 9 ~ILQ. . LZ3A L L. Total:
Carlton 296 300 440 413 400 276 4147
Pine 159 174 373 316 305 276 2660
Table 9
Enrollment Ungraded Schools
by Grades
c X JL A Total™
Carlton 143 128 135 .14 124 122 112 105 983
Pine 300 206 293 £189 276 278 275 269 2277
Table 10
Enrollment all Scjhoola
Oradoo
Carlton 150 458 423 148 394 429 426
Pine - 493 426 172 441 453 440
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Table 10 (cont Lnued)

csHajal- JL T FBersrioe iz i i i

Carlton 408 4:4 440 413 408 276

Pino 454 473 375 316 305 £76
Table 11

Enrollment Completing Eighth Qré&de
Graded, Elementary «rd Secondary

County £S/A1. Total

Carlton 150 138 200

Pine 87 81 100
Table 12

EnrolIment Completing Sighth Grade
Ungraded Elementsry

CQH&L, T$ya W1

Carlton 47 o 97

Pine 100 120 £29
Table 13

Total Completing Eighth Oroide, All Schools

CgHSFcL . cated_
Carlton 103 585
Pine 20 : 397

27

Total"r
5150

4945
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Among the ungraded schools that operate their own school
system in the two counties we find that Pine County has 12 schools
with less than 10 pupils enrolled ard in one case a school is
operated for 4 children. Carlton County has only one school which
has an enrollment of as flew as 10 pupils. In Pine County we find
45 schools with an enrollment from Il to 20 pupils while in Carlton
County there are only 3. In the groups of 21 to 30 pupils enrolled,
Pine County has 20 while Oalrlton Couity has 5. In the group of 50
pupils, Pine County has 3 Whilte Car! ton County has 6 such schools.
Apparently this would sugiest that several of the small schools in
Pine County should have ec.ubational advantages as well as economy
by closing and transporting to one ol the districts maintaining
graded elementary schools, There arb very few positive elements
in favor of maintaining thl€ schools with less than 20 pupils. The
minimum size of schools is a more ser|iou3 problem than the maximum
size* It has been shown bjy comparative figures that the per pupil
cost may be lowered for equilateral educational programs by in-
creasing the elementary sc lools as mush as 600 pupils,

Table 14

Ungraded School Enrollments

Size No ,11SLs Carlton.
0-10 N2 1
11-20 43 3
21-30 20 5
31-40 11 4
41-50 6 0
51- 3 6

ingelhardt, N. L. and Engelhardt~ fed —————————————
“Planning School Bulildings', Bur*eau of Publication
Teachers College, Columbia

Pages 232-34
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CHAPTER 111
RECEIPTS, EXPENDITURES AND DEBTS
Receipts

In Minnesota the fTallowing arle the main sources of Income
to schools: Apportionment, income tax, special state aid, local
one-mill tax and special tiX for maintenance.

Besides the above mentioned, considerable income iIs derived
from the sale of bonds, contracts for instruction of children out-
side of the district, federal aid and Miscellaneous other sources.
Tables 15 and 16 show the receipts frbm the various sources for
the graded elementary and secondary schools and the ungraded elem-
entary of Carlton and Pine Counties.

The special state aid is the ijiost important single item of
income for the schools of Pine County both In the graded elementary
and secondary field and the ungraded, amounting for the year
1940-41 to a total of $167,504.64. It is worthy of note that this
amount from the special state aid fund in this county for one year
exceeded the total receipts from the maintenance tax by $93,663.76.
For Carlton County the reverse is truej, caused largely by the big
tax for school maintenance in the city of Cloquet. However, when
the i1ncome tax, apportionment, and special state aid is combined
it becomes by far the most important source of revenue for the
schools of both counties.

From the standpoint Of average income per child from all
sources In the graded elementary and s jeondary schools there is a

difference of $10.77, Pine Ootanty having an average Income per
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child enrolled of 091*85 tjo $102*62 in Carlton County* Comparing
the average per pupil totatL Income In the ungraded elementary
schools of the two counties we find an even greater differential
exists i1llustrated by the fdllowing flgurest $59.85 per child
enrolled in Pine County to $93.25 in Carlton County, which repre-
senta a difference of $33.45.

The supplemental aid! which is included in the special state
aids is predicated on the theory of equalization of educational
opportunities and support of education. The law provides that if
a 30-mill levy for maintenance does not provide $60,00 per pupil
per year 1in average daily sttendance Iii the elementary grades and
$100,00 in the high school, the state will make up the difference
by what is termed supplemental aid. Although this aid has been
prorated at less than the stated amour,t in recent years it has
been a vital factor in making it possible for districts with low
valuation to maintain creditable school systems In their respective
communities. Also included in this special state aid Is what is
known as non-resident high scjhool tuition which amounts to $7,00
per month, a total of $63,03 per pupil per year. Another considera-
ble amount of special state alid is for transportation which is
based upon the per pupil pe ?mile travel during the year. It is to
be observed that especially t]jhe ungraded elementary schools of Pine
County with a per pupil rati of $59,85 Is not receiving sufficient

revenue to provide acceptable educational programs.
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;ixpenditureu
School expenditureii are classified under eight headings
as follows:
1. General conJrol
2. Instruction
3. Operation of plant
4. llajLntenance
5. /uxiliary agencies
6. liked chargeis
7. Capital outlay
3. l-ebt service

Tables 17 and 18 clenirly illus lrate that instruction,
including teachers salaries, supplies, text books, and the like,
constitutes the largest por tfon of expenditure, in fact approaches
that of the aggregate total f the other seven.

Due to the large nuaber of school districts and boards of
education, the amount of expenditure under general control in Pine
County is unusually large li ratio to total expenditures. IT the
number of common school districts and boards of education were
reduced and these districts donsolldatsd with larger units the
amount spent for general control could be materially reduced,

Transportation is a Very vital factor in the school system
of both Carlton and Pine Countiese WIbh the exception of the city
of Cloquet in Carlton County and Pine City in Pine County, both
counties are predominantly sural and to provide transportation both
for the high school students and the grades is very essential. In
consolidated districts of the state, transportation must be pro-
vided for all who reside twe or more miles from the school house.

Besides they cannot be required to walk iIn excess of 374 mile to

meet . .the bus...Districts are reimbursed by state sources on a per
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pupil per mile basis not to exceed "35.00 per pupil per year. In
districts that do not main;in high sihools, transportation may be
provided for high school s*“ddents att nding the high school of the
area and the state in this instance will reimburse the home dis-
trict to the amount of 2/3 of the actual cost not to exceed "4.00
per pupil per month. Both of these a:.ds are directly dependent
upon appropriation by the state legislature and the amount is pro-
rated depending upon the inadequacy of the amount appropriated.

During the school yedr of 1940-41, 051,893.01 was spent by
the graded elementary and secondary schools of Carlton County for
transportation and 031,218 71 by the same classification of schools
in Pine County. The ungraded elementajry schools of Carlton County
expended the amount of $21, 336.01 for the transportation of pupils
and 026,039.49 was spent by the ungraded elementary schools of Pine
County. It iIs to be notice that although Pine County has more
pupils In the ungraded elementary schools, only 04,703.48 more was
expended for the transportation of the|se pupils.

Debt Service

The total school debt of Carltbn County is $285,720.00 as
compared to $430,413.00 for Pine County, while the total valuation
of the two respective counties is $6,848,575.00 and $3,472,454.00.
In 1940, $1,820.57 was paid out for the redemption of bonds and the
interest of outstanding bones by the ungraded elementary schools
of Pine County and $9,212_.0C by the graded elementary and secondary
schools totaling $11,032.57 For the schools In Carlton County we
find the following expenditures for Interest and redemption of
bonds: ungraded elementary $6,222,42 ard the graded elementary and

secondary $11,149.72,. 'a total of $17,372.14.
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The per capita school debt in the two respective counties
of Carlton and Pine we find to be $11*76 and $20,50,

The ratio of debt fo, valuation iIn these two counties Iss

Carlton County , , - 25.97
Pine County . - 8.07

Tables 19, 20, 21 end 22 show the bonded indebtedness of
the various districts of tte schools df the two counties. They are
grouped by gradod elementary and secondary and ungraded elementary.
Note that iIn Pine County all but two cf the districts, namely 24
and 127, have a bonded debt ranging from $1,500.00 in district 29
to $55,500.00 in district 1oti. By scrutinizing the bonded Indebt-
ednese of the graded elementary and secondary schools of Carlton
County, we find all but one* that 1is district 1, having 3ome bonded
Indebtedness. By the way, district 1 has often been referred to as
the richest rural district jInlthe stat<» of Minnesota in that it has
on inland village, highly developed concentrated agriculture, and
the Minnesota Power and Light Power Dam. The valuation of this dls-
trict exceeds $1,000,000.00, The ratio of debt to valuation in
Carlton County is not excessive,

when one conelders the bonded indebtedness of the ungraded
elementary schools of both counties, wc find that not very many dis-
tricta have a bonded debt. Fourteen In PlIne County ranging from
$44,100.00 in district 18 to #200.00 in district 104. This district

is very unusual in that the ~x"nded debt exceeds total valuation by

#11,419.00. In Carlton Coun;y the range of indebtedness is from
$9,500.00 in district 25 to 1500.00 in district 31. In no instance

1S the bonded debt out of balance with reference to valuation.
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Table 15

Rece lots 1940-41

Graded, Element”~ry and Secondary Schools

Carlton County

| 23,827,75
36,740.00
115,215.98
5,908.12
211,866.94
9,189.19
5,333.39
1,284,50
398.13
16,680.60
431,444 .58

102.62

of Carltoh and Pine Counties

agurces

Apportionment
Income tax
Special ~tate aid

Local on4-mill taz

Special tax for malntenance
Capital cjiutlay, bo]nds, iInt.
Other Revenue

Received from bond|e

Received from sale of text books

Pine County
$ 15,704.22
9,007.04
127,478 .65
1,149.88
54,019.51
3,733.40
4,399.08
15,000.00
264 .43

Received from all other sources 8,518.14

Total receipts

Average per child

239,274.35

91.32
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Carlton County
$ 5,829.00
9,840.00
24,160.06
660.99
50,186.44
221.39
2,946.03

225.23

7,528.40
81,597.54

93.25

Table 16

Receipts 1940-4.1

Ungraded momentary Schools of

Carltor, and Pine Counties

Sources Pine County
Apportionment $ 13,332.01
Income tax 14,365.40
Special State aid 39,905.99
Local ope-mill tax 1,820.22
Special tax for malintenance 39,644 .25
Capital Outlay, bojnds, int. 1,043.32
Other revenue 4,841.75
Received from bondk
Received from sale of text books 9.85

Recelveql (from all other sources 11,454.64

Total receipts

Average per child

126,417.43
59.85

37
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Table 17

Expenditures 1940-41

Graded Elementary and Seco iciary Schools

cajasaa-SfilaafesL
$ 26,072.72

206,862.73
6,577.42
2,528.74

15,739.66
2,039.92

24,974.75
13.841.47
15.565.48

11,690.22

6,394.00

51,893.01
4,189.33
2,328.82

8,166.36
2,808.22

401,689.05

7,631.01
15,632.99

2,454_66
8,695.06
436,104 .37

105 16

of Carlton and Pine Oountiee
Itens

General Control
Instruc 1ion
(&) teachers salaries
(b) textbooks
<c) library books
(d) supplies
(©) other expenses
OpOrati®*m of plant
(&) Janitors salaries
(b) fuel
(e) supplies
Maintenance

(@) repair of bldgs*
upkeep of grourds

(b) repair of equipment
Auxiliary agencies

(@) transportation
(b) promotion of health

(c) other auxiliary expanso

Fixed charges

(&) 1insurance
(b) rent, interest, etc.

Total for Maintenance
Capital Outlay

(@ land additionsi
(b) new equipment

etc.

Debt Service
(&) __interest
(b) bonds
Grand Total

Average per pupil enrolled

$

Pine County

15,517.08

106,797.06
4,498.03
1,460.70
6,471.88
2,298.79

12,240.00
10,376.49
5,609.15

7,252.06

3,125.55

31,218.71
436.82
528.23

3,432.25
1,499.14

212,778.82

57,493.18
3,529.09

2,025.00
7,187.15
283,013.24

109.82
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T
Table 18

Expenditures 19S10-41
Ungraded elementary Schools of
Carlton alnd Pine Caunties

Cerlton County Items Pine County
$ 2,934.29 General Control $ 6,301.51
Instruction
£4,137.28 (@) teachers salaries 62,043.33
1,165.31 (b) textbooks 5,001.40
566 .97 (©) library books 1,538.95
1,356.29 (d) supplies 3,726.82
3,211.02 (e) othelr expensei 2,272.16
Operat3on of plant
4,264.50 (@) jar.iiors salaries 5,711.29
5,826.67 (b) fuel 4,854.72
2,073.88 () sujplies 2,187.01
Maintenap.ee
2,748.99 (@) repair of bldgs, 4,804.72
upkeep of grounds
352.98 (D) repair of equipment 1,006.05
Auxiliary Agencies
21,336.01 (&) transportation 26,039.49
106.02 (b) promotion of hjealth 182.25
141 .05 (c) other auxiliary expenses 1,399.03
Fixed C larges
1,401.63 (@) 1insurance 1,839.83
1,023.12 (b) ren;, interestL etc. 911.14
70,646.01 Total fox®™ Maintenance 129,819.70
Capital Outlay
7,546.72 (@) lane, addition 13,082.60
918.10 (b) new equipment 676.11
Debt Sex"vice
1,176.16 (@) interest 540.57
5,046.26 (b)mbonds 1,380.00
85,333.25 Grand To tal 145,498.98
86.81 Average per pupil elnroiled 63.90
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District
1

2

13
15
16

District
11
21
25
28

31

Graded,

Table 19

Debt by Distribts

Elemensdry and Se sondary Schools

of Carlson County L194Q-41

Valuation
$1,383,049,
685,804,

228,370,

132,563.
3,307,151.
71,022.
52,653.

53,429.

Bonded Debt

00

op $55,500.00
ob 34,000.00
00 4V ,300.00
op 60*000.00
Oq 15.200.00
00 11.650.00
op 1,400,00
Table 20

Debt Ky Districts
Ilenentary Schools
of Carltprj. County 1940-41

Ungraded

Valuation
$ 38,082.<
30,536. (
86,464 (

13,126.<

7,569.00

Bon"Sed® Debt

$ 1,000.00

2 ,000.00
9 ,500.00
1,,400,00

300.00

40

Ratio

19.318
6.716
Q702

55,119
4.672
4.519

38,163

Ratio
38.082
15,268

9.101

9.375

25.230
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Table 21

Bonded Indebted”.ess of Ung:traded Elementary
Schools o Pine Com y 1940-41

District r Valuation Bonded Debt Ratio
4 $ 40,843.00 ¢ 1,000.00 40.843
12 34,644 .00 3.000. 0O 11.548
18 32,681.00 ~4,100.00 741
28 28,614 .00 400.00 71.035
33 34,839.00 1.900.00 8.933
40 16,293.00 6.800.00 2.396
46 45,804 .00 4_.000. 00 11.451
83 18,383.00 2.500.00 7.353

101 5,545.00 400.00 13.862
104 18,039.00 200.00 90.195
120 6,438.00 700.00 9.197
122 27,682.00 400.00 69.205
123 8,120.00 1.475.00 5.505
124 11,102.00 700.00 15.860
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Pablo 22

Bonded Indebtedness of Graded, Elementary
and Secondary Schools olf Fine County

1940-41
VaiuatlolT
0 200,554.00 v C,000.00 34_755
0 404 .056.00 ~1,000.00 7.922
5 £55,821.00 46.000. 00 5.517
£1 65.365.00 44.000. 00 1.405
24 41.072.00
29 07.752.00 1,500.00 45.168
91 154 .505 .00 3G,G40.00 4*216
100 9,32C*0C 55,500.00 _160
127 75.005.00
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CHAPTER 1V

TEACHERS QUALIFICATION >, TRAINING,
TENUITIE AND SALARIES

The preparation and experience of teachers is perhaps the
most important determinant of teaching efficiency. It may be true

that a few good teachers ™are born"™ and not 'trained'™, but even
these would most certainly be better teachers with additional
preparation. Long recogni2ed as an important factor in teaching
efficiency, training has been a subject of discussion in practi-
cally every gathering of ecucators. Resolutions calling for increase
training periods of teachers have beer} prepared, duly passed and
published.

Legislation in Minnesota still holds to what may be called
a triple standard of prepar ation, that Is, one year preparation for
ungraded elementary schools , two years training for graded elemen-
tary and four years tralnin,| for high school teaching positions.
The assumption Is, It seems, that a teEtcher needs progressive
"quantities" of training to teach In ea.ch age group. This practice
Is also a result of legislative accumuLatlons over a period of
years rather than educational philosophy. State departments of
education have established such standards by offering higher finan-
cial aid to districts employing better trained teachers. It is,
of course, erroneous to conclude that different levels of teaching
require more or less training”™ Certainly, there should be a dif-
ferential iIn the kind of training, but not in the amount. Many
educators feel the most diffiCult teaching positions is the rural

school with 1tB many problems. Inversebly, the training for this
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type of teaching i1a also, aa a rule, the moat iInadequate.

Teachers are the m?st important factors in the whole

educational scheme. Build:Jigs, laboratories, gymnasiums, and
libraries are essential, but without properly trained and qualified
teachers to utilize them they are of i.ittle value. The human

equation, iInstead of bricks, determines the worth of our schools.

Table 23

Teecher Training
Ungraded Hlilemenfary Schools of
Carlton and Pine Counties

Carlton Cdunty Pine County

Training Per Cert Per Cent
1 yr. Teachers Coliemge 6% 567
2 yr. Teachers Colie”e 941 42%

4 yr_. Teachers Coliege

Table 24

Teapher Train'i,
Graded, Elementsrty and Seep:ndary Schools
of Carlton and Pine Counties
H gh School

Chrlton County Pine County

Training Per Cen; Per Cent
M. A. 15. 1g 7.1%
B. A. 84.9% 90.2%
Dip. 2.7%
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“Fable 25

Terciier Training
Graded, Elemerrtja’y and Secondary Schools
of Carltion and Pine Counties
Grades

Carlton County Pine County

Training Per Cegj- Per Cent
2 years 72.6% 62.8%
3 years 9.6% 20.0%
4 years 17.8% 17.2%

In the rural schools of Pine aid Carlton Counties, we find
a majority of the teachers are meagerlyi prepared. It is encourag-
ing to note that only 6% of the teachers in Carlton County are
graduates of one-year High Hcthool Teacher Training Departments
although Pine Cpunty has over 56% in this class. The fact that
Pine County has a teacher training department at Hinckley and a

in the coiurty, while in Carlton County

there are no high school trdiping departments, may account to some
extent for this big difference. The majority of Carlton County
teachers are graded teachers , that is, 97% are graduates of a
two-year teachers college course. Pine County in comparison has
42% with the same type of preparation, Two teachers in Pine County
have two years of training. This is cobeluslvely brought out in
Table 23 dealing with types Of training

The superior salary range of the Carlton County schools
over Pine County seems to at bract better trained teachers to the
faculties of the various graded, elementary and secondary schools

of that County. According to Table 24, 15.1% of the teachers In
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the secondary schools of Carlton County have Masters degrees as
compared to 7.1” in Pine Coiinty. There are no teachers in the
secondary schools in Carltor® County without degrees while in Pine
County there are 2,1% in thqt group.
Tenure and Experience

The problem of teaohpr tenure compels the assent of every-
one"s interest in the welfare of our nchool program. Irrespective
of qualifications, new teachbrs"in a nchool must spend considerable
time in orientation both tc j;he school and the community situation
as well as to the pupil per sonalltles, Exhaustive studies have
been carried out to determine causes cf teacher turnover, but cer-
talnly the small rural schofofa, whose salary offering Is not
commensurate with training nbr responsibilities, must always remain
as a major contributing fac tor,

One of the poorest peaces to start an inexperienced teacher
It would seem, would be in rural school. A school of this kind
which necessarily would havb little, i1f any, supervision nor in
training service and unusually heavy teaching program affords very
little encouragement to a beginner teacher. It must be recognized
that teacher tenure and exporience expedite the smooth functioning
of any school. This situation Is iImportant not only for the
security of the teaching profession but also In the interest of
the pupil3. Continual change iIn teaching personnel makes for
disorganization, bringing about slip-shod, chaotic ldeas in the
minds of the students. Frequgettlly one teacher drills a set of
habits __lnto_the pupils _only tb have them reversed or uprooted by

her successor* @ As the tenure of a teacher iIncreases she becomes
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guide in the llvos of the boys and girls in

read of

instances of "where a whole

generation of a coranunity have boon pssitlvely Influenced by such

a situation*

Table 26

factor Tenure

Ungraded 1ller,;ontary jsetooie of
Carltoii Wt Pine bounties

Tenure 1in

Jfine County

Jimaent ifositlon.

1 yr*
yr*
yr.
yr=*

yr.

O o A~ W N

yr.
7 yr.
8 yr.
9 yr#
10 yr*

over 10 yr#

49%
21%
13%

8%

2%

1%

Carlton County
Per, .Cent

43 #4$
23.4%

6.0%

6 5P
6 5P

3.4%
3.4%

6.6%
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Table 27

Teaclier Exporionee
Ungraded Slonentary Sohools of
Carlton ajnd Pine Counties

Pino" County darito"n County
-.J%..CMnt_ Ysart, ) 32aor.niP-qa —  -2p.ro.,GMt
13% 1 27*5%

Igjf 2 12.1%

11% 3 10.2%

10% 4i 0*1$%$

13% 5

21% 6-10 18.2%
6% 14*15 9.1%
5% LQ-20 @5x0
1% 21*25 6 .0$
2% 25 over

Median Carlton County 5 yr,

Median Pine County 4 yr,
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In the survey of the ungraded schools of Pine and Carlton
Counties we find that neithgr tenure hor experience rate very high*
According to Table 27, 13% of the teachers in Pine County exper-
ience their first teaching job in their present position and 27$%
of Carlton County rural teachers were inexperienced* The median
for Carlton County Is 5 ye”~rs and the median for Pine County 1is
4 years of experience* In comparing the tenure Table 26 with the
experience Table 27 we further find that there is a considerable
shifting of teachers in the county from one school to another* In
Pine County for example while 13% of the teachers were entirely
without experience 49% were new to the schools they were employed
in while in Carlton County tpe percentage was 27*3$ without exper-
lence but 43*4% were with taeir present employers for the first
time. Only 9% of the teachsrs in Pine County and 8$ of the
teachers i1n Carlton County lave remained In their present position
5 or more years. Suffice to say that until measures are taken to
provide ability, to pay adequate salaries, teacher tenure or exper-
ience cannot make any appreciable improvement in the rural schools
of the counties.

In both the graded and secondary schools of Carlton County
we Find that over 50% of the teachers have four or more years of
tenure. The exact figures being 56.1% in the secondary schools
and 76%$ In the grades. In Ifine County the percentages are 37$%$ and
35.6% respectively.

The experience raticis of the tvob systems run parallel to
the tenure figures. In Carlton County 45$% of the teachers in the

secondary schools have had cvpr ten yeers of experience and 73$
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secondary schools In Pin® County have over ten years of experience

and only ££#£%> iIn the gradual#

Table 28

Toacher Tenure
Graded, Elenentery and Secondary Schools
of Carlton and Pine Counties

l1igh School

Years of Pir c County Carlton County
.- -MgA. &JLJISI2& .

1 2N 1% 26.0"

2 1S.Sjg 13 .4%

3 iIL&% 3.7%

4 or more 37.0,< 5C.1%

Table 29

Te 1dher Tenure
Graded, Elementary and Secondary Schools
of Carltoh and Pine Counties

Grades
vears of Pino’County Carlton County
Jfogaig L -. =B Lfitti - Per Cent
! 1045/5
2 3*7%
3 1%
4 or more 35*6# 76.0%
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Table 30
TeaclBe r Expertemce
Graded, Elementiry and Secbridary Schools
of Carl tomi and Pine Counties
HJfh School

Years of Pine" County NariYon”~County
Jhrifiasa. ____ESE-gSaS____

<jI*4/j 1Q.1%

a 7.2} 10.0;!

3 fdia% c.i;!

4 1.i;!

5 2"8% £.4%

C 5*8f" 7.5;1

7 3.5;!

8 5.8£ 4.s:;!

9 3.5n

10 or more 21j2j£ 45 *o;!

Table 31

TeachOr Experienb®
Graded, Elomenta.ry and Secomdary Schools
of Carlton and Pine Countles, Grades

Year®s of Pine County® Carlton County
Ssspj& ssm, -|- _ fgE."ga,t.
1 0.3;>
2 1.7
3 3.3%

4 1.7%

5 3.3%

8 3.3%

7 5.C*i 3.3%

8 *e* 10
9 2.7% 1.7%
10 or more 22 296 73.4%
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Salaries

Every Individual in flfe must give thought to the economic
problems involved in the chodsing of s life work. While i1t 1is
true that one does not live on bread alone, 1t is just as time
that one cannot live without_bread# Salaries to a large degree
determine the training, the amount of practically all advanced
work as well as the mental and social well-being of the teacher#

The evidence gathered in the two counties reveals that the
least training commands the least remuneration. The rural schools
which hire one-year graduat are even more prone than the other
districts to pay smaller sa lLaries. In the Pino County rural
schools the average monthly salary according to Table 32 is #70.63
There is a difference of $If#99 in the salaries of men and women,
the former receiving the higher pay. In the Carlton County rural
schools the average salary ia #81*29 w:.th a differential of $24.17
in favor of the men teacherfi. We also find that the average
salary of Carlton County 1is ,66 higher than in Pine County with
approximately the same difference fount, in the salaries of the men
The fTact that Carlton County p&ja higher salaries also explains
the reason for the better tnajlning of jits teachers as shown by
Table 33. Pine County had fi“e teachOij*s with les3 than $60*00 per
month in salaries and over £0” had less than $75,00 per month,
Carlton County, on the other hand, has no teachers with a salary
less than #60.00 per month but here too, over 50™ of the teachers
receive less than #75.00 per month.

According to Tables 54 and 35 there existB a very wide

salary range between the two counties. For the teachers in the
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graded schools of Carlton Ocsunty the H”/erase salary per month is
found to be 736.40 higher tlian for the teachers In the same class
of schools in Pine County. The average9 salaries in the secondary
schools of the two counties differ to ;he amount of $J>23.48 in
favor of the teachers of Cei’lton Count.;T
liable 32
Salarf Compariscsn

of Elementsiry UngradetX Schools
of Car ltorl and Pine @ounties

Monthly Average Monthly Rverage Monthly Average
County Men Woe @ Both
Pine $ 87.82 $ 67,,83 $ 70.63
Carlton 102.50 78, ,33 81.29
O}able 33

Sala: «0 Comparis<>n
of Ungrade< Elementar;r Schools
of Carltoi axi Pine iounties

Monthly Jlo. Pine No. Carlton
Salary
$ 50-60 5 -
61-70 29 6
71-80 49 12
81-90 5
3
91-100 3 3
101-110 1 6
111-120 1- 1
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County
Pine

Carlton

County

Carlton

of Graded,

Table

34

Average Tbacher Salaries
Element] ary and Secondary Schools

of Carlton kind Pine Counties

Monthly Average
lien

$136,32

168.56

of Men and Women Teachars
Elementary and Sec >ndary Schools
of Carlton and Pine bounties

Graded,

District
Number

21
24
29
71
100
127

Month

$1
1

Table

ly Average
Women

Monthly Ave
Both

01*72

43 .6C

35

Average Salariles

Loc”™ion

Thomson
Carlton
Moose
Barnum
Cloque
Cromwell
Wrenshall
Kalavalla

ke

Hinckley
Pine City
Sandstone
Willow Hiver
Brook PJark
Finlayapn
Askov
Cloverton
Bruno

Average Monthly SajlLary,

Average Monthly Salary,

Monthly
Average
Hen

$183.13
258.89
H:2,71
132.42
201.30
130.00
156.11
1C5.00

15.95
128.98
126.25
123.50
121.50
104.17
126.67
117.50
110.33

Carltbn County

Pine ounty

$115.51

151.91

in the

54

rage

Monthly Monthly
Average Average
Women Both
$143.33 $159.25
133.75 166.28
114 .55 126.40
105.00 122.14
143.35 154 .59
102.74 112 .27
102.50 120.37
90.25 93.20
109.42 122.88
103.27 121.52
107.38 117.00
124 .33 129.57
84 .50 99.00
89.50 87.98
90.42 104 .92
83.33 97.00
86.00 95.13

$131.01
108.33
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CHAPTER V

RELATIVE AENNIITY OF THE TWO COUNTIES
TO SUPPORT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

The ability of any sphool unit to support a complete and
up-to-date educational program depends upon the total valuation of
all the property within the unit, the amount of state and federal
aids, and the number of children attending school in the district.
The Index of ability to support education in any area is predicated
upon the total amount of value back of every school child enrolled,
It stands to reason that a district wiith a low valuation and a
high enrollment cannot provide the same kind of an educational
program as a district having high assessed valuation and a compara-
tively small enrollment. livestigations reveal that inequalities
of ability of districts to support education is very common in the
state of Minnesota. This etrjdition sx|Jdsts in spite of general
acceptance by educators and the guarantee In the State Constitution
that all children of the st~te shall hive equal educational
opportunities.

Referring to Tables 3b and 37 1t is very evident that
there is a great span between the assessed valuation per pupil in
the graded, elementary and secondary schools of Carlton County,

The range is from $3,799.60 ih district 1 to $226.95 in district
15. This means that a school child residing in district 1 has 16
times as much taxable wealth back of i1t for school purposes. In
spite of supplemental aids from state sources it Is absolutely Im-
possible for district 15 to maintain a school program comparable

to district 1. If we examine the amount spent per child In average
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daily attendance we find a variation from $221.77 in district 1 to
$89.96 in district 7. It i1s absolutely beyond reason to try to
argue that the sane quality of educational program can be purchased
for $89.96 per year as compared to $221.77 per child iIn avarage
daily attendance. Comparing Pine Cour ty we find the difference
isn"t so pronounced, the range in assessed valuation running from
$689.70 in district 71 to that very lew figure of $107.20 in
district 100. The per pupil In average daily attendance from the
standpoint of total cost varies from $100.90 in district 2 to
$177.79 in district 3.

Comparing the total efforts of the two counties in the
support of education we find that the average cost for the graded,
elementary and secondary sc!lidols of Caplton County per pupil In
average daily attendance is $130.37 as compared to $110.68 in Pine
County. Considering it from the standpoint of the per pupil
enrolled valuation the average for CarLton County is $1,139.66 as
compared to $430,35 in Pine Comity.

When comparing the graded, elementary and secondary schools
of the two counties with reference to average maintenance cost per
pupil in average daily attendance we find that according to
Tables 38 and 39 that the range in Carlton County varies from
$81.18 In district 3 to $203.13 in district 1. In Pine County the
range Is from a low of $45.1,9 In district 27 to $120.47. The
average expended for mainterjahee per pupil iIn average dally atten-
dance amounts to $117,11 in Ckrlton Comity as compared to $99.49

inPine. County,;.a.difference) of $17.62.
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Table 36

Ratio of Assessed Valuation and Total Expenditures to Enrollment
and Pupils in Average Daily Attendance iIn the Graded, Elementary
and Secondary Schools of Carlton County, 1940-41

Pupils Assessed Pupil Value Total Avg. Daily Average Average

Dist. Enrolled Valuation Ratio Expenditures Attendance Pupil Cost Mill rate
1 364 $1,383,049 3799.60 $ 73,433.79 331.12 $ 221.77 45
2 361 685,804 1899.70 57,074.45 321.00 177.80 55
528 228*370 432 .50 58
6 390 132,563 339.90 41,461.93 341 .60 121.38 61
7 1875 3,307,151 1763.81 154,013.82 1712.00 89.96 36
-13- -255-———————- 71,022----278.52 257"575*12 222 .80 XX r /9 81
15 232 52,653 226.95 23,665.96 203.20 116.47 52
16 142 53,429 376.26 13,714_.19 132.62 103.41 95
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Table 37

Ratio of Assessed Valuation and Total Expenditures to Enrollment
and Pupils in Average Daily Attendance in the Gmded, Elementary
and Secondary Schools of Pine County, \940-41

Pupils Assessed Pupil Value Total Avg. Daily Average Average

Dist. Enrolled Valuation Ratio Expenditures Attendance Pupil Cost Mill rate
2 510 $ 208,534 408,9 $ 43,184.57 428 .00 8§ 100.90 61
3 590 402,036 681,4 87,652_.67 493.02 177.79 49
5 462 2537821 549_4 48,204.18 401.49 120.06 43
21 334 65,363 195.7 30,317.25 280.44 103.11 64
24 41,872 ul 7.2 XX » 0Q 106*92 XQo=0X 120
29 131 67,752 517.2 12,473.45 113.07 110.32 113
71 224 154,503 689.7 23,909.15 109.42 126.22 90
100 87 9,326 107.2 7,933.65 76.32 102.10 31
127 186 75,603 406.5 7,938.65 175.02 45_36 72
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The assessed valuat ion of the districts maintaining
ungraded elementary schools jin Pine County varies from $1,725 in
district 96 to a high of $£6,417 in dJ,strict 11, and from the per
pupil valuation, the variation of these two districts range from
$95.83 to $962,56 respectively. A total of 12 of the ungraded
schools in Pine County have a valuaticn of less than $10,000 while
18 have over $30,000* In Carlton Courty the valuation of the
ungraded elementary schools) jJange frort $128,566 in district 27 to
$5,411 in district 41. Proa the standpoint of per pupil valuation
the variation runs from $323.15 in district 32 to $2,233.67 in
district 40. Only 5 of the $5 districlts in Carlton County have a
valuation less than $10,000 while 8 hasse over $30,000.

Further study of Taales 40 and 41 reveals an unusual
range in the amount of asse33ed valuation in Pine County to every
child enrolled. District 1:20 with only 1 pupil enrolled would
have the total valuation of that distrLet back of i1t to the
amount of $6,438 while 46 children enrolled in district 92 have
only $80.41 of total assessed valuation backing up their education-
al program. District 96 with its 18 pupils enrolled has a per
pupil valuation of $95,83.

Considering the schiotLs of thli county from the standpoint
of total expenditures and pupils iIn average daily attendance the
range runs from a high of $23p in district 109, $224 in district
120, $212.45 In district 72, It Is interesting to note that all
these three districts with the highest average per pupil cost had

anvattendancerof 2y dyrand £ pupils, respectively

www.manar:



Table 38

Comparison Betwejan Total Maintenance Cost

and Average Daily Atterd.ance in th<e Graded,

and Secondary Schools of Carlton County

District 1

Maintenance Cost $ 67,262.00
Avg. Attendance 331.12
Ratio 203.13
District 7

Maintenance Cost $151,211.16
Avg. Attendance 1,712.00
Ratio 88.32

940-41

0 53,580.22 $ 39,308.86
321.00 484 .20
166.92 81.18

13 15

$ 23,701.90 $ 20,330,55
222 .80 203.20
106.38 100.05

Table 39

Comparison Between Total Maintenance Cost
and Average Daily Attendance in th> Graded, Elementary
and Secondary Schools of Tine County

District 2

Maintenance Cost $ 38,789*92
Avg. Attendance 428_.00
Ratio 90.63
District 24

Maintenance Cost $ 11,229.13
AVg, Attendance 106.92
Ratio 105.02
District 127

Maintenance Cost $ 7,909.57
Avg. Attendance 175.02
Ratio 45.19

1940-41

0 41,639.20 $ 34,036.03
493. 02 401.49
84 . 416 84.77

29 71
12,313945 $ 22,820.10
113s.op7 189.42
1085.90 120.47

60

Elementary

$ 54,285.09
341.60
100.37

16

$ 12,010.07
132.62
90.56

21

0 26,292.13
200.44
93.75

100

$ 7,606.24
76.82
99.30
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Further scrutiny oi |his table shows that district 69 and
50 have the unusually low per pupil ccst of $36.70 and $36.79,
respectively. Two more dis tricts have an average pupil cost ratio
of less than $40 and 12 have between $40 and $50. Considering the
enrollment we find that 32 schools in Fine County have an enroll-
ment of less than 12, one school having 1 pupil enrolled and an
average daily attendance of <81. V/hen we consider the matter from
the average per pupil cost iIn attendanlce we find that 32 schools
with an enrollment of 12 or less had a per pupil cost of $117.42
while the 35 schools with aa enrollment of over 20 and an average
daily attendance of 51 had tie per pupil cost of $57.26. This 1is

unimpeachable evidence that Te cost of maintaining schools where

I
the enrollment is low Is excessive and that a large number of
rural schools are too small to be cons Ldered capable of providing

the most effective school program
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Dist.

1

10
11
12
13
14
15

17

13

Table 40

Ratio of Assessed Valuation and Total Expenditures to Enrollment
in the Ungraded

Pupils
Enrolled

31
41

44

21
22
25
69
30
30
19
15
14

19

and Pupils

Assessed
Valuation

| 19,514
40,843

31,613

17,024
19,875
28,350
66,417
34,644
38,922
26,576
31,842
30,591

32,681

Pupil'™ Value

Ratio

629.48
991.29

718.48

30,672----958.50

810.67

903.41

1155.20

962 .56

1154.80

1297.40

1398.74

2122 .30

2135.07

1720.05

in Average Daily Attendance
Elementary Schools of Pine County,

Total

Expenditures

$ 1,263.75
1,404.20

2,251.42

854 .60
070.28
1,220.46
4,360.22
1,090.75
1,432.72
1,146.89
1,114.06
855.17

2,966.59

Avg.

23.76
32.76

36.82

---28.71

13.64

20.42

19.11

54.71
27.17
25.01
17.41
10.9.0

9.62

12.38

1940-41

Daily
Attendance

Average
Pupil Cost

$ 53.19
42 .86

79.37
40.14
59.28
65.88
102.21
88.90

239.63
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Mill rate

31

25

15
SX
43
52
13
22
32
17

48



Table 40 (cont.)

Pupils Assessed Pupil Value Total * AVE. Daily Average Average

DIst. Enrolled Valuation  Hatio Expenditures _Attendance Pupil Cost Mill rate
19 47 $ 32,679 695.30 $ 3,264.56 42 .62 $ 76.60 51
20 36 33,702 936.14 1,591.09 27.20 50.50 17
22 10 13,797 1379.70 575.98 8.88 64 .86 22
23 26 22,089 849 .58 1,187.49 19.67 60.37 51
25 37 25,118 678.86 1,212.59 30.42 39.06 12
£6 34 12*325 362.50 1.730.02 27.41 62.12 31
27 28 17,358 619,93 1,033.18 24 .07 53.60 31
23 24 20,614 1192 .25 1,169.03 20.09 50.19 25

30 33 30,658 929*00 900.11 26.36 .79 10—

32 36 33,395 027 .64 1,394.64 31.75 43.92 31
33 32 25,210 737 .31 1,551.04 27 .37 55.65 12
34 26 23,143 890.12 1,566.03 22 .12 70.83 65

35 53 32,536 613*39 3,957.23 43.00 92.03 37 7
36 13 15,626 068.11 977.32 17.08 57.22 £0
37 24 16,954 706.42 1,500.20 17.60 85.24 32
38 32 34,039 1080.72 1,170.74 26.54 44 .11 25
39 40 19,299 482 .40 1,311.36 34.09 30.47 16
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Diet.

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

53

55

56

59

60

61

Pupils

16
29
11
19
14

87

22
19
11
16

51

24
18
26

Assessed
Enrolled Valuation

$ 16,293

17,251
19,064
11,912
12,718
45,804
£1,781
14,889
15,059
14,749
11,711
19,828
7,308
15,081
15,870
17,119

22,902

Table 40 (cont.)

Pupil Value

Ratio

1018.31
594 .86
1733.09
626.95
908.43

526.48

““1675746" -

676.77
792.58
1340.82
731.94
638.65
1218.00
1675.67
661.25
951.06

880.85

Total

Expenditures

581.66
1,126.37
964 .83
766.68
804.78

5,636.30

1,855.86
871.51
056.55

''17129.44

1,140.32
1,177.14
679.12
967 .47
693.19
1,063.55

1,007.76

Avg. Daily
Attendance

13.37
24 .92
8.70
14.73
13.20
74 .20
10.45
18.68
17.40
10.54
13.39
26.50
3.89
7.31
17.74
16.44

22.65

Average Average
Pupil Cost Mill rate
41 .94 16
45 .20 17
110.90 41
52.05 34
60.97 31

__75.96 56
177.59 51
46 .65 31
48.08 21
107.16 32
85.16 31
44 .42 16
174.58 31
132.35 31
39.07 9
64.69 31
44 .49 22
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Table 40 (cont.)

Pupils Assessed Pupil Value Total Avg. Daily Average Average

Diste~ Enrolled Valuation Ratio Expenditures Attendance Pupil Cost Mill rate
62 11 $ 16,718 1519.82 $ 1,221.33 10.33 118.23 16
65 19 11,797 620.89 1,027.50 13.95 73.66 31
66 16 18,982 1186.38 995.75 11.45 86.97 26
67 37 34,855 942 .03 1,495.27 31.37 47 .67 23
69 30 34,505 1150.17 951.68 25.93 36.70 8
72 5 7.702 1540.40 922.04 4 M PT P-4F. si
73 10 14,908 1490.80 895.36 7.84 114.20 34
74 13 27,615 2124 .23 724_.24 8.70 83.56 17
75 15 15,453 1050.20 749.76 11.86 63.22 31
77 11 13,743 1705.91 1,009.59 10.54 95.77 32
78 13 9,841 757.00 822.15 11.97 68.68 31
80 17 11,463 674.29 812.81 13.39 60.70 9
81 26 19,703 757.81 1,116.26 22 .61 49 _37 31
82 4 21,980 5495.00 339.75 3.73 91.09 37
83 13 18,333 1414 .08 773.29 11.48 67.36 32
84 16 11,116 684 .50 1,334.68 13.53 98.65 33
85 27 11,174 413.85 1,241.84 24 .19 51.34 31
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Diet e«

86

87

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

101

102

103

104

Pupils
Enrolled

8
14
18
19
46
16
15
16
18
14

8
14
11
30
20

26

Assessed

Valuation

$ 17,670
15,702
29,081
19,619

3,699
15.691
15,580
10,710

1,725
23,488

8,312

6,949

5,545
10,463

8,316

18,039

Table 40 (cont.)

Pupil Value

Ratio
2208.75
1121 .57
1615.61
1032.58
80.41
980.69
1038.67
669.38
95.83
1677.71
1039.00
496 .36
504 .09
348.77
415.80

693.81

Total Avg. Daily
Expenditures Attendance
| 964 .90 7.55

790.21 12.78
1,162.41 15.90
1,660.50 16.78
4,394 .57 31.52

. 874.97___ 13.44

838.67 11.84

821.75 13.13
1,202.15 15.88
1,204.11 9.98

662.79 6.93

884.74 13.28
1,464_.37 9.68
1,412.70 21.14
1,075.61 17.92

993.20 22.81

Averag

e

Pupil Cost

127.80
61.83
73.11
98.96

139.42

_65.10

70.82
62.59
75.70
120.65
95.64
66.62
151.28
66.83
60.02

43.54

www.manaraa.com

Average

Mill

rate

31

31

18

31

1

31-——

21

31

31

31

31

36

88

31

31

31



Table 40 (cont.)

Pupils Assessed Pupil Value Total Avg. Daily Average Average
List. Enrolled Valuation Ratio Expenditures Attendance Pupil Cost Mill rate
106 62 $ 14,901 240.34 $ 3,930.92 52.06 75.51 200
107 6 12,467 2077.83 829.05 5.59 148.31 31
108 8 15,370 1921.25 838.87 7.18 116.83 31
109 2 12,464 6232.00 255.85 1.11 230.50 1
111 8 17,111 2138.88 829.49 6.19 134.00 31
112 16 9,496 593.50 1,095.22 13.45 81.43 3.
113 12 7,460 621.67 771.42 8.43 91.51 108
114 19 10,433 549.11 1,128.17 17.04 66.21 36
116 18 9,641 535.61 1,088.79 1k;.03 90.51 30
117 18 16,103 894 .61 659.42 14.94 44 .14 29
118 6 7,831 1305.17 650.00 4_.67 139.19 64
120 1 6,438 6438.00 182.22 .81 224 _96 40
122 20 27,682 1384.10 2,177.51 16.26 133.92 21
123 16 8,120 507 .50 1,143.61 11.44 99.97 41
124 9 11,102 1233.56 1,020.56 7.50 136.07 31
125 54 32,025 593.06 4,695.73 49.20 95.44 76
126 26 14245 547 .88 1,394.07 18.28 76.26 31
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68

When comparing Carlton County from the same standards we
find that there are 10 schools with an average per pupil cost of
over $100 represented by a 1igh of $194.73 in district 11. In
this cotinty we find none wi fth an average per pupil cost of leas
than $60. The assessed valuation of tte districts maintaining
ungraded elementary schools In Carlton County varies from
$128,566 in district 27 to a low of $5]411 In district 41. The
per pupil value ratio of thage two districts varies from $1,477.77
in district 27 to $541.10 in district 41. District 40 in Carlton
County has the highest per Wpil assessed valuation ratio, that
of $2,233.67, The average :qtal expenditures of pupils In
average daily attendance varies In CarLton County from $194.73

in district 11 to $71.32 in district 3fc.
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Table 41

Ratio of Assessed Valuation and Total Expenditures to Enrollment
and Pupils in Average Daily Attendance in the Ungraded
Elementary Schools of Carlton County, 1940-41

Pupils Assessed Pupil Value Total Avg. Daily Average Average
Dist. Enrolled Valuation Ratio Expenditures Attendance Pupil Cost Mill rate
4 22 $ 12,416 564 .36 $ 1,810.84 20.00 | 90.54 31
5 63 48,698 772.98 5,105.21 58.00 88.02 31
8 79 48,310 611.52 8,700.45 72 .00 120.84 53
10 SO 19.107 530.75 g-147.52 agfl.QQ 74.31 31
11 85 38,082 448 .02 14,156.94 72.70 194.73 99
12 18 13,846 769.22 2,287.23 17.40 131.45 111
L% T - s ian- — gerfLIfE-—- ——-P-PO0 P& o o $D0-Bl----- """ ey
21 57 30,536 535.72 6,458.97 51.80 124.69 121
22 25 16,267 650.68 1,497.39 19.00 78.81 51
0 1/E1 QO™ \i7 XXp  eyo gk TO% cir — 8y
26 31 19,544 630.45 2,232.94 23.20 96.25 46
27 87 128,566 1477 .77 6,686.55 80.20 83.37 36
28 14 13,126 937.57 1,104,10 13.00 84 .93 55
31 4 7,569 1892.25 351.91 3.80 92.61 51
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Table 41 (cont.)

Pupils Assessed Pupil Value Total Avg. Daily Average Average
DIst. Enrolled Valuation Ratio Expenditures Attendance Pupil Cost Mill rate
32 33 $ 10,829 328.15 $ 2,399.19 29.80 80.51 31
34 104 44,265 425.63 6,589.61 92.40 71.32 31
56 26 15,936 612.92 2,336.51 21.80 107.18 39
38 10 11,805 1180.50 690.15 9.60 71.89 31
SR S — 16- - 11,234 “ 705.25 1,319.65 13.60 97.03 Lo T -
af\ o 10,4U«i 2233.67 435.00 3.60 120.83 21
41 10 5,411 541.10 830.96 8.20 101.34 31
42 5 7,120 — — 1424 00— ———— 232.00— ———- AN20— —— 79 _05—————— ———— 3l-mmm e -
43 16 22,467 1404.19 1,505.18 14.60 103.09 31
45 7 7,975 1139.29 590.15 4.20 140.51 31
47 12 9,233 769.42 1,172.91 10.20 114 .99 31
F
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i ble 42

Comparison Between Total

and Average Daily Atteng.ance
Schools of

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg* Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

81263,75
23.76
53.19

9
§ 870.28
20.42
42.62

14
8§1102.72

17.41

63,34

19
8§3227.06

42 .62

75.72

26
§1730.02

27 .41

63.12

30
§1528,54

27 .87

54 .85

38
8§1170.74

26.54

44 .11

43
8§ 964.03
8.70
110.90

48

§ 871.51
18.68
46.65

55
§ 679.12
3.89
174 .58

ine County

4

§[1404.20
32.76
42.86

10
8§1183.74

19.11

61.94

15

14 .06
10.90
102.21

i 20
#591 .09
27.20
58.50

27
#333.18

24 .87

53.61

34
8§1539.93

22.12

69.62

39
8§1311.36

54,09

38.47

44
766.68

14.73

52.05

49
856.55
17.40
49 .23

56
| 967.47
7.31
132.35

#251 .42
36.82
61.15

11
84360.22

54.71

79.70

16
8§1072.00

15.87

67.55

22

§ 575.98
8.88
64.86

28
999,03

20.09

49.73

35
8§3937.23

43.00

91.56

40
§2785.35

42.36

65,75

45
§ 304.78
13.20
61.73

50
#129 .44
10.54
107.16

59
693.19

17.74

39.07

15a fitenance Cost
in thA Ungraded Elementary
1940-41

8§ 906.90
28.71
31.59

12
81090.75

27.17

40.15

17

§ 834.52
9.62
86.75

23
8§1187.49

19.67

60.37

30

§ 988.11
26.86
36.79

36

8§ 977,32
17.08
57.22

41

8§ 501.66
13.87
41.94

46
85636.30

74.20

75.96

51
8§1140.32

13.39

85.16

60

8§ 962.92
16.44
58.57

71

8

§ 85460
13.64
62.65

13
8§1482.72

25.01

59.28

18
8§2466.59
12.38
199.24

25
8§1212.59

30.42

39.86

32
§1391.43

31.75

43.82

37"
§1500.00

17.60

85.24

42
8§1126.37

24 .92

45_.20

47
§1329.06
10.45
127.26

53
8§1086.14

26.50

40.98

61

8§ 988.76
22.65
43.65
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District
Maintenance Cost
Avg. Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg. Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg. Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg. Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg. Attendance
Ratio

Tabl © 42 (cont

62
$1221,33
10.33
118.23

72
$ 894.54
4.34
206.12

78

$ 822.15
11.97
68.68

84
$1249.18

13.53

92.33

91
$1660.50

16.78

98.97

96
$1202.15

15.88

75.70

102
$1412.70
21.14
66.83

108
$ 838.87
7.18
116.83

114
$1105.67
17.04
64.09

122
$1172.51
16.26
72.11

65
$1027.50

13.95

73.66

73
$ 895.36
7.84
114.21

SO

$ 812.81
13.39
60.70

85
$1236.84

24.19

51.13

92
$4394 .57

31.52

139.42

97
$1204.11
9.98
120.65

103
$1075,61
17.92
60.02

109
$ 255.85
1.11
230.50

116
$1088.79
12.03
90.51

123
$1143.61
11.44
99.97

-
1

66
| 995,75
11.45
86.97

74
} 724.24
0.70
83.25

81
$1116.26

22.61

49 .37

86
N\ 964.90
7.55
127.80

93

$ 857.47
13.44
63.80

98
662.79
6.93
95.64

104

1 993.20
22.81
43.54

111
| 829.49
6.19
134.00

117
$ 659.42
14.94
44 .14

124
$ 985.66
7.50
131.42

67
$1495.27

31.37

47 .67

75

$ 749.76
11.86
63.22

82
$ 333.75
3.73
90,82

87

$ 790.21
12.78
61.83

94

$ 033.45
11.84
70.82

99

$ 884.74
13.28
66.62

106
$3930.92
52.06
75.51

112
$1095.22
13.45
81.43

118
D 650.00
4.67
139.19

125
$4645.73

49.20

94 .43

72

69

$ 894,21
25.93
34.49

7
$1009.39

10.54

95.77

33

$ 773.29
11.40
67,36

90
$1157.41

15.90

72.79

95

$ 821.75
13.13
62.59

101
$1222.99
9.68
126.34

107
$ 829.05
5.59
148.31

113
$ 761.42
8.43
90.32

120
$ 182.22
.81
224 .96

126
$1394 .07
18.28
76.26
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Table 45

Comparison Befowd#on Iotal

and Average Daily Attoindonce

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg. Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg* Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg* Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
AVg, Attendance
Ratio

District
Maintenance Cost
Avg. Attendance
Ratio

Schools 4f Carlton County

4
$1810*84
20*00
90.54

12
$1506.82

17.40

75.10

26
$2252.94

25.20

96.25

54
$6547.11

92.40

70.05

41
$ 850.96
0.20
101.52

1940-41

5
$4440.21
5Q.00
76.56

19
£2208.73
13.50
163.81

27
$587.05

30.20

69.66

36
52336.51
27.80
107.18

42
£32.35
4.20
55.44

8
${6592_25
72.00
110.34

21
$$418.00
51.80
123.90

£0
$(1104.10
3.00
84.93

38
690.15
9.60
71.09

43
,490.10
14 .60
102.07

Da Lntenanco Cost
in thj» Ungraded Elementary

10
$2147.62"

20.90

74 .31

22
$1497 .39

19.00

78.81

31
$ 351.91
3.30
92.61

39
$1319.63

13.60

97.05

45
0 550.39
4.20
133.07

73

11
$7593.22

72.70

104 .45

25
$6813.30

97.10

70.17

32
$2395,19

29.00

00.38

40
$ 435.00
3.60
120.03

47
$1172.91
10.20
114.99
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f the total current cost of operation

Ixed"costs, of which bhe major

u],,aries, jarjitors salaries, fuel, and

Ltmal expend!Ltures and long time repairs
are also "fixed" costs for kny particular year. We find that these
fixed charges are relatively uniform aaong rural schools up to a
point where they become so large that bhey have to b © divided into
two or more units, This mekns that thsse fixed coats remain about

has 4 or 40 pupils. It Is very evident
then, that the per pupil cost iIn any school decreases as these
fixed charges are spread over an ever Increasing number of pupils;
hence, the greater the number of pupilj, the smaller becomes the
per pupil cost and the grea ;gr the economy of Instruction.

Maintenance Cost and Average
Dal y Attendance

The total cost of maintaining a school system includes
besides maintenance many otheir ltems siich as general control and
debt servlca. This total cpst becomes unbalanced and does not
represent the true picture mlth reference to the educational
programs maintained in distijifcts that built an addition to the
school building or made oxtensive renovation and repair together
with the purchase of new equipment. In order to get a picture of
the situation with reference to maintenance cost, Tables 42 and 43
have been prepared. It will be noted that there Is an unusually
wide range In the maintenance cost in the ungraded elementary
schools of Pine County. Twenty one schools in Pine County spend

more than $100 per pupil In average daily attendance, the average

WwWw.manare
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4-
for the 21 being $144,37. <n the othe? hand, 10 out of a total of
25 schools in Carlton Counti spend ovef* $100 for maintenance. These
schools in Carlton County ht.d an average daily attendance of 27,8

tke 21 schools had an average enroll-
ment of 8,5 pupils. It is interesting
of 25 schools in Carlton Comty only oik0 spent less than $60 per
pupil in average daily attendance while in Fine County 31 out of a
total of 100 schools spent less than $00, the average for Carlton
County would be $55,44 and for Pine County $230,50, and this dis-
trict had only two pupils errolled witty an average daily attendance
of 1.11, District 109 with an average dally attendance of .81
spent the next largest amour t for maint ©nance iIn the amount of
$224,96.

There are a total of 31 school districts in Pine County
that spent less than $60 per pupil in sjverage dally attendance with
$31.59 in district 7 as the lowest amovnt. However, three more
districts spent less than $40 per pupil in average daily attendance
and 12 between $40 and $50. The vast difference of expenditures
for school purposes iIn the uhgraded elementary schools of Pine
County is so great that it is absolutely impossible for these
districts to provide equal educational opportunities,

In an effort to equalize educatlonal opportunities in the
schools of the state, a program of state aid has been worked out.
Table 44 shows the amount of state aid being given to the local
school districts of the stats of Minnesota in the school year
1939-40. It will be noted t:iat there are four main sources of

aid, namely, the Income tax, general revenue fund, endowment fund
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* saps
and current school fund. Definitely the most important in this
group is the income tax, which furnishes 81% of the total.

These aids are distributed under 13 classifications. The
largest amount comes back to the district from the amount collected
on the income tax, totaling 36%, while supplemental aid, designed
especially for the purpose of equalizing the educational opportuni-
ties In the various districts of the state, ranks second with
20*43%.

The total assessed -valuation of all school districts 1in
Minnesota as of January 1, 938 was $1,,371,790,348. Of this total
$937,366,431 or 68.3% was located within the graded, elementary
and secondary school districts while $4:54,423,917 or 31.7% was
found in ungraded elementary school districts.1

Table 45 includes all the count les of the state with the
exception of the three containing citiea of the first class,
namely, Hennepin, Ramsey, ani St. Louis - The relative abilities
of the individual counties are here strikingly demonstrated,
showing by counties the percentage of valuation located in districts
maintaining graded, elementary, and secondary schools and districts
maintaining only ungraded elementary schools. It will be noted
that Pine County ranks 61st with the percentage of 61.1% in the
percentage of total assessed valuation located within ungraded
districts, while Carlton County ranks 81st with only 10.3%.

Figures 3 and 4 shov® the tax raJte in mills for the towns,

school districts and the total mill rate. District 106 i1in Pine

linterim Committee Report”
Page 92
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Table 44

State Granta in Aid to Local School
1959-40

Source
Income tax fund $14,160,037
General revenue fund 54 £,723
Endov?nent fund 1t913>,659
Current school fund 1#070>.027
Totala $17,504,446

1S&ljal

Income tax 6,419,037
Apportionment 2,402,686
Supplemental 3,596,323
Tu;g;gglfxonrealdont Hiﬁh 2 581 .. 260
Transportation 026,960
Classification 02<1,224
Special classoa 310,753
Special dept. 20:.,919
Cross earnings is:,, 250
Teacher training dept. 50,997
Library 22,733
Crippled children 8,104
Evening schools <It000
Totals $17,60! 246

Districts

01.0
1.9
10.9
6.2

100.0

36.47
14.16

20.45

14.67
5.26
4.69
1.02
1.15

.06
.29
.13
.05
.02

100.00
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Rank

f -
Tlable 45

Percentage of Total Ass(issed Valual

Ungraded Districts

County

Murray
Isanti
Traverse
Sibley
Lac Oui
Benton
Meeker
Carver
Wilkin
Grant
Red Lake
AT tKin
Houston
Rock
Kandiyohi
Pope
Roseau
Marshall
Norman
Dodge
v/right
Kittson
Fillmore
Watonwan
Jackson
Cottonwood
Redwood
Nobles
Todd
Mahnomen
Clearwater
Lincoln
Stevens
Nicollet
Lyon
y.-"eseca
Douglas
Swift
Pipestone
Scott
Morrison
Chippewa
Polk

Farlo

n Minnesoti

Per Cenl j Rank
85.4 44
83.2 45
82.7 46
81.6 47
81,6 48
80.5 49
80.4 50}
78.7 50}
78.4 52
77.6 53
77.4 54
76.8 55
76.7 56
76.1 57
75.9 58
75.3 59
75.7 60
75.6 61
75.4 62
74.3 63
73.5 64
73.3 65
73.1 66
73.1 67
72.4 68
72.2 69
72.0 70
71,7 71
71.7 72
71.5 73
71.2 74
71.0 75
70.9 76
70.7 77
70.0 78
70.0 79
69.9 80
69.5 81
69.4 82
69.3 83
69.2 84}
68.9 84}
68.8 86}

86}

“State Department of Education,
1937-38 (J - 186)

1936-37,

£

;lon Located Y/Zithin

Counties, 1938a

County

Le Sueur
Kanabec
Ootter Tail
Becker
Faribault
Renville
McLeod
Sherburne
Big Stone
Wabasha
Hubbard
Martin
Chisago
Goodhue
Freeborn
Xellow Medicine
Mills Lacs
Pine

Brown

Lake of the Woods
Steele
Cook

Clay

Rice
Wadena
Y/ashington
Stearns
Pennington
Mower

Blue Earth
Winona
Anoka
Olmsted
Dakota
Crow Wing
Cass
Beltrami
Carlton
Hennepin
Ramsey

St. Louis
Itasca

Koochiching
Lake

Statistical Report

Per

78

Cent

68.7
67.9
67.7
67.6
67.3
66.0
66.2
66.2
66.0
65.7
65,2
63.9
63.4
62.5
62.2
62.1
61.9
61.1
59.6
58.6
58.0
57.1
56.3
55.7
54_4
53.2
52.8
50.3
50.0
47 .2
427
40.3
36.9
36.8
34.8
29.4
27.6
10.3

3.5
2.7
4
4
.0
.0
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County haa a acliool tax in pallia of 20D.52. Many others have over
100 mills in acliool tax* Diiring tho g year, district 109 and
district 92 had a mill rat® of 1*00 and district 6 had 5.00.

In Carlton County for 1941 the highest mill rate for
school purposes is 121 in d istrict 21* The lowest tax rato in

mills for schools is £1 in district 40],

Wwww.manaure




Towns & Villages

i

Barry
Barry
Barry
Belden (A
Belden
Belden
Belden (A
Belden (A
Belden

Birch Creek
Birch Creek
Birch Creek
Birch Creek
Birch Creek____
*Bremen

Bremen

Bremen

Bremen

Bremen

Bremen

Bremen

Bremen

Chengwatana
Chengwatana
Chengwatana
hengwatana
hengwatana
hengwatana
hengwatana

C
C
C
C
Clover

113.10
100.29
113.10
113.10
113.10
118.55
2 117.77

21.00 200.32 287.87
21

158.91
145.16
124.55
128.94
118.55
156.57
181.13
205.70
148.55

31.00 123.90
31.00 123.90
41.34 134.24
31.00 123.90
31.00 117.20

Towns & Villages
Crosby

Crosby

Crosby

Danforth
Danforth (A)
Danforth
Danforth

Dell Grove (A) __
Finlayson (A )__
Finlayson (A )
Hinckley (A)

Kerrick
Kerrick

Kettle River (A)

Kettle River (A)

Mission Creek
Mission Creek (A)

School
S Dist. No.

20.40

100 393.55
100 393.55
101 393.55

22.02

T 127 269.42

127 269.42
74 269.42
108 269.42

81

24.95
108 265.03

118 265.03

18

17.00

25.02
25.02
23.85
23.85
23.85

Figure 5

PINE COUNTY TAX RATE FOR

Rate

©
S
o
g

95.92
117.20
117.20
115.20

548.25
119.57
106.06
218.69
185.29
108 77
112.52
179 30
178.5%

399 55
353 27
366.97
162.86
149.11
127.74
122.50
128 50
115.40
122.50
122.50
362.58
396.43
160.44
114.55
114.55
249.46
122.57
196.45
195.67
111.77
122.57
182.30
89.95 181.52
36.24 126.64
120.36 210.76
119.58 209.98

=

)

. sz
Towns & Villages o
Z n

S.2

%=

Mission Creek__ 25
Mission Creek 34
43

44

Mission Creek__ 45
Mission Creek___ 48
Mission Creek___ 81
Mission Cr'’k (AB) 2
25

43

Munch 44
80

85

102

109

113

120

18

36

125

21

21

56

Norman 65
71

71

103

Norman 127
127

92

116

123

129

Park 97
125

Park m) 125
Park o 127
Park (a) 127
127

65

71

71

Partridge (A) 127
Pine City __ 3
Pine City (A)___ g
15

Pine City _ _ _ 28
Pine City — 30
Pine City _ 33
Pine C ity 53
Pina City 7
Pine City 99
124

Pine Lake _ — 29
Pine Lake (A)__ 29

21.15

Total
Rate

12.94 103.34
155.83
131.79
124.98
121.40
121.40
121.40
144.59
109.49
137.94

106.98
123.79
127.96

.00 121.98
130.12 217.82
96.72 184.42

1941

Towns & Villages

Pine Lake
Pine Lake _
Pine Lake .

Pine Lake

Pine Lake

Pine Lake

Pine Lake_
Pine Lake, Ait. Co.
Pokegama, K. C. _
Pok’ama, K. C. (A
Pokegama
Pokegama (A) _
Pokegama
Pokegama ,,
Pokegama (A) -
Pokegama__
Pokegama___
Pokegama _ _ " _
Pokegama
Pokegama
Pokegama
Pokegama — __
Pokegama
Pokegama

Creek _
Creek___
Creek

Creek__
Creek
Creek
Creek
Creek
Rock Creek
Rock Creek
Royalton
Royalton
Royalton
Royalton
Royalton
Royalton
Royalton _
Royalton (A) __

Sandstone
Sandstone (A )__
Sandstone
Sandstone

Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock
Rock

Lake__
Lake

Lake A
Lake —
Lake__

Sturgeon
Sturgeon
Sturgeon
Sturgeon
Sturgeon

School
Dist. No.

www.manaraa.com

62.40
61.62
31.00

Towns & Villages

QM;I

(_E © 1)
22 ﬁﬁ 3
[y af)

107.90 Sturgeon Lake __ 128 21.00 50.64 138.19

119.70 Sturgeon Lake (B 128 21.00 36.80 124.35

108.75 Wilma 104 116.14 31.00 213.69

119.90 Wilma — = 121 116.14 31.00 213.69

10370 Wilma (A) ___ 121 116.14 30.22 212.91

11165 Wilma ___ 123 116.14 41.34 224.03

118.70 Windemere, C. C. 20.31 65.00 151.86

118.70 Win’'mere, C. C.(A 3 20.31 50.00 136.86

152.28 Windemere 11 2031 43.16 130.02

151.50 Windemere 95 20.31 31.00 117.86

138.39 Windemere 128 20.31 50.64 137.50

124.67 Askov Village 71 36.79 90.73 194.07

112.62 Askov Village | 71 36.79 89.95 193.29

210.24 Brook Park Vil 24 48.28 120.36 235.19

209.46 Brook Park V. (A) 24 48.28 119,58 234.41

102.82 Bruno Village 127 28.09 76.51 171.15

155.31 Bruno Village (A) 127 28.09 63.58 158.22

107.74 Denham Viliage __ 19 20.00 31.00 117.55

146.36 Finlayson Village 29 10.98 130.12 207.65

120.88 Finlayson Vil. ?A) 29 1098 96.72 174.25

120.88 Finlayson Village 49 10.98 21.05 98.58
98.88 Henriette Village _ 46 23.07 56.48 146.10

121.29 2 5924 71.36 197.15

110.88 2 59.24 57.61 183.40

118 88 3 58.61 48.51 173.67

120 88 3 58.61 34.79 159.95

104.99 6 5.00 31.00 102.55
95.38 5 44.08 43.60 154.23

110.51 Sandstone Vil. (AR 5 44.08 42.82 153.45

131.63 Sturgeon Lake Vil. 128 54.09 50.64 171.28
93.36 Sturgeon L. V. (B) 128 54.09 36.80 157.44

111.92 willow River Vil." 21 24.99 104.88 196.42

11051 willow River V.(A 21 24.99 104.10 195.64

104.97

112.32 .

116.91 State Tax Rate 0.24 Mills
93.07 County Tax Rate 66.31 Mills
116.55
137.67
108.19 Note: State and County Rates are in-
102.89 cluded iin the Total Rates. Agricultural
101.89 Land in Village School Districts are

147.95 indicated by letter "A”. For Non-Home-
147.17 steads and for all true and full value of
116.55 Homesteads in excess of $4,000 add

43.60H31.10 State Operating Tax of 8.76 Mills. Also

42.82

130.32 add State Operating Tax of 8.76 Mills

12450 to all Personal Property Taxes.
111.45
11850 125B Territory annexed to District No.

108.50 125 in the year 1939 or since that year.
%gig 128 Formerly District No. 40.
191.65 128B Formerly District No. 16.

121.39 2A(B) Territory annexed to District No.
118.55 2 in the year 1941.

of



Figure 6

CARLTON COUNTY TAX HATE IN MILLS FOR 1941
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Cloquet City 7 .24 34.48 484 36. 119.12
Cloquet City 7 24 34.48 484 36. 119.12
Barnum Village _ 6 .24 34.48 27.0 54.  69. 115.72-130.72
Carlton Villa _ 2 .24 34.48 37.0 55. 126.72
Cromwell Village _ 13 .24 34.48 20.0 74. 89. 128.72-143.72
Kettle River Vill__ 25 .24 34.48 20.0 59. 113.72
Moose Lake Vill. 3 24 3448 450 51. 66. 130.72-145.72
Scanlon Village__ 27 .24 3448 47.0 36. 117.72
Thomson Village _ 1 .24 3448 150 45 94.72
Thomson Village _ 2 .24 34.48 15.0 55. 104.72
W renshall Village. 15 24 34.48 20.0 45. 60. 99.72-114.72
Wright Village_ 11 .24 34.48 340 99 167.72
Atkinson Twp.__ 5 .24 3448 210 31 86.72
Atkinson Twp.__ 19 .24 3448 210 41 96.72
Atkinson Twp.__ 43 24 3448 21.0 31 86.72
Automba Twp. 12 .24 3448 28.0 in. 173.72
Automba Twp.__ 16 .24 34.48 28.0 83. 108. 145.72-170.72
Barnum Twp. 3 24 34.48 26.0 51. 66. 111.72-126.72
Barnum Twp. 4 24 34.48 26.0 31. 91.72
Barnum Twp. 6 .24 3448 26.0 54. 69. 114.72-129.72
Barnum Twp. 8 .24 3448 26.0 53. 113.72
Barnum Twp. 10 24 34.48 26.0 31. 91.72
Barnum Twp. 22 .24 3448 26.0 61. 111.72
Beseman Twp. 11 .24 3448 60.0 99. 193.72
Beseman Twp. 26 24 34.48 60.0 46 140.72
Blackhoof Twp.__ 2 24 3448 26.0 55 115.72
Blackhoof Twp.__ 4 24 3448 260 31 91.72
Blackhoof Twp.__ 8 .24 3448 26.0 53. 113.72
Blackhoof Twp.__ 9 .24 3448 26.0 45. 60. 105.72-120.72
Blackhoof Twp.__ 36 24 3448 26.0 39 99.72
Blackhoof Twp.__ 38 24 3448 260 31 91.72
Blackhoof Twp.__ 47 .24 3448 26.0 31. 91.72
Clear Creek Twp__ 8 .24 3448 47.0 53. 134.7 2
Clear Creek Twp.__ 31 24 3448 47.0 51. 132.72
Clear Creek Twp__ No .24 34.48 47.0 15. 30. 96.72-111.72
Clear Creek Twp.__ 47 .24 34.48 47.0 31 112.72
Corona Twp. 2 .24 3448 22.0 55 111.72
Corona Twp. 13 .24 3448 22.0 74. 89. 130.72-145.72
Corona Twp. 28 24 3448 22.0 55 111.72
Corona Twp. 42 24 3448 22.0 31 87.72
Corona Twp. 43 .24 3448 22.0 31. 87.72
Eagle Twp. _ — 13 .24 3448 25.0 74. 89. 133.72-148.72
Ea(]]le Twp. - 21 24 3448 25.0 121. 180.72
Holyoke Twp. 32 .24 3448 410 31. 106.72
Holyoke Twp. 41 24 3448 41.0 31. 106.72
Roxyoke Tw p.-——- 45 24 3448 41.0 31. 106.72
Kalevala Twp. 6 .24 34.48 51.0 54. 69. 139.72-154.72
Kalevala Twp. 16 .24 3448 51.0 83. 108. 168.72-193.72
Kalevala Twp.— 21 24 3448 51.0 121 206.7 2
Knife Falls Twp.__ 7 .24 3448 36.0 36. 106.72
Knife Falls Twp.— 27 .24 34.48 36.0 36. 106.72
Lakeview Twp. .24 3448 30.0 99. 163.72
Rakeview Tw 24 3448 30.0 121. 185.72
Lakeview Tw .24 34.48 30.0 46. 110.72
Lakeview Tw .24 34.48 30.0 90. 154.72
M ahtowa Twp .24 3448 25.0 31. 90.72
M ahtowa Twp. 24 3448 25.0 31. 90.7 2
1 an.o./a Twp 24 3448 25.0 54. 69. 113.72-128.72
M ahtowa Twp 24 3448 25.0 53. 112.72
Mahtowa Twp. 24 3448 25.0 41. 100.72
M ahtowa Twp. 24 3448 25.0 51. 110.72
M ahtowa Twp. 24 3448 25.0 39. 98.72
Moose Lake T .24 3448 20.0 51. 66. 105.72-120.72
Moose Lake .24 3448 20.0 54. 69. 108.72-123.72
Moose Lake 24 3448 20.0 53. 107.72
Moose Lake Twp.. 10 .24 3448 20.0 31. 85.72
Perch Lake Twp— 2 .24 3448 22.0 55 111.72
Perch Lake Twp.— 7 .24 3448 220 36. 92.72
Progress Twp. --—-- 2 .24 3448 220 55. Hi.72
Progress Twp. - 7 24 3448 220 36. 92.72
Progress Twp. --—- 13 .24 3448 220 74, 89. 130.72-145.72
Red Clover Twp.— 13 .24 3448 220 74. 89. 130.72-345.72
Sajvyer Twp. ---—-—-- 2 24 3448 22.0 55. 111.72
Sawyer Twp. 19 .24 3448 22.0 41 97.72
Silver Twp. — 3 .24 3448 39.0 51. 66. 124.72-139.72
Silver Twp. - 6 .24 3448 39.0 54. 69. 127.72-142.72
Silver Twp. _ - 16 .24 34.48 39.0 83. 108. 156.72-181.72
Silver Twp. 25 .24 34.48 39.0 59. 132.72
Silver Brook Twp._ 9 .24 3448 250 45, 60. 104.72-119.72
Silver Brook Twp._ 15 .24 3448 250 45. 60. 104.72-119.72
Skelton Twp. - 6 .24 34.48 320 54. 69. 120.72-135.72
Skelton Twp. _ 16 .24 3448 320 83. 108. 149.72-174.72
Skelton Twp. - 21 24 3448 32,0 121. 187.72
Skelton Twp. - 28 .24 34.48 32.0 55. 121.72
Split Rock Twp.— 34 .24 3448 240 31. 89.72
Thomson Twp.--—- 1 24 3448 210 45. 100.72
Twin Lakes Twp._ 2 .24 3448 18.0 55, 107.72
Twin Lakes Twp._ 9 .24 3448 18.0 45. 60. 97.72-112.72
Twin Lakes Twp.__ 15 24 3448 1S.0 45. 60. 97.72-112.72
Twin Lakes Twp— 19 .24 3448 18.0 41 93.72
Twin Lakes Twp.__ 27 .24 3448 18.0 36. 88.72
Twin Lakes Twp.— 36 .24 3448 18.0 39. 91.72
Wrenshall Twp.___ 9 .24 3448 230 45. 60. 102.72-117.72
W renshall Twp.___ 15 24 3448 23.0 45. 60. 102.72-117.72
W renshall Twp.__ 40 .24 3448 23.0 21. 78.72

The above totals are at the homestead rates. To find the non-
homestead rate, add 8.76 mills to the homestead rate. The fore-
going rates do not include local or special assessments or taxes

on Money and Credits. WWw.maharaa.com
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3HAPTEK VI
ionclusion

In this, the final slapta.”, thje writer “shes to make a
general statement and attempt a brief comprehensive urvey with
recommendations ill ce mt i.

The suvport and cot>jjol of the public schools is vested in
local school districts, Tho kind and quality of eduentiontl
opportunities provided depend more upo;i the size a*1 resources of
these local districts than mb Other rlryl4 factor.

Teacher salary is a large proport ion <f the cost of wuch
schoo™. = It Is obvivi.-t that the more pjipils taught by each t richer
the lower this cost* A: d c resequence, the very small school is
expensive as well as relatively ibnifeniuvd.

In 1959 there were :.n Minnesota 135 ungraded element. ;y
schools with an enroll, ent of 5 or lesis pupils. In the same year
vine County hud £ and Z .i1ton County ;£, lherb .diPm i1lso “,Gb3
schools with an enrollment off 19 *or less in the state while in
Pine County there were 10 and in Carlton County 4. Tho average
pupil enrollment vm well as average da hy ntthnyhibb in inese one-
teacher schools Zb contin-ally decrP&e.J*g.

Many tit ottr si.tall, e yentlvw, a-vi ineffective ohoo"sl
continue to operate p :.lady iliirough the financial aid derive . from
the state. The withholding of this aid by the abate or decreasing
it would eventually bring about the formation of larger school

districts with i1ts accompanying economy.
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SuUwa4 of Findings
|
There were in Carltbij County ih 1940-41, 24 organized
school districts employing L9 teacherp with an enrollment of
5,079, In Pine County thers were 110 organized school districts
employing 211 teachers. Sixteen of this Carlton County school
districts were graded elementary and 101 in Pine County, Carlton
County ungraded elementary uchool districts maintained 32 schools
and the ungraded elementary school dis bricts in Pine County had
106 schools.
11
There were In Carlton County, 1B graded elementary and
secondary schools and in Pino County, 9, We find that the graded,
elementary and secondary schools of Carlton County had a total
enrollment of 4,204 to 2,620 in Fine County, All the secondary
schools of the two counties were organized either as 6-year high
school or Junior and Senior 3-3 Plan, One of the graded elementary
schools of Carlton County dcep not hav™ a secondary school,
i
The teacher-pupil Ibad in the traded, elementary and
secondary schools of Carltoiji County waf 26,6 a3 compared to 29,1
in the ungraded schools of that county! For Pine County the
graded, elementary and secondary schools showed a teacher-pupil
load of 23,6 to 22,1 for th« ungraded schools. Two of the 16
districts maintaining ungraded elementary schools in Carlton
County had 8-month terms, tie rest being 9-months, In Pine County,

of the 106 schools, 17 had £-month terms,

1'72755
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v
Fifteen and one~ten|tl}. per cent of the teachers of the
graded secondary schools of Oarlton Cojunty have Masters Degrees to
7#1) In Pine County* Eighty four and nine-tenths per cent had
B. A. or B. E. Degrees In Caahton Counby to 90«2% in Pine County.
Two and seven-tenths per eeht; of the teachers In Pine County were
reported teaching on Diploma, none In Carlton County. For the
ungraded elementary schools of the two Counties we find that 6%
of the teachers In Carlton Cojunty had only one year of college
training as compared to 56% In Pine County, Ninety four per cent
if Carlton County had two years training to 42% In Pine County.
Two per cent of the teachern pf the unladed elementary schools of
Pine County were reported to have four years college training,
Vv
From the standpoint ot receipts and expenditures we find
that the Income per pupil Ix Attendance In the graded, elementary
and secondary schools varies from 091*85 in Pine County to 0102.62
in Carlton County, a difference of 010,77. For the ungraded
elementary schools there is a difference in income from 059.80 in
Pine County to $93.25 in Car:l]Jon County, a difference of 035,45,
In general, much more Is spent for school serviced per pupil
enrolled in Carlton County tban In Pine County.
Vi
While the total enrollment of the two counties varies but
very little Being 5,079 in Cahlton County and 4,832 in Pine County,
a difference of 257. The total valuation varies greatly being

06,848,575 in Carlton County and $3,472,454 in Pine County, a ratio

WWw.manare



85
L
of alino31 two to one* The “singe of valuation by districts varied
very much In both counties, district 1 in Carlton County having
$5,799*60 per pupil wealth ”s) compared to $226.95 In district 15.
In Pine County this range riihs from $:39.70 in district 71 to
$107,20 in district 100. Districts malLntaining ungraded elementary
schools varied in valuation pjcr child enrolled from $962,56 in
district 11 to $95,03 in dl strict 96. In Carlton County the range
is from $2,233.67 in distri st 40 to $328.15 in district 32.
VIl
Yihen the cost per pjipll Iin the various districts of the
two counties are compared, mi extremel]y wide range Is evident.
The spread iIn average cost it maintenance per pupil in attendance
varies from $117.11 in Carljton County to $99.49 in Pine County,
a difference of $17,62.
Kecspmnendat ion|s
|
School districts dbjcijild be cantered around a city or
village, Including all the territory wlthin Its natural trade area
and system of roads. This should be large enough in wealth and
population to insure a conssft®uotive, economical administrative unit.
11
The districts withih the area maintaining small ungraded
elementary schools should either diasc lve and consolidate with a
larger central school maintaining a h3gh school and a graded
elementary school or carry their propc;rtionate share of the local

cost_of the entire educational program of the whole area.
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il

There should be one modern adequate plan providing all
necessary space, Tully equipped to provide a complete educational
program through the 12 grada3 and maintaining as many graded
elementary school buildings and schoolo as needed at points beyond
the distance of economical transportation. These schools should
be thoroughly supervised by the administrative head of the central
school system and should include all the grades through the 6th.

v

Figures 5 and 6 shotw Carlton dnd Pino Counties divided
into these larger school unlits. All t#ke ungraded elementary
schools of Carlton County vioitld be clustored around the seven
units, Carlton, Cloquet, Town of Thom*on, Cromwell, Barnum, Moose
Lake and Wrenshall, that are now maintaining secondary and graded
elementary schools. Theso schools would take care of all the
grade pupils in the area either in the central school system as
room and transportation was availablej or by thoroughly supervised
grade schools located as needed throughout the droa. Pine County
would be divided according tp Figure g and the schools of that
county would be centered around Willow River, Bruno, Sandstone,
Finlayson, Cloverton, Hinckley and Pine City. The same require-
ments shall hold for this county as for Carlton with reference to
the ungraded schools of th” [respective areas.

These school areas have been platted, keeping in mind
population, valuation, enrollment, natural trade areas, systems
of roads, and in general, ;he ability of these enlarged districts

to provide adequate modern school programs for all the children.
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Advantage > of Large:? Units

It will afford a better educatlLonal program for the
rural children*
11
The tax burden for iichool purposes would be equalized.
i
Teaching personnel would be imbroved both from the
standpoint of training, experience, tejnure and salary*
v
Economy in administration wouljd be affected,
v
It would bring aboujt a community solidarity reaching out
from these respective villages to include the entire countryside,
Vi
Improve the equipment and extend curricular and extra-

curricular offerings, adapted to the local community needs*
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