
APPROPRIA'l'ION : In view of the effect of the decision i n the 
case of State v . Thompson, printing and 
clerical help may be charged against the 
teacher- training appropriation for 1935. 

september 18. 1~5. 

Bon. Forrest Smith 
State Audi tor 
Jefferson Ci t y , Missouri 

Dear Mr . anith& 

~1hia 1a t o acknowledge your lett er as f ollows: 

"Will you please advise if I am author­
ised to pay billa tor printing tor 
Teachers- Training out ot the appropria­
tion tor Te!lchors-Tra1n1ns made b7 the 
Legislature in section 57, P.age No. 113 
ot the ppropriat1on Lawa1 

"It is rq undorotanding the dec1a1on 
or the o:.upreme Court in the Thompson 
case holds that printing can be 1esall7 
paid out of the appropriation made tor 
Teacbars-Tra~n1ng. 

" .ill you also please advise me what 
aalo.riea, it any. can be paid out ot 
this appropriation made for Teachers­
Training?" 

Laws or iasouri , 1935. page 113, section 57, 1s the 
a ppropriation act relating t o "Toachera Training in H1gb 
~hoola" and reads as follcws: · 

"Teachers Training in h1 ,h schools .-­
There is hereby appropriated out of 
the Std te Tronaury char ~oable to the 
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general revenue fund. the sum ot 
Tb:lrt)"-F1 ve Thoucand Dol1are ( 35 .ooo .00 ) • 
tor the purpose or carr.y1ng into ertect 
the provisions or Article VII. Chapter 
57. or the Revised Stat~tes ~f Missouri• 
1929. which provides for teacher-training 
work in high schools. Erovided. however • 
1n the event t he funda appropriated 
herein are 1nsuft1c1ent to pay the 
o.pport5onment in full aa provided bJ 
law; they shall be pro-rated to schoola 
in pro-rata proportion. • 

section 9406. R. s. o. 1929. provides as tollowa: 

·~ appropriation provided tor the 
instruct i on ot pupi ls in the science 
and practice of rural school teach1ng 
and the teaching ot elementa17 agri-
culture. DB7 be expended in part for 
t he inspection and supervision ot such 
instruction by the state superintendent 
or public schools and by such person 
as he may designate. and the expense 
ot aueb inspection and supervision . 
shall be paid out or said appropr1at~on 
on vouchers certified bJ the State 
superintendent ot public achools. In 
accordance with the foregoing provi­
siofta of this section. the state super­
intendent of publ1e schools is author­
ized to appoint an inspector or tea cber­
tra.in1ng in high schools and private 
and denominational schools at a sa1ar7 
ot not to exceed twenty-f1 ve hundred 
dollar s (¢2 .500.00 ) per year . and the 
necessary traveling expenses while in 
the di ach.arge of hie duties . • 

It is to be noted that t appropriation aet , supra. 
doeu not in detail express the purposes for- which said sum 
may be expended. but refers t o Article 7 . Chapter 57, R. s . 
Mo. 1929. Ret'orence must be had, "tberetore, to said article 
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and chapter to detel'mine how the moneys appropriated ma.y 
be expended. Nowhere in \rt1cle 7 • Cbapte1• 5?. is it pro­
vided that any moneys may be expended tor printing. Hatrenr. 
Seo~ion 9405. aupra. provides for the appointing ot an 
inapector at a salary not to exceed twenty- five hundred 
dollars ( 2 . 500 . 00) psr annum. a.nd the necesso.ey tl'aveling 
expenses while in the discharge of bis du ties. But said 
secti on doee not provide tor any other sp~c1t1c expenditure 
ot moneys appropriated tor toacher-tra1n1ng courses . f a1d 
section does state. however. t he following: 

"The appropriation provided for ~ ~ 
y be expended in part tor the 

inspection and supervision ot such 
instructi on by the state superintend• 
ont or public schools and bJ such 
person as he may designate. ~ * *" 

Thus. if any money may be expended froc said appropriation 
act it would have to relate to inspection and supervision 
of such instruction or to pay t ho S1lary of th$ instructor. 

The etreot or the decision o~ the SUpreme Court of 
r J.saour1 . on Bano. in tho recent case of state ot tissour1 
v. Lorenzo D. Thompson. et al •• (not yot reported) was that 
the former State Aud1 tor. !rhompaon. was not liable when he 
charged t he 1931 appPopriation to teachers-tra1ning w1 th 
certain 1 tems ot printing. because the evidence 1n that 
case sh::Mei t.ba t such printing as necesaar1 and connected 
with the furtherance or tea.ehera-tra1n1ng. However. the court 
ordered judgment to be entered tor t he State on 1te~s ot 
printing having no connection w1th teachers-training. e 
quote trom the court • a opinion 1 

~under the application of the doctrine 
enunciated above tho inclusion 1D 
printing bill "c~ (count three of the 
petition) or the items admittedly having 
no connection w1 th teacher a' training 
was an obvious and inexcusable error. 
while all other 1 tema in suit .. ere 
properly for the determination of the 
trial judge. " 
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Therefore. in view or the effect of the decision 
of the above eaae. wherein t he court permitted printing 
to be charged to the appropriation act of 1931. similar 
to the one UDder consideration. it ia our opinion t hat 
the burden ie upon you. na State Auditor , to determine 
as a matt er of tact whetbor printing sought to be cbargect 
1c connected w1 th teachers-training and uaed in turother­
ance thereot . And. 1f you tind as a t act that t he ~int­
ing 1a so med. then such ma;y be charged aga1nat the 1936 
appropriation act. 

Our opi nion ao t o charging of clerical help against 
said approprlation .would be the same as to printing. 

APPROVED& 

JOHli • HOf'E fi • J'r • 
(Acting) At t orney- General . 

JLH:EG 

James L . HornBostel 
Assistant Attorney-General 


