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- tresenting & brief overviev of federal aid to - ~
education, this paper approaches the equity issue by first detailing
the unique characteristics of rural school- districts and thé -~ -
examining rural program needs in terns of the afppropriateness,

sufficiercy, and manageability of federal aid for rural schools. ., -
Emphasizing the divefse rature of rural .schéol districts, this paper:

—deseriles characterigtics commen.to mest-rural.schools—Saatlom i

”EﬁfﬁliiéﬁfE:éépiiéewpépﬁléfibnsg'Gl@SE“sghanéeéﬁiﬁEity iéiatiénéfi
and problems cf isolaticn and finance. Specifically, the follewing -
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‘appropriate* assistance to rural schools, given their unique, ,: . . ¢
characteristics? (2) Is federal education aid *sufficient’, given the -

naturé and extent of rural needs? ‘and_(3) _Is_federal educaticp.aidn. ...

-nead s-of-rural-schoola,—nunere -

manageable in rural schools? This analysis suggests that the needs of '
rural school districts necessitate flexibility, specialized services, -
greater resources and educaticnal €ppcrtunities, and greater levels - .

Wﬁf“fiﬁzncialmaiag”CﬁlliﬁE”fofpfééfam55aesigﬁéd,§9 meet-the special

-steps-are-suggested for equitable
adjus*ment in the federal aid program._ Anong these are: elimination
of the "density bias" of federal aid progranms: reduction of average -
grant sizes to increase availalbility tc greater numbers of schools: =

—increzsed-aveilabiYity of swall grants £0 teachers for individual _

projects: allovance for greater latitude among grant recipiemts: and -
closer monitcring of state departments of education ‘in their . R
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: ﬁas ‘to mﬂnitar furai edu:atiaﬂal needs. Ia had nE?Ef befare been cansidgfed~A‘f§

) ;-ﬁE§Essary.: On_ the rare ac:ssiaﬂs iﬂ the past when agméane had gskeé a ;?

&aﬁstian ahaut rural edugating, recﬂlls one seniar-QE affi;ial “Ve difeczed\e:f

th-l over to the DEpartmeﬁE of Agriculture_ . fgfi, "*i fi: j_*.  L ;;-;_

*

ithe 1gtter was passed from affice to ﬂffi:é in ;: Effart td 1ac "e someome "7

‘ '}méw;edgable ‘on’the’ Eubject; Event;uall-g, 1t was one of - the fa«:ﬁgrs ﬁhi(ﬁh e

=

led to the planniﬂg af a Nazicnal Seminar on Rural Eduzatiun jaintly

SpﬁﬂSéfEd'by

N i s v e AmR e A e o s st S, SO B

- and - Qelfafe (EEH} and. -the- Sgience snd Educaﬁian Administratien Gf the 3w~_m~

' Department of Agficulturei Here, the Sénaﬁar s quéstian was to be answered:

; 5

The seminar was intended as an appartunity faf a réview of what the rederal ,

N 2, e

gavernment was already daingvfar fural sahaals and as a farum far a dis:ussian

_ of what it cauld and shauld bé daing Mf S ,-f”a,,i,Af:W”@umgﬂh

“What prcmpced the Senaton's lettexz, and ultimately the National Saminar

‘ was ‘a. a;rngem“ﬁhat rural Lsclmnlehildfen’. are not haing adequatelf saﬁrad e

"‘ H

under the fgderalcsducatiﬂn aid pragram, 1n spite of the faet that they -y
constitute beﬁween one~fifth and one-third of the total public schaal
\

papulatiaﬁ in the U.S. (deaénding on -the "rural" definitiﬂn usedﬂl. It is not

= ﬁ_;:,_‘:

an issue of whaﬁhgr fufal adu:atimnal needs are specifical 1y adddkssed .
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‘“*”as*aall 'in ‘thea’ rapar;;‘autharaacail‘Eaaa and Eaul“Earman;examina‘“faf**‘“

aix‘atazaa, tha diatributian af fuada betwaaa rural and naﬂ—rural aahcal

L] fa:;ami;aaga;aaiaaagga K ﬁ

',ﬁ ';'ata,.fua_iad

(ESEA Titla 1v, Paft 3) an&‘ Eduaatianal Inﬂavatian aud Suppart (ESEA Titla ‘v,

«m§~Par ~G}~a&ﬁfiﬁg Eiaaal yaar 1913@a$hair fiadinga on-the-s Eair sharem“quegf{ﬂn~;:? -
= - = 5 Bl 3 } N .7
were inaa clus 1va.,Ia séme :aaaa— rural aahaalféistricta got more thaﬂ

el el -l

'-Ehaif érapartianata ‘due Df Iadaral funda and iﬁ athara, laaa. it dapandad T

pfimarily on the haaia an wh;ch the funda uafa distributed Q:hfaugh a. 1i:j .

e g et ien b

afarmula or thrﬂugh aampatitian) aﬂd on hsm amall,and haw rural the aaha@la
N . L4 vt
were. Additianally, the authafa faund that rural "disadvantage" had to be

.=

undarataad within a braad cnntaxt and that whan aduaaticn aid was maaaurad

=t==againa!§=naad,x=£hazaﬁaitsaharazgquaaaian»har.ama_mu:hamaraxaamplaT

=

_The Natianal Rural Center (NRC) haa also had ‘an intafaag in. the quaﬁtian.

. af haw fadara; eduaa;iﬁﬁgaid beaafita rural dist:i:ta. Tha HRE approaah haa o
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;ﬁ't state a:zé lat:al educatf{gnsl agsncies are ﬁ:ﬂ; abie e

':have been ;onﬁn:ed

edm:atior;al :;aeds far which sgate ani '1acal agen:ies are u:lprbpared) oy . -

- . .
~~~~~~ Lﬂrtfkﬁigﬁigthrﬁatiﬁtﬁ*gaals ‘Ei?‘f" e%catimﬁ {E‘ﬁti’attééﬁﬁl?’"ﬁ tir ——

‘speeifi: prablams" that ,gxisﬁam a naﬁianfyidé b'ésis. That: year,-hawever,
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a ngw ;dea emgrggd t’hé féaeral gaveﬂeﬁt @Hés tegiﬁansible fm:m‘the pfcsvisién -

af equa’l educatiﬁnal appartmit:y across Ehg land Cc:ng'réss passed the :

U S TSUR OUON . o AN P o SV

: Elamem;ar}r a;d Seca\“ﬁai‘;y Educatiml Ar;E {ESEA) ,and the federal Shafé af

4 | . o .
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Since 1965 f.he authgri;acian cf éduzatiaﬂ appopriaticns has1 b«égn d
“‘*’“’”‘EE.EE&LQB*‘Eﬁ:ﬂﬂtiﬂuiﬂgﬁlﬁﬂtiﬁﬁﬂfﬁthg‘ﬂﬁpiiﬁatiﬁﬂﬁ ﬂfugu&ranteeing&equg;g : -
" gd,ue:atiaﬂal;gppértugity for all gand, on zhe. i_dentifigatiaiaf additic:nal
"~ 'national goals in e}iﬁ:s;iﬂm-@v&r these-flfteen years, federal invblvement - - - - —
- . o , , :
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Educatiaﬁ Pélisy" QHEW 1928) The au:hcrs idenzified six majgr purpcses Lo
. ‘g’» *

behiﬂa ‘Eeéefal educat}an initiiveg i ranging fm the familiar idea that S ~,

reg,ariless 5

Jh@diﬂspping ﬂaﬂditian" taf thﬂtinﬂzﬁhat the fedgral geﬁ:lrnmlénﬁ shauld é S ;
! ﬂg;‘;isé 133&3' hip in :P'IE SBPPGI’E of reséai‘ch in eﬂucati;:t: and to vs .
. T4 . ,
e ,Tlilf; t‘he wiE‘, ,pfééa aiSSEﬂi ,tian x:f I;ﬁcwleage e 7
,ﬁesaa:zb~p£;:e;5i“;§ith eha aé&e; four pq;pases -the. ratfonale affegéd .z.m_mmajuflé
R fpr federal involvement in gdugatian ﬁasfbraader than snything:pre?icusiy 'fﬁi
, the federal share more than iﬁubléd g?ing f:am & 3 percent to 8.8 percent
~ (See Table D). BUt byii977, the “federal share had not yet reaahed Tine parcent.””ﬁ”i;g‘
ri‘his‘{ﬂi?”an imparta:?/s pninﬁ Itji ffam,Ehfs situat;.an that has arisen the 7 '» .' : ",, ‘
’ wideispf-éiéd féeling Ehat f?déralvi;vplvement in "education is 1n¢reas;ngl’y =4
-a mat:tér of underfunded mandatés. _Th; gnvem&nt is asking for mu:fe: ' ; )
_ ‘ . V" ,
and offering the same. L - . - | o ;;' L e
o TEYSHggéfiZE the federal programs_ briefly would not be possible. '
1t is imp;\rta.nt: however, ta‘nct\e thzt the programs cax} be glassifiad !
-,_rin two ways-. Eifst, they can be diﬁded ;nta formula grants, ,in whiech =
. Euﬁds r distrib@téd to lmzﬁ schaol districts on the basi; of pfg detérmined? -‘ if
: Ien_tit:leweg;s, 7 nd d’LSEPé'&L@rKQ’y grants, which are awa’fded tD .So:haol dist:ricts ‘:
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o ’ 'a:he pragrams c.an be grm:ped a::;atdiﬂg to’ sﬂje'l;her they o
e e LT I N e e S Lt et

a:ra aﬂministered at the Etats r:? féigmz 1 ela Th;ere are -Ehus faur v ' ] '

T Sub—-t?psfs. federally-=allm;a ed fcn:mla grs:lt;S' stgtee—ﬂlacated "formula

gfants, %éderalﬁly—allm:at;ea dis&reuqnar? grani;s" ané statel-ag‘cc?ated . P
dis;fétianary *g’:ants ,7,,The -cha:{ {age slsf: illustrates the - :l\:rﬁ B “’ -
-:_,:f Hhiié a;:ﬂsidering whéther rui:al distzitt& are. adequ.a,tel}r gerveri.’ Iﬂ the. 7
- J ) :

 curtent apprdpria:ian. appraximaﬁelyqﬁmrég pexcent of feae:;'i funds aée : -
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x A L

-—v . b. . ST,
{_mf is dané ‘hy 5\‘:%.‘:2 depa:f 'menﬁs, i:carding to their m pnli;y %nterpretatiﬂnsi
i" ~ \ N

! This épplies par:icularly to fura; schools: In many tases, OF will .

N
mnftar la;ge urban sc:ht:als dire:tly, while ,feaviﬂg thé’mﬁité:ing af

;-q

small sch::als ;o the state agem;ies Befaé yielding tﬁ t:he impulse to
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Ela:ne the fedgrai ggvernment Ear one 's prablems with féderal aid, therefare, : R
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! ‘ﬁ it would be a gbod 1dea. to :h%ck to, be ;jsure thaffé_he sa%ﬁ:’ce of tha prfsblem‘
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We:e rural sc:haals no di ffereﬂc frﬂm urban aﬂd, suburban sc:haﬂls, 'iL

L]

and :Lf edu«:atianal ﬁaeds did not vary ffam one settii}gx aﬂGf_héE‘ th% -

. i
wauld beﬁittie s:auga for :ﬂnt:effaver the’ federal t:eatment Qf rural areas
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- . _First éf éli";tﬁral seheais are*aivérséi the caﬁegﬂryiiﬂgludes -7 T

e . ; = N -
,,,,,,,, eyarything ffﬂﬁ ane—r&gm schaﬁlg on Maine islaﬁds to 1arge, eaﬂsclidated Lo e

A N -
chaa).s in ’E!J.Ial Alabaﬁa-indéed, ,Ehe vafiéty Df cuiitures aéd tez‘rain :L et

o] fﬁ?f; Amer%sa ﬁakgs‘diversity .a° chara:teristic whiah distihguishes rural ) L 7’ -
’: schaals as- a:gﬁéug, ;n :emparisan to: c:thers With refereﬁce to federal ‘ j .
. aid this means‘thaz rural sgﬁhals have a: Particularly highistake‘;g seeing f ;iA i .
) N .
that there is fle:dbiiiﬁy built into the aid pfﬂgms if they are to ) '
S bEEEEit fram tbeg. - - m - — —— *  e ’ “;‘:;
The fact of t:heir divgrsity makés it diffi;ult to c:em:im;e gener;ii;ing V,,

jabeu';; rural schac:ls but some ayvicvss features can be naged. “Rural schqals-

ar

%i-';:—;arg m@ﬂ? lx:a&gﬁ ﬁrm sggrsely-pmpﬂiated areas t&aﬂ ar ié irban schools .

: B th students and available IESQBIEES aré mm:é li};eiv to be spread ar;fﬂss‘g

= a 5~,=

wida gaagtaphic afeas This charaezerist‘ic méans Ehat it may he mc:re difficult I

- 'p':twide '“Eh%’@egﬂizéd‘;'semces - that"‘caﬁ bé"pr&ﬁ'ﬂéa’ in more coficentrated ™

areas. It alsc; means tha; thére Hill bé a higher incidem:e Df transpartatian

;rcblems and hi:her transpo rta;i;n;;gjijggangmggihggig t = e

K
» -

Ana;her abviaus 'eharacter"istiag of. rural schgbl ’systams@is -that they are’

f

\mllikéiy-?tﬂwhéﬁa,ﬁuéi:hihanﬁur£a§-~5éii:ﬁﬂlxsyst\2ﬁ n;iith%fﬁé:jé tuézﬁtsfamf%sb* e
smﬂlef md ]:;!sé sp;ieializé‘ﬂ staff and admin%étratiaﬁ. ‘Acrassj the-na?icm, - ‘

. ”'Eighfy- ivg pefr;ent ‘of nonmetr: péifitfé;izfééﬁééi Qistriatsha%a tbtg e . H B

f enrallmenzs of less E‘l%an 25(30 studénts Uiile only fift:y-faur péfééﬁt of 7 - /

. metrnéglitan schi;ivdistxic‘ts E:Lt that cﬁegc;?See Iable 2). As- a rééﬁi;, . , U

ot
o =

the curriculum is gging to be 1255 SPEEialized, school! Eaciliti:es will be less
e\amglete, teaghers w:f.ll bgrespansible for a widar variaty of Fubjegts, N !

Zadﬁd‘nist;atiﬁagmartiaasﬁll he‘xlesskhighlydevelapgdxaﬁdxcpﬁst,icns e

genera; are m@fe %ikely to be infc;msl; persﬂns;%zeﬁi andrless instituticnéiy

L4 . -

_— z'mnﬂﬂa&a htﬂ_im_dmgraphiz_smaﬁatﬂnEAMram ——————
gutside c:f ;; Standard Hetrapniitan Statist{cal Area, as defined o )

ﬁn“fﬂ:\f‘ Ess . - =
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t.he clasenass éf- éc‘hml/:amitf:r&latians. Rurallca'mmities tend to’ i

be mi‘er cnhésive :ban urban- E@mmities a,nd qua}itatlvély differemi ——' cee

s a:harac:teti:ed by" MOTE sar;ial and ae:anamic iﬂtérdepenéengé strﬂng‘er

tfaditiqns ;:E local s;s:ﬁtml a;:.d gave:m@ce, Sﬂd greater impertagee attaf:héd

4

) si@;tficant, t}tE bureau::atis: strut:ture iﬂ the St:haal (a.s in Ether ’Elccal

. in.stituticms) is 1355 develaped "and the pace and di"recticn of educatigﬁal

= . 5 TR s

¥ 7 Y . :
changa ‘hill be more closely aEthEd to the commmity. : 1

There is alsa Ehe &:ﬂﬁditiaﬂ ‘of isola ian whi«:h = thﬁugh it is not: true

-

S S e . R s T

s af some frufal ‘areas -— éﬁsts in m&ﬂy Fam t,hrnughaut fural Americ:a.

'Distagce and/or geagraphic -‘barriers may- separate rural people from-each ﬂther o

and ffa\ffr the rest af the wr:rld Thé impiigaticns of Ehis canditiaﬂ are many.

PRV U B T - SRS P SR U o

Ru:al eduﬁatars will have 1ess acecess ta infnrmatlan resources, a.nd servic:es

mﬁfﬂf‘ﬁfﬁéf’?&”ﬁ:ﬁgs arid n§ve Lmdevelapéd skills for dealiﬁg with the autside‘ '

world. There u:Ll.l be fewer career models and léafniﬂg appartunities

s‘Uthﬂ" amenities will be in shart supply, wh;ug}; may s.maké it more - diffieult
l;a ati;raat staff. Thé :ul;ural homgenéity af' the papulatian may lead to
prejudigé against other cultures and/ar the grawth of a lac:al culture = —.

_ﬁhich is if;self the abjeat of prejudic:e in t;he larger waﬂd. i

E‘f‘an ially, rural school distv;icts aré .on a shakier foundatiom than

* &

are schgal districts gaﬂerally. Overall/ there are higher rates of poverty -

LY

in ‘rural areas’i:han in the country as’ a whole (Fifteen percent of the :rixi‘ha;_l

apuiatian is arficialy paof, e:ampared to tan percent of the metrapﬁlitén

: &
,ni’

:@@pulatimﬁ), and lmaer tax revenues. Where scheool finance is depe gd

b _a

- o 7: ) . ’ [ B

e

| . . ) e —— e . — .
“Ree” Natlonal Pural Center, 177% ] , ' 3




71”1975—76 -dchool ?ear' ‘the national’ average per PuPil Expénditufé wasg -

lﬁake to nutside saurces fﬂr 57 4 percent of ﬁheif reveages while the

& =

'“'campafa le figure fhf the . S. as a.whéie uas 49 4 per¢ent (See Tablé 3) ff?

As a fesult rural districts are able to spéud 1355 Gﬂ adﬂ:atiaﬂ. Du:iﬂg the

%

51235 Hhereas the expendiﬁﬁfe for rural areas was 51970 perlpupil or B -
== - ¥ ‘

_;ffeighty—SEvgn pergént Qfdihe ] ticnal ave:age_LSee;Table é).hihis is in- __mfkn“m_?_;;_

f . = -+ == . =

= -

"~ spite of the fact that transpgrtaticn costs are higher in rural -areas, oo

- i B . {: )
Hith the average npnmetr@palitan schoel distfict expgﬁding‘sél per pupil

for tran p rtatian se:vices: campared to 549 in meﬁrapglitan areas ; . .

“or 124 peraaﬁt mOTe. Rural s:haal fﬂrced to QgtbaaE in instructlan, .

"ﬁhéée ay Spéﬂd ‘eighty-seven percent of the national average, ‘agd

in attendance and health SEIViﬂES where theif expendicurés aré only half

R R o Tl vmmem s L menn ? PSSV (.-

-

Ehe national averagei R

[ T

—------Ag.far-as quantifiable education needs are concerned, a recent - - -

i Depértméﬁ; of Agficultufe re?érﬁ makes iticléaf~chat rural students

- i-, . 1]

are disadvantaged It ccﬂcluded thac residents of nonmetropalitan afeas o

campare& to residents of metrapclitan areas are more likely tn- enroll

in schoal lati;; progress thraugh s:haal more slowly, camplete fewer

years ci;schcal scove lawer on national a ssessment tests, and become

=
&

funo:tiana_l. illiterates (Fratoeb 1978). . S

H . \5%5 .
" Rural Educsticn then, 1is characterized generally by unique prablems . }

R . 'ré !

" and greater than average need. Cansidering Ehese realities, how do *

rural EEhEOlS fare with federal aid? - o

* N . _ T -

The federal réS?éﬁEé - 7 e

In’ order- sto evaluate the paténtial bénefit af federal educaﬁign R e

tassistanae in fufsl schcals, iE is néaessary;ta agk three quesﬁigps: -

'-". i‘ "’ . E 71’ 7- ’ ir - , ) )



(i)‘Dﬂ feaerél‘eéueétibn pfug%émé cffér app .
Vfural schn@ls given their unique charéﬁteristizs? 5; ;.» ) %’ ;
1éi;T33wissue here is ﬁh&fhéi-tutai seh@els have a ﬂeeé fat p:agrams suited “r~£‘{se;

ta their aﬁn zircumstan;es parﬁicularly’in the areas'of curriculum and staff
/

gdevelepmgnt, If se, dé the fedetal p:agrams Pfavide Ehat assistaﬂze; or have e =

they been drafted'with urban Ef subu:ban settings!iﬁ minﬂ* B ! .‘ e s

| (2) Is fE%?EaLVEﬂuﬂaEiﬂﬂ aii sﬂﬁ?icteﬂt given the naturé and eztaﬂt :«;;l
Ef rural naeaéz N -ﬁ“‘ AT T? .- 7 R As,i- 7;’ o ‘
éi There ;feiactuaily two Pafts to thisEﬂQuestian The first” is vhether§ . f ;:vf

fural Eduzasianal needs are quantifie& in 2 satisfacta:y maﬂger, or whether .

Ehey éfé uﬂ&efestimaté& ‘Iﬁe secand 1s whether Eédéralmaid to rural schaals

1is gnﬁugh.taqgavezzthe :aats qf,meeting$thgse.needs_in a manner which e e e

’pfcv;dés rural ehil& en with educational cppcftunities qual ta that engayad

: , } . . - L ; ,
(3) Ig federal education aid manageable in rural schools? .

This quest

7&=th§%fif3t=ﬁﬁeT=$§=thal',,:

the app;apfiatéﬁess of the federal education programs in: rural areas. .

%Iﬁffﬁiémté§éf‘5§ﬁévéf;”Tt"is’héé"ﬁﬁéfﬁéfjfédé%él ésgiéféiéémﬁéféﬁégﬁtﬁé?’ T -
pr@gfam needs ‘of rural schécls, but ﬁhéthéftthe .aild is organized and'

adminisze:ed in s;;hﬂé way as ta be af benafit to fural sch@gls; given T
_their ins:;ﬁutianal needs aﬂd chafacte:istics. o L )

Each of ﬁheéa questions will be caﬁéidered’in turn, with attention

pald to rural schools' e#@erienaag under éeveral OE pfﬁgtams.

Federal ‘aid and fural progfam ﬁgedg- Is it apprcpfiate?

As has already been mentianed, tﬁéﬁe are no fedéfal ‘education programs -

which Spe* ?ically address fural needs. Neither is- there a feeliﬁg wighin

L
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offizé is characteristic of the viéw?oint @f’the Department of Educaticn as-

= x

xamxhala: Hemmake:naﬂgansida:adméifattAtDLreaghﬂrutalksEhaals,uwadth{ﬂk yif;,,,;L

environmaﬁtal adugatian is a nation tha;‘h:§ equal appl%gability in both
. 8 “a . " X . ,
ruril and urban aregs.i!p look only at the need, the service to be rendered

under the pfopéésgkprbjegf, and the quality 3f the service,"

Therefafe; EhérQUESEiOﬁ beeomes one of whether there are cppgftunitias

L
E\“

,wi thin the array of edpcation assistange programs, for using federal aid.to

address uni ue rural nee ds. To l:hat:s the answer 1s yes and no. Almost all f

=

of the federal pragrams have some mehsure af usefulness as far &5 rural needs

[y

are concerned.,- Envitoament§i eduﬁatinﬁ ‘itself (an DE—gdministered dis:rétianary

grant program suppéfting curriculum and staff developm&nt) is<a -good éxamplé.-
!

_Bg;ausa_zu:a;_sihnals_afgjat_a_Eisadﬁanzage-inazheir—capagity—tﬁ—ééiezfsciéﬁgé—L——————

labcfatot? facilities that ara available in larger well- Eﬁdqwed suburaan

oy . ' - one .
and. urban schools, they need to rely more on che axplcitatign of the resource .

which ‘works to their advantage* their préfimity to the outdaor environment.
F

Thug, Ehe availability of fedezal funds for th avelopment Bf innovagive ]

W
‘
[
|
L
|
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b
\
‘
.
\
\
\
\
\
‘
\
\
\
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‘
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|
‘
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eﬂvir@nmental EdUEatiOﬁ programs seems to be an ideal cppcrtuﬂity for rural-
schools.
There are; in fact; several federal progfams which provide funds for
local program develepment: Part C of ESEA Title IV (Impraving ﬁaeal
School Aid (for desegregating schgals); and CafEEffEdUCEtiGﬂ are a .few examples.

'All are competitively-awarded programs; some are state?admini’téréd; whila

others are federally-administered. To the extent Ehétzuniqu: rufal educational

neads means that rural schaéls have a need for some of their own curriculum

aﬁd staff development, all of these programs wéuld seem to b% useful.

Unfortunately, almost all these programs Have other features which >

\ 1 )
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S?*\Q\ 7 7 ] iaé, . , _ : e




4 _ _ o
. H
N .
A‘l . . -

work against thei;-ﬁsefulness in rural ‘areas. One is that, in 2ach case,
large grants are widely favoféﬂg@vgr small grants. Thé average environmental
. - .

education grant in 1978, for example, was for $33,000 (Only fifty-eight-

grants were made, out of 679 applications submitted). This {is a case of the

ftriump@ﬁof bureaucratic inéeresgg, A few large g?gnts make for less

adminiétfative work by program géfigersi.§;t a large number of small

grants wéu;dréo.mugh f;r;her,,wauld be gpent mora cautiaﬁsiy, and-wculd ..

benefit a widér variety of schools. Small schools not wanting to he dominated

by a single, feéefallysfundeﬂ project are much more likely to pursue* ;

small grants than lafgg ones, R - o f,’ T
Sécandly, ;f these curriculum develép@ent programs areito be useful

i: méeti” the program needs in rural ‘areas, it i;:necessafy that they be

Ehar%gce;;;;d;by flexigility in the;r design and implémentation. But the

éppag}te_;s increasingly true. Washington offiaials seem to be sﬁuck in a

tentality which demands large-scale solutions, wﬁigh values "transferability"

6ver 1oc§l relevance, ané which sees innaYatian ag a praﬁessvwhieh*cgn qéi?

happén in'large, resource-rich educational centers. 7

e e S e

We may stay with the environmentaireﬂ ucation prngaé:ﬂThE experienéa

of a rural educatcr in New York State isiwarth récégg}ing. Problems began
for him after he received his-grant: "They put a lot of pressute on ué to
come up with a theory," he says. "It .seems like they're always thinking on
a grand,>complax scale -- so they can win the whole ballgame at once. They

, , . : . . , 1 .
want fo. be able to tell people what to do. It seems as if they don't think
o, * ' .
that rural people ‘can think creatively and solve their own problems.” In
the case of his grant, he was expected to become féggliér with various "tomes"

coming out of the national office, including "charts and graphs with no

meaning or signifitance to what we wantad to do." Though his proposal
had focused on energy-related issues, the natibnal office, in the process of

1
=

“pproving his preposai améndéd it .to fo%us on "human settlements" —- an_

EKC . 4 o
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ironic twist for a sParsélyJPQPULated region.
. : . . 6 )
There is also evidence that current federal policies actively

)

: Ly T
__discourage the development of educational programs whi¥h are suited to

s

local circumstance. An excellent example is the Title IV-C program, =
- { : : 7

which is'sutpesed}ga suppott "projects and activities designed' to
‘ impfove educational practices."” It is a discretionary grant program
. = .
administered by statE;Edugatiﬁn agencies, but one of thgse on which i

the inflﬁenéjlaf federal policies and directives has been substantial. In

r@ most gtates, IV-C funds are i!dfi:.‘;itlf.'Lbl.l'EEd in two basic forms. "ngélapéenggl'z grants
I : * . ¥ . e i 2

. ) are- glven to local school districts to develop a new educational program,

usually in areas established as high priorities by a state Title IV

gd%isory council.’ "Adoption" grants‘are glven to-districts ‘to defray the

expenses of their adﬂptian of a program whiah was devgicped elsewhere -

~ Previously, there was a third gat$g0fy as well? wini" gfanté‘for small amounts ($SDD—

'1500) weré given directly to individual teachers who had an idea they wanted to tfyi'

N

The treﬂd in recent yédars hﬁs bean ta gi ewer: dévelapmental grants,

\ but for 1arger amounts ($50=1@Dﬁ§0§ yearly, fﬂr threa years) and more

[ e atm . e T = SN CER S =N P S

adOptive grants, for smallef amounts, The use of.nini gfants has disappeared

almost en irely. A 1978 survey found only .3 percent of IVECafunds being

e

distributed in that form. "One innovation can go a long Way," explains

Herman Goldberg, Associate OE Commissioner for State and Loca&?Programs. i
"The talk now is, 'How do we get more bang for the buck?' There's more emphasis
. on spreading the impact of a program aroand State departments don't want
districts to re-invent the wheel." "3,
Thé question 1is whether éﬁe emphasis on transferabllity over ralevance B
‘ meaﬁs that unique 1;231 needs go unmet:!The issue iS probably more Qritical
41n keeping with the new EméhasiE! the Title IV;C program had its name

changed in 1978 from "Educational Innovation and Support” to "Improving
Local Education Practices.” :

ERIC L _ . L
e : —— 7D M




for rural schools than it is for urban schools, given 'the diversity of
rural settings. It is exacerbated by an even more serious problem, The loss -~

" of opportunities for locally:relevant piagréﬁ development would be minimized

if the developmental grants went to a broadly representative sample of -
school districts, including varieties of rural districts. But that is

definitely not the case. -
According to a recent study (Emrick 1977), the typical pE@grami"dévEIGPEE"
is an urban or suburban school, while the typical "gdopter" is a rural school. . /

- The existence of ‘the pattern is confirmed by many state IV-C officers,
o ) b b R {
such as one from Minnesota: "If you_ look at a map of the state showing the

sites of developmental projects, they're almost all in the urbad areas.
= = _ss -

» But this year we have sixty-five adoption projects, and they're

mostly in the rural areas. That's how we balance it out."

Ihué, fn the interests of "transferability", small rural sghools are

- Qeiﬁg denied opportunities to devel?p thedr own currieculum and staff

development products -- in a federal program which is supposed to support

»@;thaﬁ~activity.~Iﬂstéadyvthey~aré—affgrgd'seaaﬂﬂiﬁandiiﬁﬁbvati@ns;'usaally"*"‘?*“‘"‘

deweloped in an urban ‘or suburban context. The basic attitude behind this
position is that fnnovative program development is.a phenamegan which

can only take place within gﬁe context of a large institution, for a
variety of reasons. A good example of this iiﬁé‘of thinking is offered

in a journal arﬁiclg on the "diffusion" of exemplary educational programs
among rural %ahoal districts in southern Appalachia:

Rural and low-income school systems with minimal financial
resources lacked the funds to try attackingstheir problems in
' new and different ways. Yet in many cases the innovative programs
. that would eliminate their specific ‘difficulties had already been
tried elsewhere and had proven sucecessful. Making this information
available to'them would show them how to golve their problems
gnd in the process serve to stretch their limited funds. (Barry 1977)

-
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p‘/f
o The patronizing approach of showing rural districts "how to solve their

p?obléms' will not reap the" maximum rewards of educatfonal imprqvemenc,

L &

...because. there.is.no. aﬁmmitmaniAtn Btrengtheningjthe creative-capaclity-of— ~the————r——

f

schooli A clear example of the. attitude that educational innovation can

only be nurtured in the resource-rich environment of large schools or

"research and development' centers -can be found in Texas, with its

admintstration of Title IV-C funds. In 1979, thirty-five aevelopmenta"i

grants were awarded. Iwentysthrae did not even go ta schools, but : '
® P oy
.to edu:atian service centers," intermediate service agencigg serving
- . . ,
schools over a wide region. Of the twelve developmental grants that did go ¢

of less than 5000 students. '. . .
—  To be sur

| :
decision, mot a federal decision: but the IV-C plan must be approved by

the allocation of Title-IV-Cdevelopmental funds—is—astate—

[

I
the Assiséanc Secretary for Elementary and Seaondafy Education in Washington,

and the,palicy of direc g develogmentai funds to iﬁtermediate agencies

and large schoal districts Ls Eully in*keePing with current federal thinking

There 1sjfin fact, a counterpart to thils practice at the federal level;

In announcing the availability of federal funds under the nationallyZadministered

discdretionary programs, the Office of Education only bothers to notify !
| school systems with enrollments of marégthan 500 students. (

In conclusion, it is the orecigally passible to ése federal aid to
support program de#elapment which is tailored to rural circumétaﬁces,
but in practice there are several barriers to déing so. First, there
is aAfgderal preference for large grants aﬁa: small ones and for
comprehensive "models" over modest local solutions. Secondly, there is -

an attitude toward rural schools that can only be described as condescending: the
P & y a . =

~1




¥ = & .
e ot oy £ - 2 + e Ao
. = -
= L)

R

idea’ 1§’ that smgllxru:al schools are inherently flawed andigct capable

of highéqﬁalicy, ortginal program development. Such afl attitude cannot help

‘e 7

;&Lﬁbﬁt“huftfﬁfﬁfiitubféédséaﬂiingtitutiEﬂéluéﬁmpléxmﬂfmiﬁfETinify*ﬁhiEhdmﬂféni*

effectively chan_anyt%iﬂg else can doom any effort to achieve excellence

in the educational pr?gramfcf a rural area. oo v

Federal aid gqﬁ ;pfg}feeoncmic neeés: Is it sufficient? o - )
w;' What 1s the price ag ésﬁablishing-équal edu;atianai gppo;tuniéy for”
rural schoolchildren? . _ o !;f ) )

) _ For mast;rﬁ!?& séhéo} administraﬁﬂrélwthelmasciimpgftaﬁt guEStiags j‘ .
§grtain£ggftc federdl aid are whether they get it anérwhecﬁer it's gh@uéh . . ¢
to mag; Ehe:éeedsnghe first question primarily concerns discfetigngéy ,‘ .
aid the fadéfal grants you can.ever be sure c£ until ynulhave the J/i%%, .

, . A
;heck ‘in hand Wheﬁﬁer distri;ts receive any funds depegds ag Bow their ~
appl%caticns rank against those from DEhEE,SchEal di§tr1c¥s? Typieally,
the applications asé judged on thegbasis of ?é?éfal ciiéefia, the most E_ B
imﬁéftant of ‘which are:tﬁé level é} "need" which exists in the locai ) -

“area and the potential benefit of ithe activity which is projesed o 1 7
address that need. Ngrmallj, %gch:éfitgrion is assigned a maximum numbg?
of points; an application Ehéﬁ{éécumulates a "széfgﬁ;‘baseé on How well iﬁ
measures against the various criteria, and only the highest- s;oring u
applications are funded. * . . !

It sounds fair enough. The préblemiEOf rural districts,sas.in sa‘many*‘ '
ct%er cases, comes ig the definitions -- iﬂ~this case, in thé interpre;atian
‘of "need". Thoughout sevéga%‘of theimajaf ;iscrécicﬂar& Qfoéramsj there is a
clear dEﬁsity.biaéz d% re considered to ge i@ra severé when they are s Y :
clustered in groups rathar than spread apart. In these prag&ams, school
disr;icts arelat é caﬂsiderable " advantage in the pursu;% qufgdaral aid if

\‘1 . 1 [ ; -
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1t contatns a large number of needy students, regardless of the relative
tonQEntratin!sc:f the students a@gng the sch@al papulatian as a whale

Under th h 114 ngual eduéaticﬂ aid'pragram (ESEA, Title VTI), a school

‘distritt s application for a basig graht is rated partly on'its "néed"

v
‘ painzs- "need" is dafined on the basis bath'the number of students of S /
limitgd English profigfehgy and E éVcomparable bercentage. Thus a small
L : &
fufal district is alway§ at,a-ﬂisadvantage in compétition with a large :

éyhather thE small district enrqlls a higher

4 'i\-! =

prcportion of need fstudantg, because Ehe large district will be’ able to

[

score Extfa paints becau se of ‘its high number of Euch students.

Ap@lizatians f@r!basié gfgﬁts under EheiEEErgeney Scheal Ald program | .

K ) ¥ B v AT
, ’ N N
(ESEA Title VI) are rated orf the same basis -~ a cambinatien cf numarical ‘_f?g {

~ - T i““ql-
and percentage measurements. Assaciate DE Commissioner fgr Equal Educatianal \

Opportunity %erléy:MECune claims that "WE re trying to be fair to bath haf:’
rural and theiurbag district; che numerigal rgnk;ng favors the urban disﬁfiet?‘ »
: .S , i
. » - .o N
. the percentage ranking favors the rural district. By putting the twa t@ga&hﬁf,*a:

we get a balaﬁeel' But ‘her logi; is unglear "How can a percentage raﬁkyng

*

be considefed to favor a ru:al distri:t? All that canrtruthfully be Ssié is that -
N
a perzentage ranking does not discriéinate agaiﬁst a fural district, whereas
'ié ]
a numériﬁal rﬁnking does. Neither, -System favcrs rural dis%jigts

LI L

Thig same density bias is glsc evidenﬁ in the Title I program, with‘thg -

wmy -
eoncentfatian gfants. Under this pfﬁvisicn, school districts {ecéivé bonus i

rpaymancs if Ehay have a- "high ccncentratian of 1ow;inccme students. But the
defiﬁitiﬁn af "high concantraticn inﬁludeswé humérical céméanent as well as
a parcentagg camponent. To be e;iéible, a county (ncﬁ.a school diétrigt) has to
have eigher{SDDQ or twenty percent identified low-income school-age students.

Counties receive an;extfarallocaﬁian for each ''disadvantaged" student they

L3 ' . /
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contain above that level; 4n effeet| they are abl; te count those ‘sthdent® twtceg;ﬁ

This means that the concentration grant is an autamatiz gift to all metf0palitaﬁi

- . . §

el s S T

BTy

e

- .

~gount{as; ;f“eg'f_:;:iléss" of ‘c’hﬁéT actual ;

,fé'ortion of pnverty among the

L] i '

In truth, {t's not the fact af how easily the metropolitad 'istricts 5

¥

qualify far the concentratién grants that is the issue More than half of all=

®
the sihaal d£;triczs in Ehé ﬂation, largé and small, qualify for con;entration

gfants. Ihe E;Pbleh is thatfsmall districts only get a bdg;s for the number af

:hildrén abave tha twenzy percen& ﬁavel while the latga cities xte able to- %

count all the. Ehildren abnve the EDDD levels Pive thousand students, hawaver
!

r%presanc anly 8 pera&nt af thd enrallEEnt En the ﬁos Aggales Unifiéd Schéal

Diatrict 2wo percent qu$ﬂ§£;ﬁ§D11MEnt of the Hauston Indepe d ﬁ t Schodl

{ #

ist rict, four percent of the enrallment@of the Hemphis schocls, §ﬂd only five -

~ percent of the enrnleéﬂt of the schnals in’ Columbus; Bhio (and those figures

%

¥ = & ¥

aré before xheﬁenrellmEﬂts of the other achael districts in .the county are ' .
~ T — .

added), The Fiscal 1980 appapriatian for. ;ongentrétlon grants wag $200 million,

up 550§millicnfffam 1979, Of that mabey, sixty perﬂent weng to Ehe lBD largest’
~

o séhgéLiﬂistfiﬂts in_the. :suatry, accarding t@ the Title I affice -af-the- Ggf

= = =

o . :
\Sf Educacﬂan. . - -~

: 4 /

) FsUndef straight formula gra ,sffa school distrirt is. guafantaed a share of

federal Eunds for each eligible child it contains.,No dénsity facta: ég thus

invnlved There is still a qea%tian for rural dlEtIlCES however, of whethéf*the
]gs are s,ff;giencg The prablem with stta;ght per pupil allocations of

federal aid 1is that edu:atianal costs across -different segfings are not always

equal on a per pupi{ basis. This is particuiafly true of, 5mall éahcels, qhera

Eixed costs~must be spread amnng féwar students. A "fairness! issue is ythus

fnvolved: Federal expe enditures which are proportio naté on a per pupil basis

between fufal and yrban areas will not praduce benefits which are propcrtianata

FERES

%Qif the cost of produciﬁg thpse benefits i%s higher in#rural areas.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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. ;xampi qf; situatiaqs, in\mlving diseeenam;\ Ecr small schoals"a

. <
o

ﬁuﬁ:etaus. Gne '}‘lm pr

costs the same, fagardless of how ﬁany

‘l--

e

. s’tﬁdents usé £
- A ‘, 4 = s - *
- as a speech teacher faf ghigLy tudents. Similaf pfablems apply in Eha
] f‘ . =

per pupil c:oats saf ,huilding af);’ii eéuipping g?masiums %librafies, and SEiEBQE

\\A gpeazh téacher far t:wenty studenzs :LE as expensive

| ~ =

.a{

) 1"abé1;\ateries .In 4 rét:ent Depar‘tment of Agrir_uif;ufe ‘repart of - research on”

~
relaﬁonships between size of schﬂals ‘and 5(:1‘!5@]7 diftricts and the cost

-

of education, the aut;her ccpcluded that "'I'he‘extent and availaj;ility Ef .

L]

§12a=ecancmias -in e cat:icn is not a s\ettled issué," bgt that sC ain

]

Ecﬂnomies dE 5eem 'Gb\e asso:iated with large-scalg educazien" (Fox 1930)@
- - ) ,i 'x.s ! ,iff;ﬁf—
Bec SE cf the v_nfims:es ;Ln éduc:atiOnal :iosts! at 1eas§ two fqrmulax ‘
.
J:ased federal pragfams - ESE.A Titles I and I,l\{ Part B- -—’havei‘ cost | )
adjustmEﬁt Eactors buflt inté the fafmula. Dadiy encugh neither' @ feséfily T
helpfu_l to sfnall rural s‘ahoals . - i S, ' .
s, ‘ g;ii’ﬁ"ri
.} Bndér Title I, allagatian,s to school districts are pegged to statp - .
= , -

edu::ati@g E};’penditurési The. {dea. is that expendicure_ uariaﬁcas will rdughly
‘ﬁ?fiec ) Dsé‘&&fiaﬂcesi But'that 1s- nat*negesarily true.~A state's- Edj:ati&n
‘ éxpendlituées may vary Ec:r many reasons whic.h are quite independent Df/ éost; -
) mgs&rnctablé are thé factors.of the state's wealth and the commitment of

the state's political elite to the support of public education. In such
instaﬂgés, lower aveégge education expénditures‘indiaété a condition of o

disadvantage for the state's schcolchildreg, pothing else. To adjust th

L 1evé1 6f-fEdEf§l aid gning into the state according to the level of .state - o
expenditure 1ig, in effect; to perpetuaﬁe and compound the disadvantage.,

This is precisely what happens in thog;andg!gf'smafi=futal school districts.

As ncted earlier, fﬁfal school districts tend to spend less than urban school

education expenditurea which are lower on the average than expenditures in




. . }

LA

‘states which are predominately urban, and all the diszrigts in the rural states

Will receive lﬁwer Iitle I allogations» As ersult af‘;his”siguaciéniitgra;

B : ;
districts an a natiaﬁzide basgis feceive less Title I aid per eligible child than

&Q urban districts (SEE *Swith and Brauen 1979).
f 3 [ 1
- * Thé cost adjust@ent mechaﬁism in theﬂgitle IVQB program is somewhat more

- . -

L
rezxible,lthaugh still faulty._ The 1IV-B program pravidgs funds}ta schoal
- e L

dist;igts Ear the purchase of educational resource ma;ef ials, éﬁa,ts é%e‘givaﬁ

}

t@,gchool districts accordfhg o the number of students ;hey‘enréli It is .

. &

gecégﬂized that sm&ii 'rural sghools wilL inevitably havg highar per pdpil - .

» s o \f’) =
Es wheq ic’ cqgesato the purchase of such thing; as engﬁ;apedia sets.

-

aﬂd film prejéctc:s, Far that reason, "ap rsity apd smgllness are

both Eanéiﬁioﬁs Which are affiaially considered "hlghlccst factors," and

where Ehé{;eéist a district may-qualify,for a highér subsidy than it would

. othe:wise fegeive¢ The prob;em,;s that tharelis a lang list of conditions

) which are recégnized as "high cost factafé," and staées have the freedom

-

¢ o chdbse which”factcrs to uge in egtablisﬁing thair own IV B allozafians. - ‘7.-

- ’a - CellwE

(IE is a state—édministered pfngram ) Théy}pay, far example, chogse instead gJ

3 i 3 ot = v

toa djust the IVEB allocatioi according Eéﬁthe numbér of Title I-eliglble

ead =t

"*rt

ﬁhiidrén i; the sthool district, though 1t is difficult to see how the per pupil
:ost; of purchasiﬁg educational‘resgurces vary agcording to the income level

of the students families. In L979;.;here were seventeen states which did not
consider either population sparsity or smallnéss as "high éost factors" for

the purpose of IV-B allocatibns, Among them were five of the seven most urban
staﬁe% in the country. | * h

‘There are other considerations as well which raise questions gbaut the

sufficiency of federal education 'aid in éZ%ii districts.One is the fact that*

rural poverty is qualitatively different from urban poverty. Less than twenty=f1va

" percent of the rural poor afe in famale=ﬁeadéd families, for example, while

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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over forty percent of the urbaﬁ pmar are saaéfihated (National Rural Center 1978)
' 4 ¢l €

_*~ATthEfEfE““thE définitigﬁ*af*pavgrty~in PrﬂgramS'such*as Titlé*r*ﬁili influenge IS

*

the level of allacations gging to rural areas. A . . P
.- # ) ‘ ; _
Another consideration caﬁcerns the revenue poﬁential of school districts. )
- f - L &

In order for federal aid@ta pfcduze aqual benefits to everyene, it must not
- 7 ' I [P
only be adjusted to TEflEBEECOSE variances, but §lEﬂ to reflaﬂt a districc"

1]

- T -
ﬁapa:ity to finange its oww 0p§r§tion Whera distriCEs rely heavily on local
itaxsrevenue and wheré Chcse reyenues .are low, extra fedefal may be aecessary
s

B .o
in thé interests of equity. f s - T ;!
S ~ . . . -
. - o = - T ’ s Y
Federal aid and rural szhggk systems: Is {t mana s
7
(

When state education affieials are asked why more ESEA IV-C develapmentél
E; - — - — i = - # B B = D

grants don't go Xo rural schools, their response is automatic: "Because they .

don't apply for them." The same apparently holds trte for all &iscréticnary

grant programs. e just -don't get manyEhigbaquality.proposals from the rural

'areas," says‘Gayle Anderson of, the Minnesota Departmant of Education.

= £ e == = CRERE 1

Because ‘there is Sﬁéhﬁa low level dfrparticipatign in grant CQmpEEiiiGﬁs

in rural areas, it is ﬂifficult to accuse Eltth state or federal officials

of discriminating against rural applicants. In fact, mgst offieials are 7

Y
gEﬂuinely pleased to see good proposals from rural areas, and thera are many

stories around state education departments about special consiaefations havingi
beert made for this or that applicant from some small, rural school.

The problem is that there is rarely any aﬁtempt to offer a good explanation
for the lack of rural proposals - an explanation which goes beyond ébe simple
ﬁotion that "There isn't any inrérgst in ptoposal-writing out there." 7

iSpéciEically,,there seems to beﬁiigtle'thaught given to the idea that perhaps
the scurcs of the problem is not in rural apathy, but in a method of program

operation which leaves rural schvols at a disadvantage and thys ensures a low

@
D
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level of rural interest. In this case, the quegtign that mus; be asked is not ~ .

'

““““Hﬁéthéf“ﬁhé“fédéral prcgrams‘themselves haye any potential ‘banefit for- rural
. » &
3 ols, but whether the programs are strudtured in Euch a way that they gan
fit intc the insfitutianal context of ruzal school systems.

The inscizutiOnal chargcteristics of

rural school systems have

= = 5 ) = ° 5 ] ' - 1 \\' 3 ’ )

dlready been discussed: They are les%‘Pu:eaucratic and more personalized,
with'a'relétively undeveloped adminiétrét%v% g§§§onent iﬁ’&cgiarisan with

large urban and suburban school systems. Frequemtly, a rural district will

* have anly a superintanden;,'a sgcratary, and a bookkeeper in the central Y

"office, with one prineipal in each school building™-- some of whom are also -

Eeachérs,i
o , o

— - tte lmplications for-a district's use of federal aid are obvious. Ig the
case of discretionary gﬁsnt pfagrams, where a school's foftunei.depggd §h it
"gfantsmaﬁ%hip" capacféy, small districts are‘saveraly handicagped While'a
ilaége school system might emplay a staff mamher purely for the purpase of

~_of s;erseeing the district' gﬁfede;al praézzﬁs _and. Haﬁéhing fgz;new aid .
opportunities, a small dist lcc must rely on the willingness of a supefiﬂteﬁdent
or a principal to play such a fale{ Bui a superintendgnt or a principal has
matry other responsibili{ties; there is 1ittlg time left at the end of the N
day for writipg prcpasalsiar eveﬁ perusing the latest Federal Register. +
Rural admini,;?izgrsi theraﬁpre, either do not learn what is availaple

in the way of federal education aid, or do not have the time, knowledge, or
. J k%
training to pursue’it. ' )
{The smallness of rufalrschool 5yséem5‘alsa has important implications
for ‘their experience of formula-based federal aid. The problem here 1is
¢

t

W o

h

re

i~.

the aid is invariably tied to school Enraliments == the smaller the systenm,

the less aid it gets. But with any federal gtant there is a minimum amount @€

RICT + Y S
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paperwork that accompaniles the’ graﬁt. This means that in some small rural
« -

disc:icts, the adminisﬁrative burdan imposed upon 5qhaol folclals .as. a._

e e ey . - _ s *

resilt of their invo;vement in a federal aid program may outweigh the

- . ;

benefits of tHe program As a result, some districts are chcosing not to -

- , . ’ ]
_ a -

participate in federal programs. » -
. -

= 1If there are .lower than average levels of participatian in federal aid

prograﬁs both discretignary and Egrmula based, it is therefore due at least
< * ' )
in part .to the fact that small rural districts fazgéggricus disadvantages

. In their acéess to and use of. such aid. The federal response has been to offer

technical assistance to short-handed rural school systems and to makg an

attempt at: paperwork control and the simplification of ﬁragram ﬁegulatiaﬁs.

“The 1é§tér steps have been undertaken only within the last two years_and _

F
T

have’ met with only 1imited success. Progress has been made, but the admiﬂistrative

. burden imposed on small rural districts as a result of their involvement in

L

federal p:og:ams is"sitll outweighing tﬁé benefitéj in the jgdgeménc of many -

rural sgpaéintendenﬁsg

B S = .t PR

With respe;t to teqhn 1 assistance, it is well agtablished in the
1egislétion, but pQQfly-éStabliShéﬂ in practice. As currently autharized
(under T%tles I IV, V, and VII of ESEA apd under Title IV of Ehe Civil Rights

fﬁAct), technical assistance provisions are intended to help distriﬂ;s in the
planning and éperatian of new programs or programs which are mandated by
federsl statute, torhalp in the formulation of pfaposals‘for competi§1v3'
grants, and to keep school personnel Qelliinformed a§ the latesF ghgngés
in the federal ﬁr@gfémé.-The iégislatioﬁ ié mﬂst explicit with regard to
the distributi@n of federal funds.under Part C Qf ESEA Title 1V, where it .
1s specified that fundézahall go to school distritts 'on an ‘equitable basiéﬂi .

recognizing Ehé competitive ﬁatufa of the grantmaking, except that the State

s L4
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educational agency shall provide assistance in formulating proposals add' in
. o ' . = & ’ : ’ . . " ' ’

operdting programs Yo 15¢al educational éééﬁéiés”ﬁﬁiéh‘éée'léss’abiéiée'f'

compete due to small size or lack of local financial resources’
. Given such staEEEEﬁts, it wauld seem that technical agsistance activities
!hald out the pramise of alleviating the ruraI disadvantage in the pursuit of
federal atd, L "%E _ , . ,
. . = ! ﬁ’&ié‘ - : > e

Unfarﬁunately, the record of state agéncies in providing the requiréd

- technical assisﬁance is mixed, to say the least; A 1977 HEW “génetians

: p e

Qchdy" faund that "szate technical assiszamce pragrams vary widely in quality

and approach"” (Demarest 1977). Hany fural school administratars qharge that . -
state EEEhﬂiEEl assisbance pfagrams rgpresent at best token effort -- and

‘___Ehe charge is not always denied by state agéﬁey personnel.-

Théi:ipositian is that technical assiépahcg‘is expensiva aﬁd¥zim2é¢énsuming,
It is also iInconvenient, and many state agenéiés have respanded by ﬁéadefining'
assistance in terms more in keeping with their Q;ﬂ interests ané which virtually
;;Wgteclgdg;agg,Qn%sitg,,individualizedias&istanceifﬁAgtiv$tigswaimed:atmhelpingﬂ>ihz»+hr
small districts averr:;rme the disadvantage they fag in competition with |

larger districts suffer the most. In Texas, for example, technical assistance .

Jﬂ‘

under the bilingual education program has increasingly focused on program and

staff development and lads on proposal-writing skills. "The distriets which

receive our help are the swift‘ones that comé after it,! explains bilingual
education director Ermest Perez. Perez says that the federal government is
B ‘ &+ :

partly responsible for the-laghk of technical assistance. "The problem is," he’

says, ''that timgszas been so tight that we don't have the opportunity to go

over the proposals like we should. This year, there were only thirty days

betweéen the time we received the program regulatiops and the time proposals

were due. Many districts had only a week to. develop a proposal. We didn't have :'

Y b Wl _ . o




time to zgview them fur quality, anly to see that they were in arder.i f~,- -,
k-4

In Ie:as, the respansibility fnr prnviding teahnical assistan:e to s;hgal

6istriét5iwishing tawcaméete fﬁf ESEA IV—G fuﬁds is agsigﬂed to tweaty

reginnal,servi:e cenrers. Ihe gffart is Qrgani;ed in a way Siﬁilar to that used

- are brigfsd ga the prnpasal—ﬁritiﬁg §:eg§dufegi Sama 1@251 school . aff;cials, , ot

hawéver, feel ;hat the vgrkshaps have an effect gppasite to the one whiah is

xinten&ed,uﬂde;,ghe,law. Re;alls -one. ru:al supgrintenaeﬁi,gfﬁeigg' a.le tter

x
annnuncing a W§rkshap on the (IV-C) pragram, wheré they'll explain it. I 8ot

N o et e ¢ T SN N [ e i i st oy

them. Eut what that nafﬁally daes, if you haven t been Expaséd to it befare,

‘U\

LY

m;,is,,s;a:2_293;,haga}t_eml’hguamomtg.,ofjerkmthey%sayﬁﬁuihz‘?évtﬂaidg-—-»rﬂ:dw;hg'* -
dfassiatagée—ycu get_15‘Einim31!ﬁﬂzfﬁghe,rggianal serviee éeﬁterswwhich»put on - - e
- % B . . e e Ak :

these Hafkshaps have less Ehaﬂ an‘enthusiastic-Enmmitmént te Ehé gaal Qf

develaping ‘good prﬂﬁesals fram the ftral d;gtrizgs it may be related ta

the faet that the? themselves emplay prcpasal—writers, compete fat the

same grants, and depend on the same funds for their own sufvival.

3

i“*é‘jf%IBAQEETEESE; fiﬁg V—Exdevelgpmental‘graﬁts tataling ‘over- 3360 ﬂDﬂ“’“““‘“*f‘i”fff:
were awarded to a éiﬂgle Texas’sefviee::ente: ——'ane which a;feady had ten‘é
athgf IV=C funded prajects in later stages Qf fundiné "We részrced o .

B
ga auzside fér additinﬂal fuﬂding," éxplains Judy Casﬁlebury, caurdinatcr . o

£

 ;VHe,gp:k hafd as'that because our diszrigts hEVEAEfEEt.BEEdE;" In fact— the

""needs" nf the service center are also taken inta c@nsideraticn. Castlebury

L= - . #

" explains that oné of ‘the ,:%Eas;m,s; that the service center seeks gr,ant_s_,under',

:1TVEA”IV;C:Eéfaéﬁéléﬁwﬁéﬁfﬁfégféﬁﬁfféﬁbéi7Ehéﬁjgfantsjté"ﬁfbﬁété‘ﬁféé&éﬁ1” —

i

‘ adﬂptians, is Eécausa her staff gets a little antsy with ane=yea: adoptien 7

;4 graﬂzst;;"nevelapmental prajaﬁts give us_ Eh:ee- fundiﬁg,“‘she,saystw;;l”";,,
: .37 ) i . ’ -, = ’
. » [ igllgs




Lis notvsu:p:isiné "I ;anduct training warkshaps fa: distfict peaple, ,hé 7 o »;

Roe- af getting them fundéd, and~are in a better pnsigi?ﬁ ta deliver - =

_Kthe services. There's not a lot gf iﬂterést in writing prapasals in ‘the fural

B ;n f act, - thefe is more interest in pr@pﬂsalswritigg in rural schcals ;han

ﬁfﬁcé"” "But cﬂge ‘you go thraugh it ome ‘time," he says, "it s not so bad. ~ -

And_every ?eaf!EE gets easier.? In his area af Texas,rsuperintendents have 3

been forced to develﬂp their own technical assistance netwa:ki»"It 8

¥=?=g;:ic:1§egafd=a£—aauth?£zhegaa¥5tg;E:mhablg;ghg:gﬂIkgp:fmymmast,helpugaflv o

" on was E:am - (a larger district, abaut twanty miles away). I just called

" (the federal programs coordinator),-afid he was always very,EeIpfuli.
Since then, i‘ve passéd my appliga:ian_aﬂ‘ce anatﬁir'superintendent, and he's

now pasaed it one to someone else." Rural’school administrators t need aﬂd T

.want te;hnical asais:angé in theif effarts to pursue fedaral aid appﬂrtunities,

- Eméﬂ they don't get it fram the afficial sources,. they are forced ta impravise;

in many states. that the_best way to imprave ‘rural schools.is by delivering
- services to their dQDfE, rather than atrengﬁhening;the schools themselves;

—— iy

tu salve their own pfgblems Yet this may g@t taincide With the institutianal

needs 'in rural areas As previcﬁély discussed, rufal schaal systems tEnd

‘”zc*be more - persanaiized in their apera:ignauﬁhﬂn gchool . systems génezally are. L

s
i

,,; e e ,.;,A%_,;." . ;A:‘;}E;F_ ; . ,» . ity e e e




“Thire 157 greater t@m@ ‘tovassoctate quality witl personnel rather tham

with p:ngfams As one rufal superinfendent puts it,. 'Ex;ellencé ia" éducatiam

W .o

S ﬁalks into ¢the- E.Lassmm each day- i‘}i} tvo -feet." The modern a?praa:h -
7 E&n;atianal imp:nvemen;, with its Eﬂphasis on the develapment and &issemiﬁétiaﬁ=af

) exeaplary pragrams rather thgn Bﬂ the develapment nf gaad ;eachergﬁleavegﬁ_é_d___ jé?

' meny rural adginistratars urimpressed. Hhen one Texas superintendent was’

urged to have one of his ;eééher s prngfams "valiﬂated" and "diffused" to

other schaals, he refused. “Ecu csuldn't move it " he says. “Yau d have

: Land cammitmeat that»makes a pfggram '''' “You 'can't diffuse the people;” Tf&“i:““f“?i*“

L 4

He and other rural administratérs anever, helieve that determinatian

and ccﬁmitment in :eaehérs are attfibutes whieh can Ee encﬂufagéd and built.

WDne_cfwthabgst‘Hays,_;hgy say, 1is to-give- them tha -opportunity-to- be~inv@1ved~—«m~——

S;

T im develaping a4 new pfagram_ TE the new program duplicates a pfagram develaped

elsevhere, it may also dupl;gate the un-exportable benefits of the

creative process. There might, after all, be something for “ré—iﬂvenﬁing

the wheel" -- to the extent that the iﬂventing might be more impgrtant o

Chan ;he wheel

_Obviously, funds. are _too_limited to,give every.district.a.IV-C. . . -5 ..
i§

developmental grant or some qther large grant. .What may be asked hﬁwevgt, e

is whether the current palicy of investing heavily in selected sités provides — '

i

- the greatest benefits for rural districts. An alternative is readily provided

'fiﬁitﬁé %éﬁifalrpfr“ﬁini"'gfanté; such as those which used talﬁ??art of the

R

IV-C program,

___There is a_general issue here. There geems tq he
& L= .

the federal education assistance pr

" rural schoel systém5 in negative rather than pasigive terms.  The reault is- thac -

”I‘E;Stfn;lri‘ééls’” éfe not channeled into the institutians themselves (whig:h might be

regarded as flawed), but into other imstitutions which have the responsibility

Zﬂ i 47 .
’ wE L 2 .



-nf miniatetiag to the rural aahaala. In particulat, thara seems to bé -

littla auppart far the idaa that gaad aauaatiaa in a rufal achaal depaada :,,‘;

in aay Hay on tﬁa craaziva :apa:ity Qf tha_%gazitutinn Littla attaﬁpt - ~;-'~'¥7

=

- 1s made_ Sﬂ?ﬁhare aiﬁhin federal aid, to auppart'iﬂﬂavativa initiativaa T F

1T4y'afaiaxpaatad ta zaplicata atﬁar achaala pfograﬁaf

inataaé. Hsnay is not directed to Eaachera to develop tﬁair own idaaa, hut

aaly Ea train tham in aomaaaa elaa '8 technique. And ayatema are ufgad

,9Eﬂilatitha_aanters_dﬂ—itﬁwané—baagg?&dvfhe-tgagﬁlaﬁa;‘iaﬁuiiugiia guLiffzraw,’f*T’i»~.

- thaﬁaalvaa. T
In sum, Ehe atructura af tha fadaral aid pragram iz in several
gfmraapaa:giaaziwail—matahadntaa;hawahafaatariatiaaAafmfufalmaahaal“a?atams;

--To the eataatsthat' “district's fartuaea in raeaiving federal fuada '

deaéﬁda on iﬁa prapaaal—writing abilities, rural ayatams auffaf bagaua -

.of a lack of adminiatfativa pafaannal Whera school ayatams are small,
Eiiigéiéggégiéggégiieahu:daniﬁhi;haiQilaHaaifzaa;aaaiaxalxaaaaEsiaaagfafaa;aabaaaésgagégeg

federal aid pragfam‘afaaa outweighs the asaaaiatad'banafita.-Naithar

%
I e U U UIC R )

“~technfcal assIstance nor recent eEforts at ’ﬁaséfﬁééﬁ*ééafisi”aid“fﬁé“‘

aiﬁplifiaazian of ragulatiana have been abla to alleviate those disadvantages.

Furtthmara, thauaﬁphaaaa on pragfam davalapmant rathar than panpla davalapment

and on tha delivery of services to rural achools rathar than on the building

of the schools' self-help capacicy ar® both tandenaiaa which amount to a

.

';utinaalmaaadaiaiixu:aliaahaaliaga:ama: — - D —

Conelugions and recommendations

1 Untdl fadaral aduaatian aaaiatanca ataarama_aza_iuad,

highar lavel, iE will be. hard for them_.to fulfill their- aurﬁaaaa_ig_aizher

urban or rural districts. That goal must be the highest priarityi But the Eime~;'

haa alaa come ta racagniaa ﬁhat urban and fural aduaaaian are charactariaad by




different prablems and different passibilities, aﬂd that differenﬁ

) stzategies af eﬂucatianél imprBVEment are required in each case. It is hard

B ta Shﬁﬁrﬁhat tﬁe:; has beea agy maliciaus neglect af rural édu:atian in this

- "

-get of eég;azigssl §§Ed5 and r&quiring ugifafﬁlysappiiea saiutians, has

adverse consequences for those schgnl systems which are the most atypical;

_ inevitably,ythasefareA;he rural,anes.zihe<neglezt_a;;"i :Aeéuzaﬁianfw:herefa:ea

stemszpfiﬁarily from OE's determiﬁati@n that it is not necessary to "think

rufal" iﬂ erdég to serve the causa af rural eduaatignsl impfﬁvemént But the

- negiect is still real44and can be. seenmﬁh:aughautmthe fedaralﬂaidiapg:atian.xmummnu

lazally4relevanz innavatian small—scalé salutians, or zéaahEE—dire:ted desigﬂ.rrﬁm

Those pfagfams which Suppgft currieulum develapmgnt de nat EﬁEQungE"

‘iy assign rural schools an "adopter" fale, 1eaving them with programs wgieh

were designed far ‘the most part in non-rural settingsi Fafmulambased,p:ﬂg:aﬁs,_gggg

do not reflect in many cases the higher per pupil casts in rural areas for

~ﬂptc?id1334§§mparablg'edzzatiaﬂsl“services:#A;eas;with‘higﬁ“parcéﬁtégé“““fb” -

" the diatributian of federal aid, compared to areas with high numbers of such

students. Pragrams are not designed with the institutional realities of -

rural schools {h mind and hence are less effective in meeting gural needs. The

~ burden of paperwork and the lack of grantsmanship,capas%éiédig;curaée ;urgg i

schools from participating in federal grant programs. Thy e is a lack of

~—Naving services delivered to thelr doors. . -
—What could be done? - = -

VFirs;,EsddiEi@nglwinvestigatigzs must, be eartiédf%ﬁt;”Te;hniéal,sssistance

programs must be evaluated more carefully, with thel;ﬁ&ent of seeing how they

o e e e Bt it e o o o B e - -




zguld be sﬁrengthened and stagg assisﬁgncg effarts shnuld be monitored more

clasely. Resesrch must alsn be carried Qut in efder :afgttr:mine .the trug.

uature af eﬁu;atienal :gsts in rural areas*

{1} The "éessi;thiss" of federal aid- pregrams shauid be eIiminateé; g ”9;‘fi
B (2) Additianal resaurces shauld be put intu teehnical assistance effaf;s.
e (D Average. grait. s;gsghgﬂihe;em,@aﬂm mskéﬁthe—-aif‘b S
available to more sehaals agd to scale the gfants to a sige where théy are |
. { lﬂSmgllmg:ants _should. be;gade aysilahlem;a taszhers :a zarry—auz ,.H --
- individual prajeets in- their own- Elﬂssfﬂﬂms SR " ??-*4”'W';*“4?
(5) Curriculgp develepment to meet unique fﬁ%éimgéeds shéuld be Tjrijifjwy_if—__
supported, ; ’ |
(6) Greater lazitude should be _alloved. fecigients of federalggrants
enabling them to pursue their own ideas of what neads to be dcne. . )
“*(?}_Effﬂrts ‘at-the control.of: “papervork” shgularﬁe‘teﬁtiﬂaea aiid “expanded. T
(8) State education departments should be more clnsely monitored for
'”Eﬁéirrdiscributian of federal funds to rural areaé,_ﬂwmiwn‘ﬂﬁwwwwmm_ - T
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