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EDUCATION IN THE RURAL SOUTH:
POLICY ISSUES AND RESFARCH NEEDS

David Mulkey, Professor
Department of Food and Resource Economics
University of Florida

INTRODUCTION %}

In recent years questions relating to education and the quality of public schools have become
increasingly prominent in discussions of economic development in the Southern Region. Human capital
development is the major theme of a Southern Rural Development Center (SRDC) Task Force Report,
and education has been identified as a priority issue at major policy conferences in the South (Beaulieu,
1989; Jones, 1989). It is generally accepted that the South compares unfavorably with the rest of the
nation as regards education and workforce quality, and educational improvements are seen as crucial to

the continued development of the region. For rural areas, problems are seen as more severe and
improvements as more crucial to continued developmient.

With the widespread interest in educational improvement in mind, this paper focuses on policy
issues and research needs related to rural education in the South. The remainder of the introduction
briefly reviews the national and regional interest in education and provides a short commentary on the
status of education research. The following section addresses policy issues and research needs. Specific
policy issues and research questions are based on a review of the education research literature and on
state-level education data' for Southern states?. The overall intent is to provide a basis for further, more
detailed research on rural education in the South. Information is provided on data sources (Appendix 2),
and extensive citations are offered for interested readers.

The Importance of Education: A strong relationship between education and economic
competitiveness is generally accepted at the national level, and concerns over continued economic growth
have provided the primary motivation for the school reform movement (Hobbs, 1988). DeYoung (1989)
notes the strength of this conviction by beginning his recent book Economics and American Education
with a quote from the National Commission on Educational Reform:

Knowledge, learning, information, and skilled intelligence are the new
raw materials of international commerce and are today spreading
throughout the world as vigorously as miracle drugs, synthetic fertilizers,
and blue jeans did earlier. If only to keep and improve on the slim
competitive edge we still retain in world markets, we must dedicate
ourselves to the reform of our educational system for ti.e benefit of all—

'An evaluation based on data at the school district level is beyond the scope of the research reported here. Howecver,
Appendix 2 provides information on data sources in an attempt to assist more detailed rescarch efforts.

2Tk, "South” in this paper refers to the states served by the Southem Rural Development Center.  States included are:

Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tenncssce,
Texas, and Virginia.




old and young alike, affluent and poor, majority and minority. Learning

is the indispensable investment required for success in the "information
age" we are entering.

DeYoung then continues to provide a listing of thirty-one other reports addressing school reform over
the 1983-1988 period which sound similar themes.

Education is viewed as equally important in writings specific to the South. The SRDC Task
Force report mentioned earlier identifies human capital issues (illiteracy, high drop out rates, and lower
percentages of college educated adults) as major impediments to economic improvement and cails for a

commitment to human capital investment as a long run development strategy. Education is considered
the primary vehicle for improving regional economic performance.

Conclusions of the SRDC Task Force report are supported by a series of reports from the
Southern Growth Policies Board (Shadows in the Sunbelt, Rural Flight/Urban Might, Halfway Home
and a Long Way to Go, and After the Factories). In addition, papers by other authors (Henry, 1987;
Beaulieu, 1988; Billings, 1988; Mulkey and Henry, 1988; Rosenfeld, 1987 and 1988; Ross and
Rosenfeld, 1987; Deaton and Deaton, 1988) note economic restructuring in the Scuth and question the
success of future development programs based on the rural industrialization strategies of the past.

In particular, rural areas in the South are viewed as being in a period of transition, a period in
which the education and skill levels of the labor force are becoming increasingly critical to the welfare
of rural residents and rural communities. National and international market forces continue to erode the
competitive position of traditional rural industries while the forces of deregulation and structural shifts
within the national economy are tending to further concentrate economic activity in metropolitan areas
(Henry et al., 1986; Henry, 1957; Mulkey and Henry, 1988). At the same time, structural change within
agriculture further reduces the namber of jobs while modernization of traditional m~nufacturing industry

and the emergence of technology oriented industries mean higher education requirements for most jobs
(Beaulieu, 1989).

In short, a number of sources stress the importance of an educated, skilled workforce to the future
of the South and call for increased development of the region’s human capital. Clearly, education is
strongly related to economic growth. However, when the term "development” is used in a broader sense
to refer to economic vitality or cap..ity building, education is more paramount (Shaffer, 1989;
Wilkinson, 1988). This approach focuses on the broader concepts of development and raises issues such
as entrepreneurship, adaptability, innovation, and local control-—all areas in which human capital plays

a crucial role in success (Hansen, 1979 and 1992; Coffee and Polese, 1984; Jacobs, 1934; Ashby, 1984;
Flora et al., 1991).

However, aside from the number of reports stressing the general importance of education to
development, there is little in the way of an empirical foundation to support specific investments in
improving education. Few seem to doubt that evident declines in productivity growth at the natioral level
are linked to declines in school performance, but there has been little analysis of how school reform
influences productivity growth (Hanushek, 1989; Levin, 1989; Bishop, 1989). At the regional or
community level, the relationship between educational improvemerts and economic growth is less clear,
and there is ample reason to suspect that the strength of the relationship is easily overstated (DeYoung,
1989; Carlin and Ross, 1987; Luytjes, 1971; Killian and Parker, 1991 and 1991a). It is not clear that
increased investment will result in educational improvements, and it is also not clear as to how (or if)
such efforts translate to economic improvement.
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Education Research: Education, from the policy level to the classroom, represents a resource
allocation problem (Levin, 1989; Monk, 1981), and since the publication of the seminal article on human
capital by Schultz (1961), education has maintained a prominent place in the research literature. Building
on human capital theory, researchers have looked extensively at questions of school/student performance,

at the role of communities and families in the educational process, and at relationships between
expenditures and school outcomes.

Much of the educational research in various disciplines, including education, is subject to the
criticisms of being general in nature, of containing an urban bias, and being of limited usefulness to rural
policy makers (Stevens, 1985; DeYoung, 1987). For example, Levin (1989) notes that, "economic
research on education is often viewed as exotic, arcane, and outside of the mainstream of what is
normally viewed as educational research," and Hobbs (1987) notes the tendency for education policy
to be based on "beliefs" rather than empirically supported conclusions about education. He notes the
beliefs that large schools are more effective and efficient, that schools alone are responsible for

educational outcomes, and that test scores are a good measure of education and can be used to judge the
quality of schools.

Further, rural development research, with a few notable exceptions (i.e., Deaton and McNamara,
1984; Deaton, 1983; Deaton and Deaton, 1988; Clouser and Debertin, 1988; Chicoine and Ward, 1988;
McNamamra et al., 1988; Rudnicki and Deller, 1989; Smith, 1989; Smith et al, 1992; Smith and
DeYoung. 1992), has devoted little attention to education. However, rural development and education

research, when taken together with avai.able data, allow the identification of policy issues related to
education and provide a basis for further research.

EDUCATION: POLICY ISSUES AND RESEARCH NEEDS

Rural Schools: Perhaps the most useful starting point for rural education research is to focus
on increasing the available information on rural schools. As noted earlier, much of the available
education research is perceived as having an urban bias and being of limited usefulness to rural education

policy makers. Yet, there is evidence of perceived differences between education in rural and urban
settings.

There is, for example, a National Rural Education Association and a Southern Rural Education
Association; there are a number of centers in colleges of education which focus specifically on problems
of rural schools; and there are (or have been in recent years) rural education programs in the Regional
Educational Laboratories.® This perception of differences is supported by the work of Bender et al.
(1985) which attests to the economic and social diversity among nonmetropolitan counties. There is,
however, little hard evidence on how rural schools differ from their urban counterparts or on how rural

schools are impacted by economic and social differences between rural and urban areas or by differences
among rural areas.

The call by Stevens (1985) for a meaningful taxonomy of rural schools would seem to be a usetul
starting point. He notes the tendency in policy circles to speak of education in general or simply of rural
education, practicés which do not account for rural-urban differences and which blur distinctions between

3For examples of this work, sce: Office of Educational Rescarch and Improvement, 1989; Nachtigal, 1982; Horn ct al.,

1986; Appalachia Educational Laboratory, 1989. A listing of regional education laboratorics and a map showing scrvice arcas
is included as Appendix 1.




rural areas in different parts of the county. Stevens (1992) suggests a taxonomy of urban, suburban, and
rural schools which includes context indicators (characteristics of the school district and community),
input indicators (characteristics of students, staff, and fiscal inputs), process indicators (programs,
leadership, etc.), and outcome indicators (both positive and negative).

Stevens acknowledges the difficulty of his suggestion with reference to the size of the school
enterprise in the United States. This point is reflected in Table 1. Nationally, there are more than
15,000 school districts serving more than 40 million students. More than 3,000 school districts (21
percent of U. S. total) are in the Southern states. Together, Southern states operate more than 24,000

Table 1. Public Elementary and Secondary School Districts, Students and Graduates, By State,
Southern States, 1989-90.

School Counties Schools Enrollment Graduates

Districts Number Ranking Number Ranking
Alabama 129 67 1292 723343 21 36555 24
Arkansas 329 75 1094 434960 33 27343 20
Florida 67 67 2432 1772349 5 89000 18
Georgia 186 159 1728 1126535 9 56605 16
Kentucky 177 120 1394 630685 23 38693 13
Louisiana 66 64 1582 783025 18 35899 22
Mississippi 152 82 957 502020 28 25039 15
North Carolina 134 100 1949 1080744 10 64521 19
Oklahoma 604 71 1832 578580 26 35606 28
South Carolina 91 46 1103 616177 24 34600 23
Tennessee 141 95 1565 819660 15 47500 17
Texas 1062 254 5856 3328514 2 182057 27
Virginia 136 95 1765 985346 12 61268 14
South Total 3274 1301 24549 13381941 734686
US Total 15367 83165 40526372 2324036
South, % of US 21.3% 29.5% 33.0% 31.6%

Source: Digest of Educational Statistics, 1969-1991, US Govt Printing Office
and Information Please Almanac, 1988.

Notes: Louisiana "counties" are parishes. Virginia "counties” do not include
41 independent cities.

Rankings are among the fifty states.




separate schools serving more than 13 million students (33 percent of U.S. total). Four Southern states
(Florida, Georgia, North Carolina and Texas) are among the ten largest state school systems in the
country. The smallest Southern state in terms of enroliment (Arkansas) has over 435 thousand students

and ranks 33rd in enroliment among the fifty states. In 1989-90 more than 734 thousand students
graduated from high school in the South.

Beyond numbers of schools and school districts, efforts to collect data on the socioeconomic
characteristics of rural school districts is complicated by inconsistencies between available data and school
district organization. Most socioeconomic data is available at the county level and is reported with a
metropolitan or nonmetropolitan distinction. In contrast, many state school systems are organized so that
several school districts exist within one county while other states have county wide school districts which
contain both urban and rural schools. Municipal school districts which are independent of surrounding
counties are also common among Southern states. In either case, the development of socioeconomic data
for areas served by rural schools is difficult, if not impossible, with existing data sources.

The extent of organizational differences between counties and school districts for Southern states
is also indicated in Table 1. For each state, Table 1 reports the number of school districts and the
number of counties. In most cases, the number of school districts is larger than the number of counties
in the state. The typical Southern state also exhibits wide variation in terms of school and school district
size within the state. Table 2 reports the average school size and the average size of school district (total

enrollment divided by number of districts) and enroliment for the smallest and largest district in each
state.

Table 2. Size Range of School Districts, Southern States, 1985-90.

Average Size Average Size Smallest Largest
School District District District
Alabama 560 56u7 270 68214
Arkansas 398 1322 96 12251
Florida 729 26453 855 266014
Georgia 652 6057 169 66532
Kentucky 452 3563 234 91738
Louisiana 495 11864 1573 84419
Mississippi 525 3303 200 32928
North Carolina 555 8065 780 751426
Oklahoma 316 958 18 41203
South Carolina 559 6771 615 51500
Tennessee 524 5813 203 106000
Texas 568 3134 5 190290
Virginia 558 7245 395 129144
South 545 4087 5 266014
U.S. Avg. 487 2637

Source: Digest of Educational Statistics, 1969-1991, US Govt Printing Office and

QED State by State School Guides, Summary of School Statistics, Quality Education
Data, Inc.




Due to the complications suggested here, information is not available on the numbers of rural
students in Southern states. Some insight can be gained by comparing the population of metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan counties in each state. These data are presented in Table 3. Using these data as a guide,
the Southern region as a whole is more rurai than the nation with approximately thirty percent of the
population in nonmetropolitan areas compared to less than twenty-three percent for the nation. Further,

several Southern states exceed the regional average, and only two Southern states (Florida and Texas) are
below the national average for nonmetropolitan population.

In short, it is quite likely that education in Southern states is, on the average, more rural in
character than it is for the nation as a whole reflecting the higher degree of rurality in che region.
Further, information on school and district size and state enrollments is consistent with Steven’s (1985)
hypothesis of wide variation among rural school districts between and within regions of the nation. The

extent and nature of these differences and how (or whether) such ditferences influence the educational
process remain open questions.

Education Input-Output Relationships: As noted in the introductory section, education is often
viewed by economists as a problem of resource allocation. At the policy level, choices are required
between education and a variety of other programs which compete for tax revenues, and within the school
system, administrators and teachers must choose between a variety of options for affecting educational
outcomes (Levin, 1988 and 1989; Monk, 1981). Available options for improving student achievement
(i.e., reduced class size, higher teacher salaries, before/after school programs, computer aided instruction,
etc.) have both different costs for implementation and different impacts on achievement within the school.

Table 3. Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Population Southern States and the United States,
1999.

Total Metro Non-metro Percent

Pop. Pop. Pop. Non-metro
Alabama 4040587 2723000 1317000 32.60
Arkansas 2350725 943000 1408000 59.89
Florida 12937926 11754000 1184000 9.15
Georgia 6478216 4212000 2266000 34.98
Kentucky 3685296 1714000 1971000 53.49
Louisiana 4219973 2935000 1285000 30.45
Mississippi 2573216 77€000 1798000 69.85
N. Carolina 6628637 3758000 2871000 43.31
Oklahoma 3145585 1870000 1276000 40.56
S. Carolina 3486703 2113000 1374000 39.40
Tennessee 4877185 3300000 1577000 32.34
Texas 16986510 13867000 3119000 18.36
Virginia 6187358 4483000 1704000 27.54
South total 77597917 54448000 23150000 29.83
US total 248709873 192726000 55984000 22.51

Sources: Total population; 1990 Census of Population and Housing: Sumniary Population and Housing
Characteristics - United States; March 1992, Burcau of the Census and Metro and non-metro population;
Statistical Abstract of the United States, Burcau of the Census, 1991.




Questions of student achievement nhave heen examined extensively within the framework of
production functions—inputs as represenied by schocl, student, peer group. family, and community
characteristics are systematically related to school outputs reflected in measures such as grades, test
scores, graduation rates and college attendance (Hanushek, 1979; Cohn, 1979; Monk, 1989).* Outside
of economics, the work of Coleman (1988; 1988a; 1990) focuses specifically on the role of community
in education. In general, it is recognized that factors outside the school are critical to explaining

educational outcomes. Benson (1982), for example, after acknowledging the role of the school in human
capital formation, notes

...we recognize as well that families create human capital, and we may
also postulate that human capital production may be affected by
interactions between schoo! and family as well as among school, family,
and neighborhood. Indeed, one may also imagine that the family’s-and-
the-child’s view of the expected future place of the child in the social
order may influence production of human capital.

Major shortcomings of existing research relate to problems with the definition and measurement
of inputs and outputs for the process of education and the lack of an adequate theoretical framework to
guide research. Further, as noted earlier, litile of the research focuses specifically on rural areas.
Nevertheless, there appear to be consistent conclusions arising from this literature with implications for

rural education policy and research needs in the South. Following Benson (1982), the discussion is
organized around schools, families, and communities.

Schools

Much of the research in the general area of school input-output relationships has focused on
relationships between student achievement and educational expenditures (inputs provided by the school).
An excellent review is offered in the articles noted above by Hanushek (1986; 1989a). His work
summarizes 38 published studies which contain 187 attempts to relate educational inputs to outputs.
Summary results reported by Hanushek are reproduced in Table 4. Columns 1 and 2 report the measure
of expenditure and the number of studies using nat measure, respectively. The next two columns report

the direction of the sign for significant coefficients, and the final column reports the number of studies
for which that particular variable was insignificant.

Perhaps the most notable feature of the studies reviewed by Hanushek is the consistency with
which results differ from those expected. As he notes, the conventional wisdom regarding education
leads to the expectation of positive and significant coefficients for each of the measures indicated in Table
4. These are commonly accepted indicators of school quality and often represent the variables of focus
in policy efforts to improve education. Yet, available research indicates insignificant relationships in the
vast majority of studies reviewed. Hence, Hanushek’s major conclusion, "There is no strong or
systematic relationship between school expenditures and student performance." Schools and teachers

were found to differ in effectiveness, but differences were not explained by the indicators of quality used
in the various studies.

*Examples of this work are found in Hanushck (1986; 1989a), Summers and Wolfe (1977), Leibowitz (1974), and Mumane,
ct al. (1981).
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Ha.:ashek's results raise serious questions for educational policies formulated on the basis of
expenditures or school and teacher characteristics. However, these results do not mean that expenditures
are unimportant. As Hanusheck notes,"...there seems to be little question that money could count—it just
does not consistently do so within the current organization of schools.”

Table 4. Education Input-Output Studies: A Review of Results.

Input Studies + - Insignificant
Teacher/Pupil Ratio 152 14 13 125
Teacher Education 113 8 5 100
Teacher Experience 140 40 10 90
Teacher Salaries 69 1 4 54
Expenditures/Pupil 65 13 3 49
Administrative Inputs 61 7 1 53
Facilities 74 7 s 62

Hanushek, 1989

expenditures are unimportant. As Hanushek notes, "...there seems to be little question that money
could count—it just does not consistently do so within the current organization of schools."

Identifying and evaluating effective organizational and program changes appears to be an
.mportant priority for those interested in school improvement. A useful approach is the one suggested
by Levin (1988). He notes both the interest in school reform and budgetary restraints as reasons for
increased attention to the analysis of cost effectiveness. Levin provides a suggested methodology and
demonstrates the usefulness of his approach to analyzing educational alternatives. A key component of
such a research effort will involve the establishment of linkages between researchers and education
departments in the various states to develop consistent data reporting to support needed research.

In addition to evaluating organizational and programmatic changes within the context of schools,
there also seems to be a need for additional research on the question of student achievement and
relationships to various measures of school inputs. This is particularly true for efforts which work with
more disaggregated data on achievement and a wider range of measures of inputs. For example, work
by Summers and Woife (1977) found that, "many school inputs de matter and that disadvantaged
students can be helped by certain types of inputs." They attribute their success in identifying
significant relationships to their use of individual student observations and the ability to observe changes

in achievement over time. Clearly, more studies with a similar degree of detail could provide useful
inputs into policy debates over improving school quality.

Families
Beyond the results noted in the previous section, the other strong conclusion {rom the studies

reviewed by Hanushek is the importance of family socioeconomic characteristics in explaining educational

outcomes. He notes, "Virtually regardless of how measured, better educated and wealthier parents
have children who perform better on average."
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This conclusion has obvious implications for attempts to evaluate schools on the basis of student
achicvement without adjustments for the socioeconomic status of the students and families represented
in the schools. More importantly, conclusions regarding the importance of socioeconomic status in
explainf‘hg educational outcomes have implications for educational improvement programs which are
limited to changing school level inputs. Implications are especially important for the rural South, an area
where educational levels and incomes are generally lower than average and where poverty and under-
unemployment is higher than average.’ Following the conclusion about the importance of
socioeconomic status, Hanushek (1989a) notes that the studies reviewed offered little in the way of insight
into exactly how socioeconomic status influences the educational progress of students. As Benson (1982)
notes, this is a critical question for education policy, and Summers and Wolfe (1977) argue that efforts
to assist disadvantaged students in schools are dependent on knowing which school inputs are particularly
helpful to such students. They found, for example, that students with lower test scores are distinctly
helped by being in classes with higher achieving students, that students from lower income families
benefit more from having teachers from higher rated colleges, and that small schools have a larger
beneficia! effect for black pupils. Work by Monk (1981) also suggests that the treatment of students in
individual classrooms is related to decisions made in families outside of schools.

Research aimed at increased understanding of the family role in school achievement could begin
with the work of Leibowitz (1974) and Benson (1982). The former developed a model of home
investment in children in which the quality and quantity of both time and material goods inputs are
influenced by the income and education of parents. Building on this work and that of others, Benson
(1982) specifically examines relationships between socioeconomic status and the amount of time spent
with children and the nature of the child-parent interactions. He found positive relationships between
socioeconomic status and time available for children, the degree of cultural activities, and the extent of
parent involvement in both school and non-school activities. His findings relative to time and the nature
of activities are generally consistent with conclusions by Leibowitz (1974) and Murnane et al. (1981) that
non-material home inputs (people) seem to matter more than material inputs (things).

In short, there appeass to be little doubt that the role of families is critical to the success of public
school outcomes and that family roles vary significantly with socioecon. mic status. However, more

research is clearly needed to assist policy makers in addressing non-school factors which influence
educational progress.

Communities

Finally, in the area of educational input-output relationships, there is ample evidence to support
the idea that communities play a role in educational achievement. Clearly, localities are important from
the standpoint of providing financial support (Chicoine and Ward, 1987), and recent work by Smith
(1989; 1992) argues that economic opportunities existing in the community may influence levels of
support for education and the quality of school systems. The latter argument is that high quality jobs
with higher educational requirements increase student-family expectations regarding returns to education
and also increase community expectations of the school system in terms of quality education programs.

The role of the community, however, is even more pervasive in influencing school outcomes.
In his household model of human capital formation, Benson (1982) allows for what he terms
“neighborhood effects” noting that, "It is unrealistic to assume that attitudes and actions are confined
within the single family." The idea is that through interactions with other children and families within

Sce Beaulicu (1989) for a detailed discussion of these measures for the rural South.
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a neighborhood, students receive either positive or negative reinforcement relative to actions in the school
or within their own family. In other words, the ability of parents and schools to influence student
progress is, in some way, dependent on the community.

An idea similar to that of Benson has been developed more formally by Coleman (1988; 1988a;
1989). He recognizes the role of physical, financial and human capital, and then he suggests an
additional "social capital" found to reside in relaticnships among people within a community. More
importantly, Coleman argues that social capital is important in the creation of human capital.

Coleman’s work is best illustrated with brief reference to his research. He notes that students
(both Catholic and non-Catholic) in Catholic schools exhibit dramatically lower drop out rates than do
similar students in public schools or in other private schools. Coleman found similar resuits for students
from single -parent families in Catholic schools, students traditionally considered to be at a high risk for
dropping out of school. He also found that other religious (non-Catholic) schools have performance
characteristics similar to those of Catholic schools with respect to drop out rates.

The policy implications of Coleraan’s work lie in his explanation of the differences in drop out
rates between religious and private schools. Rather than being a function of school quality (school
provided inputs), he concludes that the differences are due to the community within which the school
functions. The religious tie provides the basis for a community of parents, students, and school
personnel, and relationships within this community (social capital) reinforce and support school outcomes.
Results from Coleman’s work are supported by recent research by Smith, et al. (1991) which found social
capital to be important in explaining differences in drop out rates among communities in the South. More

importantly, both Coleman and Smith, et al. found that strong communities tend to offset problems in
families.

An alternative theoretical construct for explaining the effect of community is found in Akerlof’s
(1991) recent work on individual decision making. Although addressing behavior in different situations,
he argues that individuals tend to make decisions based on more salient (immediate) aspects of the
decision while placing less weight on the longer run and more problematic aspects of the decision. It may
well be that the role of social capital (community) in Coleman’s findings is to alter individual perceptions

of the benefits and costs associated with education, an argument similar to that cited earlier by Smith
(1989; 1992).

Two points seem important by way of policy implications relative to the rural South. First, the
dominant school policy of the past fifty years has been one of school consolidation which has had the
effect of reducing ties betweens schools and the type of functional communities surrounding the religious
institutions studied by Coleman. Further, to the extent that social and economic change in the rural South
has triggered a "crisis of community" as suggested by Wilkinson (1988), education reform efforts may
well be frustrated by events outside the schools. That is, poor, less vital communities may provide an

environment within which school improvement is difficult, if not impossible, without broader efforts
focused on community improvement.

As for research implications, the available evidence suggests thai more studies similar to those
by Smith and DeYoung (1992) and Broomhall and Johnson (1992) which focus on understanding school-
community interactions are a high priority. This type of reseaich could provide a foundation for the
design of community efforts and programs intended to support school outcomes. The call by the SRDC
Task Force (Beaulieu, 1989) for family, school, and community partnerships appears to be appropriate,
but more guidance is needed on the exact nature of such activity. Several suggestions have been offered
(Mulkey, 1992; Nachtigal and Hobbs, 1988) and implemented (Nachtigal, 1982). What remains is the
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necessary research and evaluation to identify successtul programs and to guide their implemgntation on
a wide spread basis.

Educational Finance: Beyond questions related specifically to rural schools and issues relating
to expenditures and student performance addressed in previous sections, general issues of education
finance remain paramount in policy debates. Funding education remains a major, if not the major,
expenditure item in the budgets of state and local government, and questions of equity relating to fiscal
capacity, educational needs, and local tax effort are paramount in policy debates (Alexander, 1982).
Importantly, most such issues are directly relevant to questions of improving education in the rural South.

Essentially, financing education is a state and local government function with some trend in recent
years towards an increased role for state governments. Typically, state funds are allocated to school
districts using a formula that makes some effort to account for wealth disparities at the local level.

Federal efforts in educational funding did increase substantially as a part of the "War on Poverty”
during the late 1960s and early 1970s. However these funds are restricted to the support of compensatory
education programs, and federal funds have never amounted to more than ten percent of total
expenditures. (Dubin, n.d.; Chicoine and Ward, 1988; Hanushek, 1989). Southern states tend to differ
from national averages in that states generally provide a larger share of school funds. Table S presents
data on education revenues for Southern states, by source, for the year 1988-89. Federal support exceeds
nine percent of total revenues in six of the thirteen Southern states (Alabama, Arkansas, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee). With the exceptions of Virginia and Texas, more than fifty
percent of revenues are from state sources, averaging slightly over fifty percent for the region as a whole.
In three states (Alabama, Kentucky, and North Carolina) the state share of school funding exceeds sixty
percent of total funding. Local government expenditures as a percentage of total revenues range from
a low of twenty-two percent in Kentucky to a high of sixty-one percent in Virginia. Total expenditures

for public elementary and secondary education amounted t¢ more than fifty-two billion dollars across the
Southern Region in 1988-89.

In addition to variations in the share of education expenditures coming from state as opposed to
local sources, absolute levels of education expenditures vary across the Southern states. All Southern
states are below national averages in terms of expenditures on a per pupil basis. Table 6 reports per pupil
expenditures and rank among the fifty states for the year 1988-89. For per pupil expenditures, only
Florida and Virginia approach the national average and rank in the upper one-half of all states.

Variations in expenditures, however, do not alone suggest disparities in educational effort among
states. More insight is offered through data comparing expenditures to state income (Table 6) and
through data on salaries for instructional staff (Table 7). Tables 6 »~d 7, together, indicate that some of
the variation in spending across states is explained by differences in average salaries. The five Southein
states (Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, Texas and Virginia) with the highest per pupil expenditures
(Table 6) are also the five states with the highest average salaries for instructional staff in the region.
The same states also have the highest per capita incomes in the region.

Southern states tend to rank higher among the fifty states when expenditures as a percent of per
capita incomes are compared. Here the region as a whole is only slightly below the national average (3.9
percent versus 4.0 percent), and six states (Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Oklahoma, South Carolina
and Texas) exceed the national average. Interestingly, the two states with the highest per pupil
expenditures (Florida and Virginia) are the lowest in the region when comparing expenditures to incomss.
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Southern states, in general, compare favorably in terms of average instructional salaries as a
percent of per capita income in the state (Table 7). Four states (Arkansas, Florida, Oklahoma, and
Virginia) are below the national average, one state (Texas) is close to the average, and other Southern
states are above average. Perhaps more insight into the dynamics of educational finance is offered by
data in Tables 8-11. Data are presented for five points in time over the 1969-70 to 1988-89 time perivd
for expenditures per pupil, real expenditures per pupil, nominal salaries, and real salaries. For each data
series, the tables present the average annual rate of change over the entire time period. Thus, the data

allow evaluation of the extent to which Southern states have increased their commitment to education over
time.

Over the time period reported in Tables 8-11, national expenditures on education, measured in
nominal dollars, increased at an annual rate of 8.7 percent. Among Southern states, only two states
(Kentucky and Louisiana) increased educational expenditures at a rate below that of the nation as a whole,
Florida increased expenditures at the same rate as the nation, and all other Southern states exceeded the
national average rate of increase. Similar results are indicated for real (inflation adjusted) increases in
expenditures. Regionally, expenditures for education in real terms have increased at a rate of 2.9 percent
per year. Only Louisiana and Kentucky failed to improve their rank among the fifty states in terms of
educational spending over the 1969/70-1989/90 period. However, at the end of the period, only Florida
and Virginia ranked among the top one-half of ail states in terms of per student expenditures.

Southern states also exhibit trends in increasing salaries for instructional staff over the twenty-year
period reported in Tables 10-11. The rate of increase for the Southern region exceeded that of the nation
in both nominal and real terms, and a majority of Southern states exceeded the average rate of increase
for the nation. The national average salary level exceeded that of the Southern region by almost twenty
percent in 1969-70 whereas the gap was less than sixteen percent in 1989-90.

Clearly, there is a relationship between state incomes and expenditures on education. Recent
work at the Economic Research Service (Dubin, n.d.; Reeder, 1989; Jansen, 1991) found similar results
at the state level with data for 1987 and at the county level based on 1982 data. When data for all
counties in the nation were considered, metropolitan counties were found to outspend their

nonmetropolitan counterparts by approximately eleven perceat in 1982. In general, states and/or counties
with higher personal incomes had higher total spending on education.

National data, however, masked considerable variation in spending at the state and local level.
State data on education expenditures presented by Jansen (1991) revealed higher expenditures in
nonmetropolitan counties in all Southern states with the exceptions of Tennessee and Virginia in 1982,
and in these two states, differences were not large. However, the fact that considerable variation
remained across counties, and the fact noted earlier relative to multi-district counties, precludes a similar
conclusion for all nonmetropolitan school districts. For the South, the studies by the Economic Research
Service do raise questions of particular import when educational expenditures are examined by type of
non-metropolitan county. They found expenditures to be lowest in counties classified as "Persistent Low

Income" and counties classified as "Manufacturing Dependent." Both types of these counties are
predominant in the rural South (Beaulieu, 1989).

Data reviewed here and other research findings demonstrate an increasing commitrent to
education for the Southern region as a whole and indicate some state success in equalizing expenditures.
However, questions remuin about the extent of variation across school districts and about the extent to
which such differences represent differing availability of educational inputs to students. More detailed
studies are needed for definitive conclusions, and such studies must rely on more current data to capture
changes such as recent court decisions in Texas and Kentucky which focused on the equalization of
spending across school districts (Dubin, n.d.). Further, there have been no attempts to address the issue
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of expenditure disparities or equity issues across state lines. For 2xample, the state in the South with the
lowest per student expenditures (Mississippi) spends only sixty-five percent of the amount spent in
Virginia, the Southern state with the highest expenditures. Again, as noted earlier, some variation is

explained by salary differences, but there is no evidence to suggest implications for the quality of the
educational process.

Beyond studies which examine educational expenditures within existing institutional arrangements,
there appears to be a need for research which focuses on the design of alternative arrangements for
financing education. The education finance literature recognizes that school finance must consider factors
other than the equalization of expenditures -- that student needs, program delivery costs, and other factors
vary dramatically across school districts. An alternative worthy of consideration is that by Clouser and
Debertin (1988) of designing finance systems which fund "programs and not students."

A program based funding approach would focus on the numbers and types of students, the types
of programs desired, and the cost of program delivery in particular school environments. School budgets
could then be constructed to deliver specific programs to specific schools. A research effort focusing on
program costs would be a prerequisite to implementation of this approach with the first step being the
development of data reporting systems designed to allow cost assessment (Levin, 1988). Resulting

research would also be useful with regard to addressing questions of equity in funding under existing
school finance plans.

Finally, with respect to educational finance, it may be time to reexamine the role of federal
support for education. Unlike state aid in most cases, current federal programs are targeted towards
students without consideration for the ability of the state or locality to finance needed educational
programs. An open question is whether increased or existing federal support should be targeted to poor
areas based on local fiscal abilities (Reeder, 1989). Also, another open question relates to increased
federal support for education based on the increased mobility of the population and the national emphasis

on competitiveness in the international arena. Either type of shift in federal policy has obvious
implications for rural areas.

Education and Economic Development: Remaining questions for research and policy analyses
focus specifically on the set of relationships between education (or human capital formation in general)
and economic development in rural areas. Here, the available evidence is mixed, and there is no clear
specification of the role of human capital in economic development. On the one hand, it is ditficult to
imagine a successful regional (or rural) development effort without high levels of human capital
development and quality education systems. On the other hand, it is equally clear that human capital
investment at the local or regional level is only one of a complex set of interrelated factors influencing
economic growth. Further, it seems that the acquisition of human capital is, itself, influenced by a
similarly complex set of factors. Understanding these relationships may be the most important set of
research needs facing those interested in rural education and rural economic development.

At the national level, Teixeira and Swaim (1991) point to an emerging imbalance between the
demand and supply of educated workers. The demand for skilled workers is increasing as & result of
compositional change among industries and content change in existing jobs. At the same time, a national
slowing in the rate of increased educational attainment and declines in cognitive achievement combine
to reduce the supply of skilled workers. They reach no conclusions for rural areas, however, other
authors in the same volume (McGranahan and Ghelfi, 1991; Killian and Parker, 1991) argue that
education levels were not important factors in explaining employment declines in rural areas during the
1980s. Their evidence points to a lack of demand for skilled workers (2 shortage of jobs) with the
implication that education investments are not the best way to address employment problems in rural
arcas. Results noted above differ from those of McNamara, et al. (1988) and Rudnicki and Deller (1989)
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which in Virginia and Maine, respectively, found positive relationships between human capital stocks and
flows and economic growth. A significant part of this research was the distinction between the stock and
flow of human capital and the use of a lagged estimation structure. This, again, is research which

suggests that education and economic development relationships may be more complex than commonly
supposed.

Beyond the mixed signals regarding human capital investment at the local level, none of the
available research provides a sufficient basis to guide public investment into particular types of education
and/or training programs. More definitive answers may lie in work which combines or synthesizes
research from different disciplines. In addition to earlier cited work on school and community
relationships, previous research in regional development appears particularly promising as a basis for
future work (Jacobs, 1984; Ashby, 1984; Coffey and Polese, 1984; Hansen, 1979; Hansen, 1992).

Hansen and Coffee and Polese, for example, focus specifically on the role of innovation and
entrepreneurship as keys to development, clearly areas in which human capital formation must play a
critical role. Hansen and Wilkinson focus on elements of cooperation and common action, areas which
again highlight a role for education as a part of development strategies. The other works cited (Jacobs
and Ashby) also tend to focus on non-place aspects of development, particularly the concept of a place
as part of a larger whole and the ability of regions to adapt to changing conditions over time.

In short, development must be viewed as more than simple economic or demographic change.
Broader issues involved include entrepreneurship, adaptability, innovation, and local control -- all areas
in which human capital is important. Yet, all the authors cited recognize that development potential is
predicated on the situation facing a particular place. In the words of Ashby, "Economic development
cannot be bought, stolen, or even given away; it must be accomplished starting with the particular

circumstances and opportunities at hand." A key role for research is to determine exactly how public
education fits within this development creation process.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

This paper has provided a general review of issues surrounding education improvements and
relationships between education and rural economic development. Specific areas discussed include student
performance (the role of schools, families and vwmmunities), education finance, and education and

economic development. As a guide to future research and policy analysis, several conclusions appear
appropriate.

First, it is clear that events in the school—the educational process itself—are strongly influenced
by factors which exist beyond the school and over which schools have little if any control. From the
perspective of research, more definitive answers as to the exact nature of school, family, and community
relationships are needed to allow the design of appropriate educational improvement policies.

Without an increased understanding of the role played by non-school factors, doubts are
immediately raised about the etfectiveness of reform efforts which tocus specially on schools without
explicitly addressing non-school influences. Equally dubious are state and federal efforts to evaluate
schools based on output measures such as test scores with no attempt to adjust for the influence of family
or community inputs over which schools have little or no control.
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In short, designing policies to address an educational process which differs fundamentally across
schools because of family/community socioeconomic and demographic characteristics is more difficult
than if such differences were not the case. Further, to the extent that such differences, in some way,
change the nature of the educational process, the most effective use of educational resources may well

vary also. Again, answers lie in additional research on the performance of individual students in
particular schools.

Related sets of research needs and policy issues surround issues of school finance. Evidence
suggests that little will be achieved by marginal changes in school funding, but existing variation between
and within states may represent more than marginal differences. More information on the extent of
differences could, in combination with improved information on student and schoo! performance,
contribute to the design of more equitable and efficient school finance systems. Both sets of issues are

particularly important for rural areas. Especially important in this regard is a re-examination of the
federal role in the support of education.

Finally, when considering education as a rural development strategy, it is important to note
evidence that the set of issues here—school/student performance, family and community problems, and
economic development are not unrelated issues. Success in one area may well depend on policies to

address related problems in other areas. Research and policy debates must recognize and focus on the
nature of these interactions.
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Table 6. Curre~t Expenditures Per Student and as a Percent of
Personal Income, By State, Southern States, 1988-89.
Expenditure per Expenditure as a percent
student of total personal income
Total  Ranking  Number Ranking
Alabama 3019 47 3.9% 32
Arkansas 3023 46 4.3% 23
Florida 4210 21 3.2% 49
Georgia 3616 35 3.9% 35
Kentucky 3009 48 3.7% 39
Louisiana 3138 45 4.4% 20
Mississippi 2726 49 4.5% 14
North Carolina 3594 36 3.9% 33
Oklahoma 3159 44 4.0% 30
South Carolina 3441 40 4.4% 16
Tennessee 3248 43 3.7% 42
Texas 3582 37 4.4% 17
Virginia 4225 20 3.6% 43
South Avg. 3534 3.9%
US Avg. 4303 4.0%

Source: Digest of Educational Statistics, 1969-1991
US Govt Printing Office and U.S. Stat. Abstract 1991.

Notes: Current expenditures exclude capital outlay and interest on
debt for public elementary and secondary schools.

Current expenditures are per full-time enrollment, fall 1988.
Personal income is total personal income for each state.

Regional averages are weighted by full-time enrollment and
population.

Rankings are among the fifty states.




'sajs AYY ayy Juowe e sunjuey
‘uonsjndod Aq polydrem a18 sadeiaas 1vuoiday IS
[owo Joy awoout [euossad e)ides Jod jo onel B s Jyuis [euononusul jo Asefes a3vioar oy smoys ,‘1°d-o-d Jo yod s Ase[es [ ,uonomsu], :sajoN N N

WY ‘0T 34 ‘1661 1eNSqY 18IS "M PU® ‘8861 ISN3NY ‘7861
1sndny ssauisng juenny) Jo KaaIng pue 201130 Sunuud 1A00 SN ‘1661-6961 ‘SONSHyS Jruonesnpy jo 1sadig :$adInog

)
™

%0°9L1 96SL1 6960€ '8Av SN

%0°SLi SSPSI ObOLL "8AV yinog

Ly % L'9S1 [ L7681 Y4 $5962 LIEETN
67 %9°SL1 [43 Z0LS! 0t $96LT SEX9,
17 %081 9t 14344 Le 1892 23SSAUUS |,
6 % €961 134 peotl St 79L9C euljole) yinog
134 %6°¢€91 8¢ 149841 1514 002¢€T BuIoyeO
8¢ %9°9L1 Se 86161 147 £€897 BUljole]) YHUON
S %L'861 1S YTLI 137 L62€T 1ddississty
ST %T'6LY 8P 12621 Ly 0s1€T BUEISIROT]
14 % v 681 ov EPLEL 6t 97092 Ayoruua)y
Ll %€°S81 :14 £5091 (4 76L6T 131030
144 %9291 81 LY9LL :14 L6982 EpLIO[4
3 %0°TL1 6¥ 10621 0s £61¢T SesuByly
A %6°161 122 STotl 8¢ 0s19¢ Bweqe|y

Buppuey ToqumN 3unpuey umoury 3unfuey unoury
‘1d*a'd jo ,od se smoour feuossad J3ms [ onnsut
£repes 1 jonnsu] eides Jod a1e3g Jo Arejes a8wioay

"68-8861 ‘SIS WINOS ‘NE)g Aq awreou] vxide) Jod pue JyEIS [BUOTIINISU] J0J SILIB[RS IFBIAAY L JqEL

18

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



a2

201330 Sunuud 10D SN ‘16616961 ‘SINSHEIS [BUOHEONPT JO 15931 :a0INOS

“Juawjjorue awn-[y £q paySiom st adesoae (ruoidal YL
“eIQUN|OD JO PWUISI A} PUE SA!IS Ay jre duowe ase s3unjuey
1-
61/1.0dxa 0£/69 /°dxa 68/88) St PoIL[NO[ED) '68/8861-0L/6961 ‘axnyipuadxa jidnd od ur o3ueyo pezijenuUe oyy s} IUBYD [EAULY
‘e
ova 10} JUSW[[0SUS Aq PAPIAID sasmipuadxe JUBLIND JOOYds KIBpUOISS pUE £3equouwa(e o1gnd w103 st pidnd sad amipuedxd 90N
\

%701 185€ 9857 S€91 v16 996 ~dav SA T~
%96 €0EY e 7607 °0¢i 0SL 3ay Yinos
%¢€°01 414 STy (43 8Y61¢ (43 yesl 142 666 St 143%% BILIAIIA
%P0l LE 78S¢ 33 6567 9¢ ovLl 0s 808 114 16S SeX9 ]
%0701 %4 8ve LY LyTT 8v £Csl 144 898 Ly 1€S 99SSIUUI |,
%00l ov 18249 (A4 £8ST £y L6S1 w 906 €y L9S eutjore) °§
%9°6 144 6S1¢ 6t L9t €€ 0181 LE 0S6 144 1233 BWOYRO
%ol 9¢ 14133 144 LSYT 87 Se9l L4 eell (44 0LS ruljote) ‘N
%66 6v 92LT oY L61T 144 8961 134 6v8 39 LSY rddississin
%T°6 194 8¢le LE 9€LT (A% 6791 oY 8¢6 ov 68S BUBISINOT]
%66 34 600t 0s 6v1¢ 197 LSS1 1s 208 0s 0§ Ayomusy
%S0l St 919¢ 144 SLYT ]S 16v1 184 126 9y 6€S 8131000
%0°01 1 ¥4 o1Zy 8T 110¢ 3 vesl 0t 6£01 Lz €89 LN
%8°6 9 €0t 194 \ ZAX4 IS (454! 137 LT8 6v 11§ SESUBYIY
%86 Ly 610¢ 8y ££CT 6V 0TSt (14 $18 137 (4% FuIBqRY

oJue)  yuwy "dxg yuey "dxy yuey  cdxg  Yuey dxg  yuey “dxg
[Enuay
68/8861 $8/¥861 08/6L61 SLIYL6T 0L/6961

531815 WIBINOG ‘SIEIX PAAPS ‘saBIS Suowry uey pue ‘RwS Ag pdnd B amjpuadxy " 31qeL

19

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




i~
2

JO KoaIng :88-1961

-BIQUIN[OD) JO JOIISI A1 pue saiels Yy (e Suowre ore sFuryuey
‘s1B[[Op 786} Ul passaidxa wie syunowe Jefjoq
(1 - 61/1,("dxa 68/88 /'dx 0L/69) S PaL[NOED) "68/8861-0L/6961
‘arpuadxs [1dnd Jod ut o3ueyo pozienuue dy; st 23ueyo [ENUTY
*21e3s 1OBO
10} JuBW[OIUA AWN-[[1y Kq papialp saumpuadxa [ooyds KIepuodds pue Krguswale orjqnd [ei03 st idnd 1ad amyipuadxg 910N

pazounwo] jo o '§ N 'V 'd°g ‘sseuisng jusuny

‘sousnelg sseulsng pue DO JunuLd 1409 SN ‘1661-6961 SANSHEIS [EUOREONPY JO 159817 :90In0g

%E'E 13133 9062 19T YEOT 93L1 3V SN
%8'€ LSLT 4354 8061 1951 Lyel "3y qinog
%6'€ 0T £52€ (43 8592 (43 6212 ve 391 s¢ 86S1 BIUIBIIA
%0'¥ LE LSLT 1€ 8997 9¢ 0£02 0S £9¢1 Sv Zigl sexa],
%LE £v 0057 Ly 920T 8v LLLT 44 €991 Ly 91 QaSSaUUD |
%9'€ oy 6v9C w 62€T £y 981 4% 8ZS1 £v 1S€l Butjole) 'S
%E'€E 4 (4374 6¢ 60v2 €€ (A% LE 2091 4 8IEl FWOYRPO
%8'€ 9¢ 192 44 S17e 1t7 8061 vZ 1161 4y 8SET eutjose) ‘N
%S'€ 6 6607 6y 1861 4 0£81 Sy eyl IS 1801 1ddississiy
%6'C St S14T LE L9t (A% 1061 oy 7881 oF oyl BURISIO’]
%S¢ 8¥ L1€T 0 8€61 Sy L181 1S g£s¢l 0 G611 Axomuay
%TY St £8L7 £p (A5x4 0s ovLl 10 Ss1 9 £321 wid1000
%LE 17 18443 82 S1L2T 1€ ov1z 0¢ €sL1 Lz $291 epuoly
%S'€ 9% Lzt Sy $60C IS LIL 8¥ S6€1 6 9121 sesuByIv
%S'€ Ly CA%4 8y €102 6 pLLI 6y 06€1 8¥ 8121 Tweqe[y
wwﬁuw Yooy  dxg  yuey dxg ey cdxg ey dxg yusy  cdxg
68/8861 $8/¥861 08/6L61 SLIYL6Y 0L/6961

*S9JE)S WIRINOS ‘STEa] PIIRPS ‘SNEIS Suowry yury puE ‘aelg Ag lidng Jo armypuadxy JWALM) [8Y °6 AqBL

a9

20

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




.:3.')

> 89
"BIQUIN[O)) JO JOWISI( dY) pue sams Ayy [[e guowre n1e sFunjuey
(1 - 02/1.(06/68 /°TeS OL/69) & PIEINOIED) *68/8861-0L/696] AIE[ES [EUOLOMIISUL a8BIOAE Ul SFUEYD PAZI[BAUUE S1
afuByd [ENUWY  °JJ¥IS [BUOIIONISUI JOIIO PUE ‘SI9YIBI) WIOOISSBIO ‘sjediounid ‘siosiazadns sapn[oul jjels [eUONONNSU] :AION
o130 SunuLy 140D S ‘1661-6961 ‘SONSHEIS [BUOHEONPY JO 18981(] :@2IN0G
%9'9 WK thove S1L91 0L0Z1 LY06 ‘3av sn
%69 v6¥8C yTLIT 2832 L9101 195, "3ay ynog
%69 €2 €691€ 1€ S80TT  TE SS9l &4 6L211 LT P9E8 B3
%89 €€ 6vS8T €T €LOVT 1€ 6ULY] pe 9€101 6  86SL SEX3],
%0'L 9 ev6LlZ  Ov  0S80T 66  E£61¥l 9¢ 8186 St L8IL aassauuR],
%L v €SY8T 8¢ 601 ¥b  OLYEL 6¢ OLL6 Ly 690,  ®UOID 'S
%79 b vbe6ET Sy 08961  9¥  OOSEL 44 8026 £ LSTL BwoyeO
%89 7€ IS68T  vE  SSSIT 98 Svibl w SLTI1 L€  TYLL  EulOIED N
%S'L £ 9¥IST IS 69¥91 1S #bLTT 0s 8€€8 1S 6565  Iddssissiy
%49 vy 9E0ST  vv 00661 ¥ OCovi LE 0086 W YU eURISINOT]
%89 6€  I8YLT  LE  0601T 8T  OSESI £y ove6 1w StEL Ayomuay]
%L vz S891€ €€ 09SIT €€ LbSYI Lz w901  OF  0TSL eid100D
b9 97  SLIE 6T  08¥ZZ  0f  SL8YI 9 08L01 €T  S8.8 epLO[ ]
%S9 0S €692 Ly  8I€6l 0§  YOLTI 8y 1206 0S  19¥9 sesueIy
%0'L I 00L9T  6£  €260T  Lb  BEEE] (42 £0S6 8y 1569 Eweqe]y
T odweyd yuey  jes uey  cles ey e MUey ML (652" S LS
fenony
06/6861 $8/¥861 08/6L61 SLIYL6L 0L/6961

"8IS WIAPNOS ‘SIEIX PIIPS ANBIS Ag ‘STUDUEY 2JE)S PUE JJEIS [EUORINOSU] JO SILIB[ES ITLIAY Q] 3AGEL

Q

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




(‘1 - 0Z/1,('18s 06/68 /'18S OL/69) PIEINO[ED “06/6861-0L/6961
*JJEIS [BUONIOIIISUT 3O pUB ‘SIAYIB3} WOOISSBID

‘ssejjop 7861 ut saundy Auejes [ ssasdxa o) pasn s! “jonpoid Jeuoneu ssosd ‘1oyeyap soud yoidwy
“RIQIIN[0)) JO IOLNSI(Y 3Y) pus sayEls Ayy (|8 Suows axw s3unjuey

‘K1e[ES [RUONIONKISUT 0FBISAR UL Q3UEYD PIZI[BNULE SI a3ueyd [enUUY

‘spediounid ‘siosiazadns sopnjoUT Jjels [BUOHONISU] 130N

201130 Sunuug 140D S ‘1661-6961 ‘SONSHEIS Jeuoneonpyg Jo 15931 :enog

%50 066£7 e 0561 PSE0T orsiz Bav SN
%L'0 06807 68561 EuL91 3 20081 8ay qinog
%80 € sezer 1€ pleel  Z€  O0O0ILI 1T owosl LT bl66l wIIBIA
%L°0 €€ oge0z € LOLIT 1€ L8IL vE €60LI 6 0608l sexal,
%60 o¢  06b0T O 10881  6€ 19591 9 gcoo1 Sy ZIILI sassauua
%11 pe 0980z  S€ 79681 b IS6SI 66 o9l L 1€891  ®BUOXED S
%1°0  psSLi sy oLl 9 €SLSI wb  8TSSI €5 6LTLI BWOYEN0
%L°0 7€ 9wz ¥e  Level 96 S§S8S1 @ €1061 L€  18y8l  ®uljosed N
%eT ¢ Seysl IS ossbl IS Zeewl 0s ToovI IS 881¥l 1ddississtiy
%E0 pb SSesl  vb vv6LT  Iv 6SEST L6 9ol W S6TLl BUwISINGT]
%L'0 66 svloz  LE  LIO61 8Tz TI6LI ¢ 786l 1 ObbLI Ayorauayy
%eT v 6eeer €€ Ibb6l €€ vL6OI [z WLl O SO6L wdioep
%0 oz  961zz 60 1T Of  LSEL oz 6LI81 €2 LI6OT Epuo[d
%90 0S L6991 Ly 6WLI 05 I8yl 8  zizsl 0SS  €9€SI sEsueyY
%8°0 v cis61 66 L9881  Lb  b9SSI W ST91 8 LSSl wueqe]y
llww_wuw Yw®y | les | mey  Ps wed BS 1y TS Yoey  C[eS
06/6861 $8/v861 08/6L61 SLIVLG 0L/6961

"1E)g WLIIN0S ‘STE) PIIRPS AJElS Aq ‘SBUD[UEY 31ElS ‘JJEIS [BUORINISU] JO SILIB[ES [B3Y a3BI2AY ] AqBL

Q)

22

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




References

Akerlof, George A., "Procrastination and Obedience,” American Economic Review, 81(2), May 1991, pp. 19.

Alexander, Kern, “Concepts of Equity,” in Walter W. McMalion and Terry G. Geske, Eds., Financing
Education, University of Illinois Press, Urbana, Illinois, 1982, pp. 193-214.

Appalachia Educational Laboratory, AEL Interim Report on the Rural, Small Schools Program, Charleston,
West Virginia, 1989.

Ashby, Lowell D., "The Region: Place or Process," Review of Regional Studies, 16(1), 1984, pp. 1-5.

Beaulieu, Lionel J., "The Rural South in Crisis: An Introduction,” in Lionel J. Beaulieu, Ed., The Rural South
in Crisis: Challenges for the Future, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1988, pp. 1-12.

Beaulieu, Lione! J., Building Partnerships for People: Addressing the Rural South’s Human Capital Needs,
Southern Rural Development Center, SRDC No. 117, 1989.

Bergman, Edward R. and Kenny Johnson, Eds. Rural Flight/Urban Might: Economic Development Challenges
for the 1980’s, Southern Growth Policies Board, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, 1986.

Bender, Lloyd D., et al., The Diverse Socizal and Economic Structure of Nonmetropolitan America, U. S.
Department of Agriculture, Rural Development Research Report No. 49, 1985.

Benson. Charles S., "Household Production of Human Capital: Time Uses of Parents and Children as Inputs,”

in Walter W. McMahon and Terry G. Geske, Eds., Financing Education, University of Illinois Press,
Urbana, Illinois, 1982, pp. 52-77.

Billings, Dwight, “The Rural South in Crisis: An f{istorical Perspective," in Lionel J. Beaulieu, Ed., The Rural
South in Crisis: Challenges for the Future, Westview Press, 1988, pp. 13-29.

Bishop, John H., “Is the Test Score Decline Responsible for the Productivity Growth Decline," The American
Economic Review, 79(1), 1989, pp. 173-197.

Broomhall, David and Thomas G. Johnson, Community and Family Influences on Educational Performance in
Appalachian Communities, Southern Rural Development Center, SRDC No. 161, 1992.

Carlin, Thomas and Peggy Ross, "Investment in Rural Education Can Mean Higher Incomes, But in the Cities,"
Choices, Fourth Quarter, 1987.

Chicoine, David L. and James Gordon Ward, “Financing Elementary and Secondary Education: A Rural
Revitalization Strategy," Illinois Agricultural Economics Staff Paper, 88-416, 1988.

Clouser, Rodney L. and David Debertin, “Issues of Size and Costs of Education in Rural Areas," Organized
Symposium, Education Investment as a Policy instrument for Rural Development: Promise or False
Hope, American Agricultural Economics Association Meetings, Knoxville, Tennessee, 1988.

Coffey, William J., and Mario Polese, “The Concept of Local Development: A Stages Model of Endogenous
Regional Growth," Papers of the Regional Science Association, S5, 1984, pp. 1-12.

23
32




Cohn, Elchanan, The Economics of Education, (revised edition), Ballinger Publishing Company, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1979.

Coleman, James S., Equality and Achievement in Education, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1990.

Coleman, James S., "Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital," American Journal of Sociology.
94(supplement), 1988, pp. S95-S120.

Coleman, James S., "The Creation and Destruction of Social Capital: Implications for the Law,"” Journal of
Law, Ethics, and Public Policy, 3(3), 1988a, pp.375-404.

Commission on the Future of the South, Halfway Home and a Long Way to Go, Southern Growth Policies
Board, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, 1986.

Deaton, Brady J. and Anne S. Deaton, "Educational Reform and Regional Development," in Lionel J. Beaulieu.

Ed., The Rural South in Crisis: Challenges for the Future, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1988,
pp. 304-324.

Deaton, Brady J. and Kevin T. McNamara, Education in a Changing Environment, Southern Rural Development
Center, Mississippi State, MS, 1984.

Deaton, Brady J., "New Institutional Arrangements for Supplying Local Public Services Under New Federalism

with Special Reference to Education,” American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 65(5), 1983, pp.
1124-1130.

DeYoung, Alan, "The Status of American Rural Education Research: An Integrated Review and Commentary,"
Review of Educational Research, 57(2), 1987, pp. 123-148.

DeYoung, Alan, Economics and American Education, Longman, Inc., 1989.

Dubin, Elliott, "Financing Rural Elementary and Secondary Education," Occasional Paper, Appalachian
Regional Education Laboratory, Charleston, West Virginia, (n.d.).

Flora, Jan L., James J. Chriss, Eddie Gale, Gary P. Green, Frederick E. Schmidt, and Cornelia Flora, From
the Grassroots: Profiles of 103 Rural Self-Development Projects, Economic Research Service, United-
States Department of Agriculture, Staff Report 9123, Washington, D. C., 1991.

Hansen, Niles, “The New International Division of Labor and Manufacturing Decentralization in the United
States,” Review of Regional Studies, 9(1), 1979, pp. 1-11.

Hansen, Niles, "Competition, Trust, and Reciprocity in the Development of Innovative Regional Milieux,"
Papers in Regional Science, 71(2), 1992, pp. 95-105.

Hanushek, Eric A., "The Impact of Differential Expenditures on School Performance,” Educational Researcher,
18(4). 1989a, pp. 45-51.

Hanushek, Eric A., "Expenditures, Efficiency, and Equity in Education: The Federal Government's Role," The
American Economic Review, 79(2). 1989h, pp. 4¢-51.

24 33




Hanushek, Eric A., “The Economics of Schooling: Production and Efficiency in Public Schools," Journal of
Economic Literature, 25(3), 1986, pp. 1141-1177.

Hanushek, Eric A., "Conceptual and Empirical Issues in the Estimation of Educational Production Functions,”
Journal of Human Resources, 14(1), 1979, pp. 351-388.

Henry. Mark, "A Changing Rural South," in David Mulkey and Rodney L. Clouser, Eds., Agriculture and
Rural Development Issues in the South, Southern Rural Development Center, 1987, pp. 13-38.

Henry, Mark, Mark Drabenstott, and Lynn Gibson, “A Changing Rural America," Economic Review, Federal
Reserve Bank of Kansas City, July/August, 1986, pp. 23-41.

Hobbs, Daryl, "Rural School Improvement: Bigger or Better?” in Judith C. Hackett and Lisa Ann McLemore,

Eds., States” Agenda for Rural Economic Development, Cooperative Extension Service, University of
Kentucky, 1987, pp. 29-36.

Hobbs, Daryl, "Education Reform and Rural Economic Health: Policy Implications,” Presented at the

conference, "Risky Futures: Should State Policy Reflect Rural Diversity?" Appalachian Educational
Laboratory, Louisville, Kentucky, 1988.

Horn, Jerry, Jeffrey Anschutz, Patricia Davis, and Fran Parmley, A Study of Rural/Small Schools and Their
Graduates in a Seven State Area, Center for Rural Education and Small Schools Research, Kansas State
University and Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory, Manhattan, Kansas, 1986.

Jacobs, Jane, Cities and the Wealth of Nations, Random House, New York, 1984.

Jansen, Anicca, “Rural Counties Lead Urban in Education Spending, but Is That Enough?" Rural Development
Perspectives, 7(1), 1991, pp. 8-14.

Jones, Sue H., Ed., Options in Developing a New National Rural Policy: Rural Development Policy

Workshops Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Texas A & M University, College Station, Texas,
1989.

Killian, Molly S. and Timothy S. Parker, “Higher Education No Panacea for Weak Rural Economies," Rural
Development Perspectives, 7(1), 1991, pp. 2-7.

Killian, Molly S. and Timothy S. Parker, "Education and Local Employment Growth ina Changing Economy,"

in Education and Rural Economic Development: _ Strategies for the 1990’s," Economic Research
Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1991a, pp. 93-17L.

Leibowitz, Arleen, "Home Investments in Children," Journal of Political Economy, 82(2), 1974, pp. Siil-
S131.

Levin, Henry M. “"Mapping the Economics of Education: An Introductory Essay,” Educational Researcher,
18(2), 1989, pp. 13-16.

Levin, Henry M. "Cost-Effectiveness and Educational Policy," Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis,
10(1), 1988, pp. 51-69.

Luytjes, Jan B., "Note on the Impact of Increased Educationa! Funds in Lagging Areas,” Growth and Change,
2(1), 1971, pp. 38-41.

25
34




McGranahan, David A. and Linda M. Ghelfi, “The Education Crisis and Rural Stagnation in the 1980’s," in

Education and Rural Economic Development: Strategies for the 1980’°s, Economic Research Service,
U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1991, pp. 41-92.

McNamara, Kevin T., Warren P Kriessel, and Brady J. Deaton, "Human Capital Stock and Flow and
Economic Growth Analysis: Note," Growth and Change, 19(1), 1988, pp. 61-66.

MDC Inc., Shadows in the Sunbelt: Developing the Rural South in an Era of Economic Change, A report of
the MDC Panel on Rural Economic Development, 1986.

Monk, David H., "Toward a Multilevel Perspective on the Aliocation of Educational Resources.” Review of
Educational Research, 51(2), 1981, pp. 215-236.

Monk, David H., "The Education Production Function: Its Evolving Role in Public Policy," Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 11(1), 1989, pp. 31-45.

Mulkey, David, “The Role of Schools in Community Development: Some Practical Suggestions," The Rural
Educator, 1992 (forthcoming).

Mulkey, David and Mark Henry, "Development Issues in the Rural South: Issues and Alternatives,” in Lionel

J. Beaulieu, Ed., The Rural South in Crisis: Challenges for the Future, Westview Press, Boulder,
Colorado, 1988, pp. 249-264.

Murnane, Richard J., Rebecca A. Maynard, and James C. Ohls, "Home Resources and Children’s
Achievement," Review of Economics and Statistics, 63, 1981, pp. 369-377.

Nachtigal, Paul M., Ed., Rural Education: In Search of a Better Way, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado,
1982.

Nachtigal, Paul M. and Daryl Hobbs, "Rural Development, The Role of the Public Schools,” Background
Paper, National Governors” Association, 1988.

Office of Educational Research and Improvement, Rural Education: A Changing Landscape, U. S. Department
of Education, Washington, D. C., 1989.

Reeder, Richard J., “Rural School Finance Issues for the 1990’s," Southern Regional Science Association
Meetings, Washington, D. C., 1989.

Rosenfeld, Stuart A., "Vocational Education for a Technological Future,” in Judith C. Hackett and Lisa Ann

McLemore, Eds., States’ Agenda for Rural Economic Development, Cooperative Extension Service,
University of Kentucky, 1987, pp. 21-28.

Rosenfeld, Stuart A., "The Tale of Two Souths,” in Lionel J. Beaulieu, Ed. The Rural South in Crisis:
Challenges for the Future, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1988, pp. 51-71.

Rosenfeld, Stuart A., Edward R. Bergman, and Sarah Rubin, After the Factories: Changing Employment

Patterns in the Rural South, Southern Growth Policies Board, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina,
1986.

26




Ross, Peggy J. and Stuart A. Rosenfeld, "Human Resource Policies and Economic Development,” in Rural

Economic Development in the 1980's, Economic Research Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture,
1987, Chapter 15.

Rudnicki, Edward, and Stephen C. Deller, Investment in Human Capital as a Rural Revitalization Policy: Some

Preliminary Results, Department of Agriculture and Resource Economics Staff Paper, University of
Maine, ARE 399, 1989.

Schultz, Theodore W., "Investment in Human Capital," The American Economic Review, 51(1), 1961, pp.
1-17.

Shaffer, Ron, Community Economics: Economic Structure and Change in_Smaller Communities, lowa State
University Press, Ames, lowa, 1989.

Smith, Eldon D., "Reflections on Human Resources in the Strategy of Economic Development,” The Review
of Regional Studies, 19(1), 1989, pp. 13-22.

Smith, Eldon D., and Alan J. DeYoung, Exploratory Studies of Occupational Structure of the Workforce and

Support of Public Education in Rural Appalachia, Southern Rural Development Center, SRDC No. 160,
1992.

Smith, Mark H., Lionel J. Beaulieu, and G. D. Israel, "Effects of Human Capital and Social Capital on

Dropping Out of High School in the South,” in Journal of Research in Rural Education, 8(1), 1992, pp.
75-88.

Stevens, E. Robert, “Toward the Construction of a Research and Development Agenda for Rurai Education,”
Research in Rural Education, 2(4), 1985, pp. 167-171.

Stevens, E. Robert, Toward the Construction of a Federal Policy-Impact Code for Classifying the Nation’s
Rural School Districts, Occasional Paper No. 34, Appalachia Educational Laboratory, June 1992.

Summers, Anita A. and Barbara L. Wolfe, "Do Schools Make a Difference?" The American Economic Review,
67(4), 1977, pp. 639-652.

Teixeira, Ruy A. and Paul L. Swaim, "Skill Demand and Supply in the New Econom ": Issues for Rural
Areas," in Education and Rural Economic Development: Strategies for the 1990s, Economic Research
Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1991, pp. 13-39,

Wilkinson, Kenneth P. "The Community Crisis in the Rural South,” in Lionel J. Beaulieu, Ed., The Rural
South in Crisis: Challenges for the Future, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1988, pp. 72-86.




APPENDIX 1

Regional Laberatories®

Northeastern Region

The Regional Laboratory for Education
Improvement of the Northeast and Islands
Andover, Massachusetts

Director: David P. Crandall
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts,
Hampshire,

New York, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, Vermont,
Virgin Islands.

New

Mid-Atlantic Region

Research for Better Schools
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Director: John E. Hopkins

Delaware, Washington, D.C., Maryland,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania

Appalachian Region

Appalachia Educational Laboratory
C..xrleston, West Virginia
Director: Terry L. Eidell
Kentucky, Tennessee, Virginia,
West Virginia

Southeastern Region

Southeastern Regional Vision for Education
Greensboro, North Carolina

Director: Roy H. Forbes

Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina

Southwestern Region

Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
Austin, Texas

Director: Preston C. Kronkosky

Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico,

Oklahoma, Texas

Central R.ygion

Mid-continent Regional Educational Laboratory
Aurora, Colorado

Director: C. L. Hutchins

Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska,

North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming

Midwestern Region

North Central Regional Educational Laboratory
Oak Brook, Illinois

Director Jeri Nowakowski

lilinois, Indiana, lowa, Michigan

Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin

Northwestern Region

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Portland, Oregon

Director: Robert R. Rath

Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington

Western Region

Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development

San Francisco, California

Director: Dean Nafziger

Arizona, California, Nevada, Utah

Pacific Region

Pacific Region Educational Laboratory

Honolulu, Hawaii

Director: John W. Kofel

American Somoa, Commonwealth of the Northern

Mariana Islands, Federated States of Micronesia,

Guam, Hawaii, Republic of the Marshall Islands,
Republic of Palau

¢SOURCE: R & D Preview, Council for Bducation Development and Rescarch, Suite 601, 2000 L Street N.W., Washington,

D.C., 20036 {202/223-1593).
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APPENDIX 2

A Bibliography of Data Sources

State Level Data

Alabama

Annual Report 1989: Statistical and Financial Data for 1988-89, State of Alabama Department of

Education, 1989 (Annual Report). Contact:  Department of Education, Gordon Persons Building,
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-3901.

Publication provides a state summary of information related to enrollment and funding. Publication
provides data on students, personnel, and revenues/expenditures by school district. School district level data
include: enroliment by grade, race and sex, average daily attendance and average daily membership by grade
group, number of graduates, dropouts, fulltime equivalent personnel, salaries of teachers and principals,
revenues by source of funds, and per pupil expenditures by function.

Arkansas

Annual Statistical Report of the Public Schools of Arkansas, Department of Education, Little Rock,

Arkansas, 1990 (Annual Feport). Contact: Department of Education, 4 State Capitol Mall, Little Rock,
Arkansas, 72201-1071.

Report is a compilation of data, by school district, on thirty-two items relating to public schools. Data
reported include: average daily attendance and percent change over five years, average daily membership,
assessed valuation and millage rate, state and federal aid, expenditures, staff information, and average salaries.

Florida -

Profiles of Florida School D stricts 1990-91: Student and Staff Data, Florida Department of Education,
1991 (Annual Report). Contact: Management Information Services, Division of Public Schools, Florida
Department of Education, Tallahassee, Florida 32399.

Report provides state, region, and county profiles of Florida’s county-based schooi districts. Data
include enrollment by grade, ethnic group and special programs, number of graduates, dropouts by grade,
disciplinary actions, staff levels, salary levels for teachers and administrators, and community characteristics.

Profiles of Florida School Districts 1989-90: Financial Data, Florida Department of Education, 1991
(Annual Report). Contact: See previous citation.

Report provides state and county profiles of finances for Florida's county-based school districts. Data
include revenues by source and program and expenditures by category and program.

Florida Education Finance Program 1989-90, Florida Department of Education, 1989 (Annual
Report).
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Report provides a summary/explanation of the various components of the Florida.School Finance
Program and indicates the funds allocated to each school district under each component of the formula.

Kentucky

Profiles of Kentucky Public Schools (Fiscal Year 1988-89), Office of Internal Administration. Kentucky

Department of Education. (Annual Publication). Contact: Office of Internal Administration, Capital Plaza
Tower, Frankfort, Kentucky 40601.

This publication presents data on seventeen factors related to quality of public schools. Data are
presented by school district for the current year and state averages are presented for a twelve year period. Data
include: expenditures, teachers by type of degree, graduation rates, attendance rates, costs by function,
pupil/teacher ratics, college attendance rates, federal and state aid, and percent of deprived children.

Receipts and Expenditures (Fiscal Year 1988-89), Office of Internal Administration, Kentucky
Department of Education (Annual Publication). Contact: See previous citation.

Provides data on receipts and expenditures for the state and for school districts for the 1988-89 fiscal
year. Revenues are identified by source (federal-state-local) and expenditures are detailed according to twenty-

three separate categories. For school districts, each expenditure category is reported as a total amount, as a
percent of total expenditures, and as a per pupil amount.

Public School Financial Analysis (Fiscal Year 1988-89), Office of Internal Administration, Kentucky
Department of Education (Annual Report). Contact: See previous citation.

Presents financial data for each school district for the fiscal years 1956-57 and 1985-86 through 1988-
89. Presents data on assessed valuations, state revenues, and local revenues on a total and per pupil basis, and
gives state ranking for each measure. A second section provides a listing of districts arranged in rank order
for average daily attendance, assessed valuation (total and per pupil), state revenues and local revenues.

Local District Annual Financial Reports (Fiscal Year 1988-89), Office of Internal Administration,
Kentucky Department of Education (Annual Report). Contact: See previous citation.

This publication presents a detailed breakdown of receipts and expenditures for school districts in the

state. Data are taken from the Annual Financial Reports submitted by local districts to the State Department
of Education.

Kentucky Mandated Testing Program (CTBBS-Fourth Edition Benchmark Version), Kentucky
Department of Education, Spring 1989.

For each school district, data are provided similar to that of the profile data noted in a citation above.
In addition, this report provides information on 1989 standardized achievement test scores by subject area for
students in third, fifth, seventh and tenth grades. Summary data are presented for the state.

Louisiana

Louisiana Progress Profile 1989-90 (State Level Report), Office of Research and Development,
Louisiana Department of Education, June 1991, (This is the first report published pursuant to education reform

legislation). Contact: Louisiana Department of Education, P.O. Box 94064, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-
9064.
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This report provides a state level summary of data compiled in school and district progress reports.
Includes state averages for achievement test scores, enrollment statistics, and teacher qualiﬁcatidns. Also
reports results of a 1990 public opinion survey regarding public attitudes and perceptions regarding public
schools, and a final section describes the long range plan for improving the states public education system.

141st Annual Financial and Statistical Report (Session 1989-90), Bulletin 1472, Office of Research and
Development, Bureau of Evaluation and Analytical Services, Louisiana Department of Educati

on (Annual
Report). Contact: See previous citation.

Provides general descriptive data for the state including revenues and expenditures, test scores, and staff.
Publication then presents a profile of the state school system and one for each school district in the state.

District profiles include: students by race and sex, public and non-public registration (actual and projected),

number of graduates, number and type of schools, staff information, experience of teachers, revenues by source
and expenditures by function.

Mississippi

Annual Report of the State Superintendent of Public Education 1985-90, State Department of Education,

January 1991. (Annual Report). Contact: State Department of Education, P.O. Box 771, Jackson, Mississippi
39205.

Publication provides a state summary of data related to education including the number and type of
schools, enroliment, dropout rates, staff information, and financial summaries. Data by school district include
enrollment and attendance, salaries, and financial data. Financial data include: funds by source, revenues and
expenditures, property assessments, and tax levies.

North Carolina

Statistical Profile North Carolina Public Schools 1991, North Carolina Department of Public Instruction.

(Annual Publication,. Contact: North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, Publications, 116 W. Edenton
Street, Raleigh, NC, 27603-1712.

Publication provides a state summary of information related to students, personnel, finances, and
transportation. In addition much of the information is reported for each school district in the state. Data by
administrative unit include: average daily membership, students served by exceptional student programs, pupils
in membership by race and sex, projections of number of graduates through the year 2000, dropout and
retention, personnel experience and degree status, per pupil expenditures, expenditure rankings, county

appropriations, transportation (buses, pupils, miles, and cost), intentions of graduates, personnel by source of
funds and current expenditures by source of funds.

Report Card of the State School Systems in North Carolina 1991, North Carolina State Board of

Education, January 1992. (Annual Publication). Contact: North Carolina Department of Public Instruction,
Publications, 116 W. Edenton Street, Raleigh, NC, 27603-1712.

Publication presents data for each school system in the state in five separate sections. The first two
sections focus on characteristics of the school district and community, two sections present data on various
measures of student achievement, and a final section provides an evaluation of the school system relative to state
accreditation standards. The 1991 publication is the second annual report on North Carolina schools. Data
presented allows comparisons in achievements between school districts and within individual districts over time.
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Oklahoma

Results 1990: Oklahoma Report, Book Three, Oklahoma State Department of Education, December
1990 (Annual Report). Contact: State Department of Education.

Publication presents reports for each school district in the state. Data include: student characteristics,
achievement results, revenue, expenditure, teacher salaries, and teacher experience.

South Carolina

Educational Trends in South Carolina, Office of Research, Management Information Section. South

Carolina Department of Education, June 1991. Contact: Office of Research, Management Information Section,
Room 605, Rutledge Building, Columbia, SC 29201.

Initial sections of the publication presents summary data for the state on expenditures, enroliments,
salaries, staff, transportation, and test results for Basic Skills Assessment, Cognitive Skills Assessment, and the
Statewide Testing Program (grades 4, S, 7, 9, and 11). District level data are presented for enrollment, millage

rates, expenditures, salaries (teachers, principals, and superintendents), and results are presented for the
achievement tests noted under the description of state data in the preceding sentence.

South Carolina Norm-Referenced Testing Program 1991 Report, Division of Policy, South Carolina
Department of Education, August 1991 (Annual Report). Contact: See previous citation.

Presents state results for the South Carolina Norm-Referenced Testing Program. Program tested
225,683 students in grades 4, 5, 7, 9 and 11. Test used the Stanford Achievement Test, Eighth Edition
(Stanford-8). Appendix A reports district Stanford-8 percentages above the 50th national percentile by grade

for 1990 and 1991, and Appendix B reports district Stanford-8 percentages in each national quarter for 1990
and 1991.

Rankings of the Counties and School Districts of South Carolina 1989-1990, Office of Research,

Management Information Section, South Carolina Department of Education, May 1991 (Annual .Report). -
Contact: See previous citation.

This publication presents data for counties or school districts in the state. Major sections of the report
address population, economics, pupils, professional staff, and finances. Most socioeconomic data are presented
for counties while data relating specifically to schools are presented for each school district. Student data cover
enrollments, numbers of graduates, and college attendance, staff data provide information on qualifications, and
the finance section provides information on revenues and expenditures, salaries. tax rates and fiscal capacity.
Most financial data are reported on a total and per pupil basis.

Tennessee

Annual Statistical Report of the Department of Education, Year ending June 30, 1989, State Department
of Education Annual Report). Contact: State Department of Education.

Publication provides names and addresses for members of the State Board of Education and the name
of the Superintendent and Chairman of the School Board for each school district in the state. In addition to state
summaries of data, this report contains thirty-nine tables which report data on various aspects of school districts

in the state. Data include statistics on enroliment, student progress. school personnel, transportation, and
revenues and expenditures (by source and type of expenditure).
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Texas

Snapshot 90:  1989-90 School District Profiles, Texas Education Agency, April 1991 (Annual Report).

Contact: Department of Research and Development, Texas Education Agency, 1701 N. Congress Avenue,
Austin, Texas 7870C1.

Publication provides summary statistics for the state on students, student performance, staff, and
finances. Data on 91 items are provided for each school district in the state. Data for school districts include:

enrollment, attendance, dropout rates, percent passing all tests, SAT and ACT scores, staff characteristics and
salaries, teacher qualifications, taxes, revenues by source, and expenditures by type.

Virginia
Facing Up-24: Statistical Data on Virginia’s Public Schools, 1988-89 School Year. Division of

Management Information Services, Department of Education, Commonwealth of Virginia, August 199C (Annual
Report). Contact: Department of Education, P.O. Box 6Q. Richmond, VA 23216-2060.

Publication provides 1988-89 data for each school district in the state. Data include: enrollment,
pupil/teacher ratios, promotions for a three-year period, Virginia State Assessment Results (grades 1, 4, 8 and
11), graduation rates, graduates continuing education, fiscal capacity (property, income, and sales values),

expenditures by source of support, state aid, per pupil expenditures by source, and capital outiay/debt service
expenditures.

A New Vision for Education: Superintendent’s Annual Report for Virginia 1989-90, Virginia
Department of Education (Annual Report). Contact: See previous citation.

Publication provides data for each school district in the state in three major sections covering students.
finances, and staff. Student data include: enroliment, pupil/teacher ratios, promotions, assessment results, and
dropout statistics. Financial data include: receipts by source of funds, expenditures by type of service,
distribution of state funds, expenditures by source of funds, and data on local ability to provide financial
support. Staff data include: positions by type, and salaries.
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The SRDC is one of four regional rural development
centers in the nation. It coordinates cooperation
between the Research (Experiment Station) and
Extension (Cooperative Extension Service) staffs at
land-grant institutions in the South to provide
technical consultation, research, training, and
evaluation services for rural development. For more
information about SRDC activities and publications,
write to the Director.

Southern Rural Development Center
Box 5446

Mississippi State, MS 39762

Mississippi State University docs not discriminatc on the basis of race, color, religion. national origin, sex, age,
handicap/disability, or veteran status.
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