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Introduction

School finance is basic to understanding :1 n d improving the condition of rural educa-
tion. Effective educational planning for school improvement is dependent on financial
planning that reflects an appropriate expenditure plan and a related revenue plan. The
expenditure plan details the goods and services necessary to carry out the educational
plan, whereas the revenue plan describes sources of revenue the school district may rea-
sonably expect within the g*rm year.

Educational and financial planning problems of rural schools include those associ-
ated with low school and school district enrollment, population sparsity, diverse pupil
needs, fiscal equity of aid formulas, and composition of the property tax base. Collec-
tion and analysis of large data bases that would describe the condition of school finance
are basic to the development of policy making for the improvement of rural education.

The purpose of this study was (1) to determine the relationship between educational
spending and component property wealth in the rural schools of Illinois, (2) to examine
potential trends in component property wealth in Illinois, and (3) to identify and facil-
itate the collection of related data bases in the other six states of the North Central
Regional Educational Laboratory (NCREL).

Critical to the analysis of large computer-readable data bases is a clear and con-
cise definition of a rural school or rural school district. This study proposes alterna-
tive dermitions of rural education based on geographic area, student enrollment,
composition of property tax base, and census classification and reports results associ-
ated with the diverse classifications.

The methodology used in this study was consistent with the Regional Documentation
Project at the Center for Governmental Studies of Northern Illinois University, the ob-
jective of which was to review and analyze large computer-readable data bases that cart
provide information on the status of rural education. This study determined the rela-
tionship between component property wealthresidential, agricultural, commercial, indus-
trial, railroad, and mineraland educational spending. The following data bases were
accessed in the study.

1. Illinois Department of Revenue, Property Tax Division, Property Tax Files
(1980-1985). These files contain equalized assessed valuation by class of
propertyresidential, farm, commercial, industrial, railroad, and minerals--
for each of approximately 6,000 taxing districts. Data for each of
approximately 1,000 school districts for each of the years were selected from
these files.

2. Illinois State Board of Education

Annual Financial Repricts (1978-79 through 1985-86). These files contain
approximately 2000 line-item revenue and expenditure entries on each of
approximately 1000 school districts for each year.

Annual State Aid Claims (1979-80 through 1985-86). These files contain
attendance, equalized assessed valuation, tax rate, Chapter I count, corporate
personal property replacement payments, and such other data as is necessary to
calculate the general state aid entitlement for each of the 1,000 school
districts for each year.
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Assessed Valuation and Tax Rate (1978-1985). These files contain total
eqtalized assessed valuation data and tax rate data for each fund for which
each of the districts is authorized to file a levy for each of the 1,000 school

districts for each year.

Public School District Profiles (1980-1986). These files contain information
from a number of ISBE reports and represent information which is frequently of
interest to a variety of persons. Information relates to attendance,
absenteeism, and drop-out rates; finance, including revenue and expenditure
summaries; personnel, including numbers by various classes; school district

variables., including number of buildings, size of geographic area, and other
related variables.

Rural School Districts: An Operational Definition

An expected outcome of the study was the specification of alternative definitions of
rural education for use in analysis of large data bases. A review of the literature re-
vealed references to numerou.s dimensions. For example, Barker and Muse in a 1983 study
of rural schools systems under the auspices of the Rural Education Association collected
descriptive data on K-12 and 1-12 public school districts that enroll 900 students or
less (Barker, 1985). The State Education Department of New York identified rural school
districts as those havirig a density of 25 pupils or less per square mile (Monk & Stutz,
1981). Helge (1986) subscribes to the following:

A district is considered rural when the number of inhabitants is fewer than 150
per square mile or when located in counties with 60 percent or more of the
population living in communities no larger than 5,000 inhabitants. Districts
with more thar 10,000 students and those within a standard metropolitan
statistical area (SMS.A), as determined by the U.S. Census Bureau, are not
considered rural (p. 101).

Jess (1981) used two enrollment categories to describe rural school districtsthose dis-
tricts having enrollment under 300 pupils and those districts having enrollment under
1,000 pupilswith the condition that such districts be located in rural areas with popu-
lations of fewer than 2,500 residents in their communities and surrounding open country-
sides. In a review of factors used by the states in funding rural education Edington and
EdiLgton (1982) tound that pupil enrollment, number of teachers, pcpulation sparsity,
isolation, and local effort were among the factors used in determining eligibility for
special funding. The absence of a generally accepted working definition of rural schools
or rural school districts is evident from research agenda submitted to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education by the Rural Education Association ("REA submits research agenda,"
1985). The fourth-ranked research theme was the development of a taxonomy of rural edu-
cation, which would include the following:

1. Determine what constitutes a rural school.

2. Describe the characteristics of rural schools as perceived at the national, re-

gional, state, and local levels.

3. Classify rural schools by size, geographic region, degree of remoteness and/or
isolation, etc.
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4. Describe the demographic make-up of students who attend rural schools.

5. Determine where America's rural schools are located.

6. Identify definitions of rural, remote, isolated, and small schools at national,
regional, state and local levels.

7. Describe the differences between rural and urban schools.

Clearly, this brief review indicates that any definition of rural education should in-
clude reference to small enrollments, sparsely populated areas and geographic location in
isolated rural areas.

Dimensions of Ruralness

An objective of this study was to develop a concise defmition of a rural school or
rural school district that could be used with large computer-readable data bases. Hence,
information essential to defming a rural school or district must be readily available
from existing data bases and should not require additional survey data. Therefore, this
study proposes to provide an operational definition of rural education that addresses
five dimensionsenrollment, ratio of assessed valuation of agricultural property to to-
tal assessed valuation, ratio of assessed valuation of agricultural and mineral property
to total assessed valuation, number of pupils per square mile, and whether or not the
school district was located within a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) as de-
fined by the Bureau of Census. The five dimensions are defined as follows:

Enrollment (SIZE). A school district met one condition of ruralness if the enroll-
ment was below a specified nuarl,ez-. Otherwise, the school district met one condition of
urbanness. For this study, the la points were 1,350 students in average daily atten-
dance for K-12 districts, 900 fcr K-8 districts, and 350 for 9-12 districts (Source: An-
nual State Aid Claims).

Sparsity (SPARSITY). A school district met one condition of ruralness if the densi-
ty was below a specified number. Otherwise, the school district met one condition of
urbanness. For this study, the cut points were 15 pupils per square mile for K-12 dis-
tricts, 10 for K-8 districts, 5 for 9-12 districts (Source: Public School District Pro-
files).

Agricultural (FARMLAND). A school district met one condition of rurahiess if the
ratio of assessed valuation of farmland to total assessed valuation was greater than or
equal to .25 (25 percent). If the ratio of assessed valuation of farmland to total as-

sessed valuation was less than .25, then the school district met one condition of
urbanness (Source: Property Tax Res).

Agricultural and Mineral (FARMMNRL). A school district met one conditim of
ruralness if the ratio of assessed valuation of farmland and minerals to total assessed
valuation was greater than or equal to .25 (25 percent). If the ratio of assessed valua-
tion of farmland and minerals to total assessed valuation was less than .25, rhen the
school district met one condition of urbanness (Source: Property Tax Files).

Isolation (ISOLATN). A school district met one condition of ruralness if it was not
located within an SMSA. If a school district was located within an SMSA, then the school
district met one condition of urbanness (Source: U.S. Census Data).
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Matrices were developed for each of the three types of Wino Ls school districts--
elementary school districts, encompassing wades K-8; high school districts, grades 942;
and unit school districts, grades K-12--to indicate the number of school districts
ruralness on each of the five dimensions.

An analysis of Table 1 indicates that 252 of the 372 elementary school districts
(67.7 percent) were classified as rural using the dimension of enrollment. However, only

32.5 percent (121 of 372) were classified as rural on the basis of sparsity of students
per square mile. Very little difference was noted in school districts classified as ru-
ral when ratios of assessed valuation of agricultural property or agricultural and miner-
al properties to total assessed valuation were used. Approsimately 30 percent of
elementary school districts were classified as rural when farmland and farmland/mineral
property values were considered. Of the 372 elementary school districts 138 (37.1 per
cent) were located outside SMSAs and were classified as rural on this dimension.

Tab lc 1

Random of Elc4besual7 School Macias
by Dime:skin of Rumbas

Size Sparsity Fenntand Fannmert Isotatn Ruralsum

0 0 0 0 0 0 N ..108

108 0 0 0 11 1 N .. 119

22 3 0 0 19 2 N .2 22

12 10 2 2 10 3 N.. 12
17 15 17 18 5 4 N.. 18

2.2 _22 93 93 93 5

252 121 112 113 138 372

Table 1 provides information regarding the consistency with which a dimension Ls
usefud in identifying "rural school districts." For example, 108 of the 252 school dis-
tricts which were classified as rural on the basis of size failed to be classified as ru-
ral on any of the other four dimensions. The variable RURAISUM provides summary
information regarding the number of school districts which met from zero
to five definitions of ruralness. Table 1 indicates that 108 of the 372 elementary
school districts failed to be classified as rural under any of the five definitions.
Hence, this group of 108 elementLry school districts constitutes the group of elementary
f,chool districts with the greatest degree of urbanness. Elementary school districts
which were rlassified as rural on 4 or more definitions possess the greatea degree of
ruralness. This group contains 111 (4, N=18; 5, N--,..93) elementary school districts. It is

these two groups, those with the geatest urbanness and the greatest ruralness that will
be targeted for further analysis.

Examinations by a panel of experts revealed that misclassifications occurred when
elementary school districts met only one, two, or three definitions of ruralness. Exami-
nation of school districts that met two or three definitions revealed that some districts
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could bc classified as either rural or urban when minimal additional information was con-
sidered. Elementary school districts that met only one definition for rural classifica-
tion were from one of two groups small enrollment school districts that met no other
definition (108 districts) or school districts located outside a SMSA that met no other
drimition (11 districts). A decision was made to eliminate from further analysis those
school districts that met one, two, or three defmitions of riralness. Howevea, a deci-
sion was made to retain for further analysis a group of school districts that were clas-
sified as small and nonrural. Therefore, a comparative analysis of urban, rural, and
small nonrural school districts will be presented. Tables 2 and 3 provide similar
ruralness/urbanness information for high school and unit school districts.

Table 2

Random of !Ugh Sthool Districts
by Dimension of lturalness

Size Sparsity Farmland Farmmnrl lsolatn Ruratsum

0 0 o 0 0 0 N2) 71

0 0 0 0 8 1 N = 8

1 1 1 1 2 2 N. 3
2 3 0 1 3 3 N. 3
3 11 11 11 8 4 N= 11

25 5 N - 25

31 40 37 38 46 121

Table 3

Roraima of Unit Scbool Dist ricts
by Dimension of Ruralness

Size Sparbily Farmland Farmmnrl lsolatn Ruralsum

0 0 0 0 0 0 N= 37

5 2 ) 0 20 1 N= 27

7 9 ) 3 16 2 N = 18

13 17 6 7 14 3 N= 19

35 37 ao 41 11 4 N.41
IE . mg az kg 152 5 N= lii12.

242 247 230 232 243 324
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As a result of using the five-dimensional definition to determine ruralness, we find
that the number of rural, urban, and small school districts for further study include the
following:

Rural Urban Small

Elementary school districts 111 WS 142

High school districts 36 71 3

Unit school districts 223 37 25

Summary statistics for the three types of school districts are presented in Tables
4-6 of Appendix A. Summary data for each subgroup includes the number of school dis-
tricts, the number of students, the number of buildings, total area encompassed by the
subgroup, and the 1980 census population for the specified subgroupings. In addition,
summaries of T-tests of urban vs. rural and rural vs. small school districts for the
three types of districts are presented in Tables 7-10 of Appendix A. (Note: The small
number of small high school districts does not permit a comparative analysis of differ-
ences between small high school districts and rural high school districts.)

Components of Property Wealth

Components of property wealth were defined as equalized assessed valuation per pupil
for each of the following property tax classifications: (1) residential, (2) farm, (3)

commercial, (4) industrial, (5) railroad, and (6) minerals. Definitions of the various
classifications as provided by the Illinois Department of Revenue are as follows:

Residential Propertim (RES) Residential property includes all property used or
developed primarily for residential purposes, improved or unimproved, and located within
or outside boundaries of a city or village.

Commervial Properties (COM). Commercial property includes all property used for
stores, apartments over six units, hotels office buildings, gas stations, public garages,
and similar properties.

Industrial Properties (IND). Industrial property includes all property used by man-
ufacturing plants, warehouses, grain elevators, and similar properties.

Railroad Properties (RR). Railroad property includes all railroad property that is

assessed locally.

Farm Properties (FRM). Farm property includes rural property, improved and not im-
proved with buildings.

Mineral Properties (MTN). Mineral properties include mineral rights for coal, oil

and gas, limestone, sand and gravel, and other minerals.

An additional element of property wealth was deimed as a function of corporate per-
sonal property tax replacement payments, which may be defined in the following terms:

6
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Corporate Personal Property Replacement Equalized Amassed Valuation (CPPRV). Cor-
porate Personal Property Replacement Equalized Assessed Valuation is a contrived measure
of wealth that is defined as the quotient of corporate personal property replacement pay-
ments during a given year and the 1977 operating tax rate. Corporate personal property
replacement payments are in lieu of taxes paid on corporate personal property assessed
valuation of 1978 and prior years. The Illinois constitution required that the corporate
personal property tax be abolished and a new tax enacted that would not transfer the tax
burden to other classes of taxpayers. In 1979, the Illinois General Assembly passed
House Bill 2569 and imposed a tax upon corporations, partnerships, and utilities to re-
place corporate personal property tax revenues.

Fmdings

The findings from this study speak directly to issues that are pertinent to under-
standing and improving rural education. First, a multidimensional definition of rural ed-
ucation was proposed for use with large computer-readable data bases. A unit school
&stria operating grades K-12 was classified as rural if it met at least four of the
following five criteria: enrollment of less than 1,350; pupil sparsity of less than 15

pupils per square mile; at least 25 percent of assessed valuation from farmland; at least
25 percent of assessed valuation from farmland or mineral properties; and location out-
side a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. (Proportionate limits were established
for elementary and high school districts.) Second, comparative analyses were made be-
tween rural and urban and between rural and small nonrural school districts to determine
how rural school districts differ from the other two groups of districts. Third, infor-
mation sources were identified for access and future research regarding the condition of
rural education and rural school fmance. Fourth, a brief desaiption of the condition
of rural school finance is presented for the development of policy making for the im-
provement of rural education.

Classilicatious of School Districts

Rural School Districts

1. The number of school districts which were classified as rural were 111 el-
ementary, 36 high and 223 unit school districts.

2. The average enrollment was 171 fur elementary, 257 for high and 653 for
unit school districts.

3. The average geographical size was 48 square miles for elementary, 118
square miles for high and 117 square miles for unit school districts.

4. The average number of building utilized was 1.1 in elementary. .97 in high
(non-operating districts are permissible) and 3.2 in unit school
districts.

5. The average operating expenditure per pupil was $2,947 in elementary,
$4,245 in high and $2,907 in unit school districts.

6. The median family income was $20,186 in elementary, $19,152 in high and
$19,288 in unit school districts.
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7. The average operating tax rate for general state aid purposes was 1.93
percent in elementary, 1.69 percent in high and 2.93 eercent in unit

school districts.

8. The average real property wealth per pupil for state aid purposes was
$80,958 in elementary, $110,370 in high and $46,432 in unit school

districts.

9. The average ratio of operating expeuditures per pupil to median family
income was .15 in elementary, .23 in high and .15 in unit school

districts.

10. The average ratio of average (oily attendance to 1980 census population
was .12 in elementary, .05 in high and .17 in unit school districts.

Urban School Districts

1. The number of school districts which were classified as rural
were 1 elementary, 71 high and 37 unit school districts.

2. The average enrollment was 2,288 for elementary, 3,127 for high
and 26,680 (including Chicago) for unit school districts.

3. The average geographical size was 10 square miles for elementary, 35
square miles for high and 56 square miles for unit school districts.

4. The average number of building utilized was 6.0 in elementary, 2.2 in high
and 45 (including Chicago) in unit school districts.

5. The average operating expenditure per pupil was $3,347 in ele-
mentary, $4,833 in high and $3,202 in unit school districts.

6. The median family income was $28,461 in elementary, $27,847 in high and
$25,762 in unit school districts.

7. The average operating tax rate for general state aid purposes was 2.31
percent in elementary, 1.84 percent in high and 3.41 percent in unit
school districts.

8. The average real property wealth per pupil for state aid pu:poses was
$92,331 in elementary, $139,664 in high and $46,850 in unit school dis-
tricts.

9. The average ratio of operating expenditures per pupil to median family in-
come was .12 in elementary, .18 in high and .13 in unit school disYicts.

10. The average ratio of average daily attendance to 1980 census population
was .11 in elementary, .05 in high and .16 in unit school districts.
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Small Nonrural School Districts

1. The number of school districts which were classified as rural were 142 el-
ementary, 3 high and 39 unit school districts.

2. The average enrollment was 450 for elementary, 240 for high and 912 for
unit school district&

3. The average geographical size was 10 square miles for elementary, 74
square miles for high and 67 square miles for unit school districts.

4. The average number of building utilized was 1.8 in elementary, 1.0 in high
and 3.6 in unit school districts.

5. The average operating expenditure per pupil was $3,484 in elementary,
$5,612 in high and $3,090 in unit school districts.

6. The median family income was $26,832 in elementary, $18,780 in high and
$20,746 in unit school districts.

7. The average operating tax rate for general state aid purposes was 1.86
percent in elementary, 1.25 percent in high and 2.66 percent in unit
school districts.

8. The average real property wealth per pupil for state aid purposes was
$140,180 in elementary, $515,935 in high and $68,221 in unit school dis-
tricts.

9. The average ratio of operating expenditures per pupil to median family
income was .13 in elementary, .28 in high and .15 in unit school dis-
tricts.

10. The average ratio of average daily attendance to 1980 census population
was .10 in elementary, .06 in high and .16 in unit school districts.

Coinparathe Analysis of Rural, Urban, and Nonrural Small School Districts

1. Within similar types of school districts, expenditures per pupil are some-
what lower in rural school districts than in urban or small nonrural
school districts. The difference ranges from $200 in unit school dis-
tricts to $600 in high school districts.

2. Within like types of school distric median family income is generally
less in rural school districts than in urban or small nonrural school dis-
tricts. For elementary school districts, median family income is approxi-
mately $6,000 less than that in urban and non-ural school districts. Due
to the small number of cases for small nonrural school districts values
are suspect for high school districts. Median family income in small
nonrural districts is similar to that in rural school districts and in

both cases median family income is approximately $5,000 less than in urban
urit school districts.

9
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3. Traditionally, the operating tax rate has been used as a measure of effort
to support an educational Rrogram. The fmdings indicate that within dis-
trict types, urban school districts have the highest tax rates (or make
the F :atest effort) and small nonrural school districts have the lowest
tax rates (or make the least effort).

4. Traditionally, the equalized assessed valuation per pupil has been used as
a measure of ability to support an educational program. The fmdings in-
dicate that within district types, rural school districts have the lowest
assessed valuation per pupil (have the least ability) and small nonrural
school district have the highest assessed valuation per pupil (have the
greatest ability to support an educational program).

5. An alternative measure of effort can be defined as the ratio of operating
expenditures per pupil to median family income. All other things being
equal, the greater the ratio the greater the effort the community is mak-
ing to provide an educational program. Due to the small number of cases
of small nonrural high school districts that data is suspect. However, a
comparison of rural and urban school districts does indicate that with
like types of school districts rural school districts are making a greater
effort to provide an educational program than are urban school districts.
Small nonrural school districts seem to be making an effort which is

closely aligned with the effort of the urban school districts.

6. Another measure of effort can be defined as the ratio of the number of pu-
pil to the population. All other things being equal, the greater the ra-
tio the ga-eater will be the effort required by the local community to
provide a minimum adequate program. Findings of this study do not indi-
cate significant differences between rural and urban and rural and
'onrural school districts on this measure of effort.

7. A correlation analysis between operating expenditures per pupil, component
property wealth and income measures revealed that the best predictors of
operating expenditures per pupil for urban districts was the amount of
corporate and industrial property wealth per pupil and/or the amount of
residential property wealth per pupil. In rural school districts, the
best predictors of operating expenditures per pupil were agricultural and
mineral property wealth per pupil and median family income. For small
school districts, the best predictor of operating expenditures per pupil
was corporate and industrial property wealth per pupil and/or residential
property wealth per pupil.

8. Significant differences in the rate of growth among the various components
of property wealth 'has occurred in recent years (Lows, 1988). Within the
three year interval 1981 to 1984, commercial and industrial property has
increased between 10-15 percent and corporate personal property replace-
ment tax payments have increased by 40 percent; residential property has
increased approximately 4 percent; and agricultural and mineral properties
have declined in value by approximately 18 percent.

9. As would be expected, rural school districts have a greater proportion of
their property wealth associated with agricultural and mineral properties
and a lesser proportion associated with commercial and industrial proper-
ty. Conversely, urban and small nonrural school districts have larger

10



proportions of their property wealth associated with residential, commer-
cial and industrial property and less proportions associated with agricul-
tural and minerals.

Discussion of Results

The findings of this study have significant implications for a number of policy de-
cisions. First, this study provides evidence to indicate that although rural and small
nonrural schools may be quite similar in many ways they are quite dissimilar in their
abilities to access revenues for education and efforts made to support education. Hence,
organizations that include members from both groups must recognize that the development
of recommendations for policy decisions must take into consideration those dissimilari-
ties.

Second, property tax rates have been a traditional measure of effort in the provi-
sion of an educational program. If one accepts this measure, then this study clearly in-
dicates that urban schnol districts make a greater effort to support an educational
program than do rural school districts. However, rural school were found to make a
greater effort to support an educational program when the measure of effort was defined
as the ratio of opetating expenditures per pupil to median family income. Therefore, tai-
ral school districts should be alert to efforts to include a reward for effort provision
in state and local fmance systems and provide input into the definition of effort.

Third, assessed valuation per pupil has been a traditional measure of wealth used in
general state aid formulas. Some states do include an income measure as an additional
wealth measure in determining the amount of state monies to be distributed to local
school districts. This study provides evidence to suggest that rural school districts
have a lower median family income than urban or small nonrural school districts and would
most likely gain additional state monies from schoo' aid formulas that include income in
the wealth measure.

Fourth, the results of this study lend credence to two-stage resource equalization
models of state-local school finance systems (Toenjes, 1986). Toenjes proposed that res-
idential property be taxed at the local school district level and that revenue from non-
residential property--agricultural, commercial, industrial, railroad, and mineralbe
taxed at the county level and shared within the county. Proposals similar to that of
Toenjes woald ameliorate inequities resulting from nonresidential component property
wealth.

Fifth, the defmition of a rural school district as usea in this study provides a

clear and concise definition that can easily be derived from state reports filed by local
school district reports. A number of large computer-readable data bases were identified
and information was accessed by merging these files. This study only scratches the sur-
face of information that can be brought to bear in efforts to describe and improve the
condition of rural education.

11
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Appendix A

Table 4

Summary Information for Elementary Sago& Districts

Rural, Urban and Small

Variable Rural Urban Small

No. of districts 111 108 142

No. of pupils 19,066 247,050 63,869

No. of buildings 124 655 257

Arca in square miles 5,350 1,090 1.480

Population (1980) 170,133 2,577,830 732.280

Table 5

Summary Information for MO School Districts

Rural, Urban and Small

Variable Rural Urban Small

No. of districts 36 71 3

No. of pupils 9257 222,043 772

No. of buildings 35 153 3

Area in square miles 4.254 2.461 223

Population (1980) 180,030 4,414,990 11,692

Table 6

Summary Informatioa for Utak School Districts

Rural, Urban and Small

Variable Rural Urban Small

No. of districts 223 37 25

No. of pupils 145.724 984,648 22,802

No. of buildings 703 1,666 89

Arca in square miles 26,201 2,065 1,679

Population (1980) 886,112 7,462,830 182,980

12



Table 7

Stuns:1aq of T-Tests far Elementary School Districts

Rural (tri411) v. Urban (n in 108)

Group Mean S.D.

Genital State Aid OperatingTu Rate (GSA(Yrk)
Urban 2.3140 0.46

Rural 1.9262 0.36 6.95 < .001

Number of Banditry (NSID)
rban 6.06 3.71

Rural 1.12 0.42 13.78 < .001

Area of Distrim in Square Wiles (PAOD)
Urban 10.09 8.04

Rural 48.20 30.04 .12.90 < .001

Per Capita Ton Charge (PCTC)
Urban $3,045 801.03

Rural $2,551 775.64 4.64 < .001

Opesatiag Expenditures Pet Pupil (OEPP)
Urban $3,347 811.66

Rural $2,947 766.06 3.75 < .001

Median I leasehold Income - 1%0 (MIR)

Urban $25,768 6414.71

Rural $17,969 3523.86 11.07 (.001

Median Pas* Income - 1%0 (MR)
Urban $28,461 670694

Rural $20,186 3358.63 11.45 < .001

General State Aid Assessed Valuatioa Per Pupil
(GSAVPP)

Urban $92,331 50812.39

Rural $80,958 46283.36 1.73

Effort2 - (OEPP/MFI)
Urban 0.1211 0.014

Rural 0.1503 0.048 -5.13 < .001

Effort6 - (ADA/POP80)

Urban 0.1111 0.093

Rural 0.1202 0.031 -0.96 -
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Table 9

Summary °IT-Tags for Unit School Districts
Rural (n1E237) v. Urban (zt ..39)

Group Mean &D.

General State Aid Operating Tu Rate (GSAOTR)
Urban 3A153 0.40

Rural 2.9336 0.38 7.05 < .001

Number of Btu Misr (NSID)

Urban 45.03 134.05

Rural 3.15 1.20 1.90 0.065

Atta of District in &luxe Miles (PAOD)
Urban 55.82 56.93

Rural 117.49 58.43 -5.97 < .001

Per Capita Tuition Charge (Kilt)
Urban $2,841 488.39

Rural $2,527 41196 4.17 4 .001

Operating Erpenditures Per Pupil (011PP)
Urban $3302 540.18

Rural $2,907 427.37 3.73 < .001

Median Ilousebold Income - 1980 (M111)

Urban $22,788 5101.62

Rural $16,905 3119.43 6.72 <.001

Median Family Income - 1980 (MI11)

Urban S25,762 4604.65

Rural $19,288 2350.60 8.18 .001

General State Aid Assessed Vali:aim Per Pupil
(GSAVPP)

Urban 546,850 1517734

Rural 546,432 18073.28 0.13 -

Tiffort2 - (OEPP/M11)
Urban 0.1277 0.032

Rural 0.1544 0.034 -4.37 < .001

Effort6 - (ADA/POP8D)
Urban 0.1640 0.1)47

Rural 0.1672 0.023 -0.40 -
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Table 10

Summary of T-Tests for Elementary School Districts

Rural (nog 111) v. Small (0.'142)

Group Mcan S.D.

GUICIld State Aid Operatisigilx Rate (GSAOTR)

Small 1.8640 0.39

Rural 1.9262 0.36 .1.31 -

Number of Burldlnp (NS1D)

Small 1.81 0.96

Rural 1.12 0.42 7.09 < .001

Ares oit District in Square Miles (PAOD)

Small 10.42 13.60

Rural 48.20 30.04 .12.29 < .001

Per Capita Tuition Charge (PCTC)
Small $3236 1353.65

Rural $2,551 775.64 5.06 < .001

Operating Expenditures Per Pupil (OEPP)

Small $3,484 129810

Rural $2,947 766.06 4.10 < .001

Median Household Income - 1%0 (M111)

Small $24,241 7671.68

Rural 517,969 3523.86 8.62 < .001

Median Family Income - 1980 (MT

Small 526,832 7912.96

Rural 520,186 3358.63 9.00 < .001

General State Aid Assessed Valuation Per Pupal

(GSAVPP)
Small $140,180 151260.90

Rural 580,958 46283.36 4.41 < .001

Effort2 - (OLTP/MF1)
Small 0.1343 0.052

Rural 0.1503 0.048 -2.51 < .012

Effon6 - (ADA/POP80)
Small 0.0977 0.034

Rural 0.1202 0.031 -5.41 < .001
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Table 11

Summary of T-Tcsis for High School Dishicts

Rural (n .136) v. Small (o 3)

(Sample of small high schoots is too small)

(for comparative analysis)

17
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Table 12

Summary of T-Test; for Unit &boot Districts
Rural (n..237) v. Small (a 39)

Group Mean S.D.

General State Aid Operating Mx RAU (GSAOTR)

Small 2.6622 030
Rural 2.9336 0.38 -326 < .001

Number of Buildings (NS1D)

Small 336 1.19

Rural 3.15 1.20 1.61

Area of District in Square Miles (MOD)
Small 67.16 44.67

ural 117.49 58.43 -4.17 < .001

Per Capita Tuition Chair (Pcir)
Small 52,789 815.47

Rural $2,527 412.96 138

Opcsating Etpcnditurts Per Pupil (OEPP)
Small 53,090 731.08

Rural S2.907 427.37 1.77

Mediu Household Income - 1980 (M111)

Small 517,905 325636

Rural 516,905 3119.43 1.51

Median Family biome - 1%0 (WI)
Small 520,746 2792.13

Rural S19,288 28.50.60 2.43 < .019

General State Aid Assessed Valuatiou Pcr Pupil

(GSAVPP)
Small 568,221 83235.69

Rural $46,432 18073.28 1.30

Effort2 (OEPP/M171)
&Intl 0.1513 0.040

Rural - 0.1544 0.034 -0.42

Etfort6 - (ADA/POPSO)
Small 0.1605 0.032

Ru ra I 0.1672 0.023 -1.32
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