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ABSTRACT

The positive link between educational attainment and improved
socioeconomic outcomes under the auspices of the current economic environment is
essential to the survival of rural states like Mississippi, which has some of the
nation’s lowest educational attainment and income levels. One of the most promising
education policies for Mississippi is related to research on school size, district size,
and positive educational outcomes among students. Smaller schools and districts
are increasingly being touted as the basis for rural school reform, renewed economic
development efforts in rural communities, and cost effective means to overcoming
barriers poor students face in graduating high school and scoring higher on state
achievement tests. However, data from Mississippi indicates school size and district
may function differently in the state. This study explores school size at the high
school level and at the district level, using Mississippi as a case study. It incorporates
socioeconomic well-being factors associated with influencing student outcomes for

the state’s public high schools.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Education and Socioeconomic Well-Being

Education levels are important indicators of the socioeconomic well-being of
rural communities, as they affect both social and economic outcomes in
communities. Education levels are perhaps even more important within the confines
of today’s economy — an economy characterized by globalization, new production
technologies, instantaneous exchange of information, and new consumer demands —
as the level of education a community embodies provides clues to the types of
economic and social opportunities available to community members. Now, many of
the factory jobs and low-skill jobs many Americans worked for generations in the
rural south are increasingly relocating to other countries in search of cheaper, more
profitable labor force. Employers in the U.S. today, particularly in manufacturing,
are increasingly attracted to rural areas offering pools of well-educated and skilled
labor. Extractive industries, such as agriculture and mining, have historically relied
on the large supply of less-educated workers available in these rural areas.

This legacy is visible today in the relatively low education levels of southern
rural counties still economically dependent on these activities. Perhaps no region of
the U.S. demonstrates this trend more than Mississippi’s Delta region, which is
heavily dependent on both farming and manufacturing for its economic survival.
Rural public schools in Mississippi’s Delta region have the lowest rural per-pupil
expenditures on instruction in nation. This low level of local investment in education

is characteristic of regions economically dominated by large-scale, land intensive



agriculture activities that require extensive capital investments. Further, this type of
agricultural activity provides relatively few employment opportunities. Those
opportunities that are available are usually low-wage, low-skill seasonal jobs (Mason,
1992). Historically, these forces have meant more educated residents seek to leave
the region in search of higher paying jobs, and that local officials have no economic
incentives to invest in rural schools. Counties in the region tied to a low-skill labor
force are finding shifts in production technologies and global competition severely
limit the prospects for employment growth. These ties increase incidences of poverty
among their residents in manufacturing as well (Economic Research Service, 2006).
Mississippi’s Delta region, which is tied to catfish manufacturing, has one of the
lowest per capita incomes in the nation, with average per capita income just over

$16,100 (U.S. Census, 2000).

Socioeconomic Well-Being, Education and Mississippi

For Mississippi’s Delta region, educational attainment is a major factor in
improving socioeconomic indicators such as income levels, poverty rates, and
employment opportunities for the region. Higher levels of education are linked to
higher levels of entrepreneurship, increased attraction of employers seeking to
benefit from rural amenities and lower incidences of poverty. The public education
system in the region, however, has experienced educational impediments based on
the economic history of the region. Wealthy white planters seeking to maintain a
large pool of workers usually drawn from the black population have paid little
attention to public education. Local schools are segregated into public institutions
(almost exclusively black) and private academies attended by whites. Many of the

region’s public schools have been on probationary status for years. Long neglected by



all-white administrators intent on keeping costs down and programs to a minimum,
they do not have the resources to provide students with adequate transferable skills
(Walsh and Duncan, 2001); and until the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, no
federal legislation consistently held administrators accountable for poor
performance.

Mississippi recognizes the importance of education in improving
socioeconomic outcomes in its formal economic development plan. The most recent
state plan, Blueprint Mississippi calls for improvements among schools which
increase the number of high school graduates and student performance on test
scores. The state’s Public Education Forum of Mississippi is part of its economic
development program. It seeks to “enhance the quality of life in Mississippi through
the improvement of public education (Public Education Forum, 2006)”. The Forum
collects information on trends in improving public education and economic
prospects throughout the nation.

Given the importance of educational attainment in terms of socioeconomic
well-being and the types of economic opportunities available in the Delta region,
perhaps one of the most promising education policies for Mississippi is related to
research on school size and positive educational outcomes among students.
Traditionally, manipulating organizational and structural size has served as a rural
development policy aimed at improving socioeconomic outcomes via the
consolidation of rural schools and districts. Building larger organizations has been
viewed as a way to solve rural development problems through economics of scale and
the incorporation of specialists and administrative professionals. Education was
considered a means to cure many social ills such as crime and unemployment. It

meant the development of human potential in an ideal modern society. As early as



the 1800s, consolidating rural schools was thought to provide rural students with a
more comprehensive and thorough education.

This economic interest in controlling organizational size is not arbitrary.
Several factors led to the interest in consolidation: (Bard, Gardener, and Wieland,
2005): changes in transportation policy; industrialization of the US economy; private
business interests; international competition; and economic downturns. One of the
earliest influences in rural school and district consolidation was actually based in
transportation policy. Massachusetts was the first state to realize the benefits of
passing legislation that established free public transportation funded through taxes.
In 1869, the state provided legislation creating free transportation throughout the
state. With people now able to travel further distances with little or no cost to jobs
and schools, the foundation for the consolidation of rural schools was set. Further,
the invention of the automobile and infrastructure changes such as paving roads
allowed many rural students to travel to schools closer to cities. The advent of free
public transportation and the automobile ultimately mitigated the need for the one-
room schools built by early settlers.

The Industrial Revolution also encouraged school consolidation. During that
time it was commonly believed education, when managed as an organization using
the industrial techniques of the day, was necessary for optimal social order (Orr,
1992). Because many industry techniques involved professional managers, work
specialization, and centralized management, education policy reflected this scientific
management approach. Policy encouraged schools to move toward an urban-
influenced, centralized, standardized model of education (Kay, Hargood, &Russell,

1982). Under this system, the community-based, small rural schools were judged



inefficient. According to this standard, such schools were undesirable and in need of
drastic reform.

It was also within this efficiency driven system that school and district size
began to be researched in order to make rural schools more like urban factories.
Foremost among education reformers was Ellwood R. Cubberley. He contended, “to
have a fully organized school board in every little district in a county, a board
endowed by law with important financial and educational powers, is wholly
unnecessary from any business or educational point of view, and is more likely to
prevent progressive action than to secure it (1922:186).” Consolidation would not
only improve education by dissolving the influences of “rural backwardness” that was
counterproductive to an industrialized society, but also it would remove the
governance of education from local, uninformed citizens to professionals in positions
of higher authority such as the county or the state. Several decades later, the work of
James Conant (1959) echoed the Industrial Revolution’s justification for rural school
and district consolidation. He determined the most outstanding problem in
education was the small high school, and that abolishing the small institutions would
lead to greater cost effectiveness in education. Further, such actions would increase
curricular offerings. The cost and efficiency in course offerings aspect of
consolidation serves as the basis for much of the justification for closing small rural
schools today.

Private businesses have also encouraged school consolidation in rural areas in
search of profits. For example, bus companies looking to sell buses to rural districts
were often advocates of rural school and district consolidation policies. Further,
some states have used school and district enrollments as criteria for capital funding

of school improvements. Bard, Gardener and Wieland (2005) recount such a policy



instituted in West Virginia, where districts were required to meet enrollment levels
in order to receive school improvement funds. Once small schools consolidated,
schools were given funds for building improvements or rebuilding in order to
accommodate the now larger enrollments.

The national political environment, both international and domestic, also
influenced school consolidation. Internationally, the launch of Sputnik by the Soviets
and the Cold War accentuated concerns small high schools, and especially those in
rural areas, were sorely deficient in developing the human capital the United States
needed to experience national security and prosperity (Ravitch, 1983). Large schools
were considered much more efficient and able to prepare America’s future workforce
due to their professional staff, varied course offerings and cost efficiencies. Control
of human capital should be centralized for the well-being of the country, and local
control was secondary to national defense. As Tyack (1999:4) recounts, “The easiest
way to curb to influence of school trustees in these rural districts was to abolish as
many districts as possible....to consolidate them.”

Domestically, economic downturns in rural areas increased the emphasis on
school and district consolidation. Rural areas experienced an out-migration of
population during the a period of rural economic decline between 1970 and 1980 as
rural residents moved to urban areas in search of jobs. Rural public school rolls
shrunk and educating students became more costly. The increase in cost created
financial hardship for many rural districts, and many districts voluntarily
consolidated in order to preserve jobs and curricula offerings. Additionally in the
1980s improvements in farming and agriculture technology favored large-scale
farms, which drove many small farms out of business. This farming crisis as Lasley,

Leistritz, Lobao and Mayer (1995) recount led to an economic decline in agriculture.



This decline started a ripple effect that eventually resulted in lower enrollments in
rural public schools and the loss of more rural graduates to urban areas where work

was more plentiful.

Is it Sound Policy?

Though consolidation has been the prescriptive policy for rural schools and
districts, the wisdom of such policy is increasingly questioned, especially when
socioeconomic well-being is considered. The implications of this questioning are
important for southern rural public schools, especially in those schools in need of
improved student outcomes, like those in the Mississippi Delta. When schools are
closed or removed from poor rural communities in favor of consolidation, those
communities experience negative socioeconomic consequences beyond the loss of an
educational institution. Numerous studies site the harmful effects of closing rural
schools on rural communities and rural socioeconomic well-being as well as efforts
of rural communities to resist school and district consolidation efforts (Peshkin,
1978; Fitchen, 1991; Biere, 1995; Nachtigal, 1982; Luloff and Swanson 1990; llvento
1990; Tyack, 1999, Raywid, 1999; Funk and Bailey, 1999; The Rural School and
Community Trust, 2004). Lyson (2002) conducted an in-depth examination of the
economic consequences for rural communities that lost schools to consolidation. He
finds rural communities without schools have larger income gaps between the rich
and the poor. Poverty, especially child poverty is much greater in rural areas without
schools. There are also implications for employment. Lyson notes rural communities
without schools have fewer professional, managerial and executives; levels of

entrepreneurship are much lower in these communities as well.



These observations about consolidation policy are part of a body of literature
that explores school and district size and student outcomes. The empirical findings of
this literature contradict the wisdom of the consolidation of rural schools and
districts. This literature is based in the general school size literature, and it not only
challenges the conventional wisdom of consolidating schools but also contends
smaller schools can actually overcome the negative effects of poverty on student
achievement. Research on school size in urban areas has shown poor students in
smaller schools are more likely to graduate high school, perform better on
standardized tests, and participate in extracurricular activities.

Rural schools, which generally tend to be smaller than urban schools and
which also are more likely to serve low-income students, may be able to benefit from
such research if the same relationships exist among rural public schools and the rural
poor. For Mississippi, a state with one of the lowest per capita incomes in the nation,
with 65 percent of its rural children receiving federally subsidized meals and with
some of the lowest private property wealth in the nation, the implications of this
research could have far-reaching implications for both strategies for improving
socioeconomic outcomes in the poorest rural communities and school rebuilding
efforts in rural communities in the wake of Hurricane Katrina. In study after study,
links between student poverty and test scores, student poverty and high school
completion, and school system poverty and overall school quality have highlighted
the special challenges poor schools and district face in addressing scholastic
achievement.

Moreover, because a higher level of education is linked with lower rates of
income poverty and overall better socioeconomic well-being, students who do not

complete high school stand an increased chance of facing lifelong chronic poverty.



This chance in greatly increased if the student is from an impoverished southern
rural area with a poor quality education system. As Johnson, Howley and Howley
(2002:4) point out, “If some simple structural aspect of the schooling mechanism
could be marshaled so as ...to break this cycle, and diminish the power of family
socioeconomic status (SES) in determining the academic performance of individuals,
we should embrace it.” Smaller schools are increasingly being touted as the basis for
rural school reform, renewed economic development efforts in rural communities,
and cost effective means to overcoming barriers poor students face in graduating
high school and scoring higher on state achievement tests (Rural School and
Community Trust, 2004). The research on school size and student outcomes
provides a basis for exploring student outcomes and development characteristics in

Mississippi.

The Research Question

Educational trends in rural areas across all regions of the U.S. indicate rural
Americans have attained historically high levels of education. According to the
Economic Research Service (ERS), in 2000, 15.5 percent of rural adults 25 years and
older held at least a bachelor’s degree, and 41. 2 percent completed at least one year
beyond high school. Meanwhile, the share of adults in rural areas without high
school diplomas and GEDs fell. This rise in educational attainment reflects greater
access to public education and an economic transition from extractive and
agricultural industries to services. On average, rural students perform as well as
their urban counterparts on standardized tests. This trend, much research contends,
may be attributed to smaller school size and closer ties between schools and

communities smaller schools encourage. The literature on school size suggests
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smaller schools promote higher graduation rates and achievement test scores among
many rural students (Stockard and Mayberry 1992; Walberg 1992; Rural Policy
Matters November 2005; Rural Policy Matters September 2005).

However, upon closer analysis this improvement among rural students masks
underlying trends in rural areas, particularly in Mississippi’s Delta region. While
some rural areas may benefit educationally and socioeconomically from small
schools, education data from Mississippi suggests rural schools located in the Delta
may function differently. Mississippi’s Delta region has a much higher proportion of
its residents living in poverty than most other rural regions in the country; and high
schools in the region appear to have lower graduation rates and below average
student test scores especially in smaller rural schools ( Mason, 1992; Jones, Thornell
and Hamom, 1992; American Progress, 2005; Rural and Community Trust, 2005).

In Mississippi, the Delta region is defined by its poverty and low educational
attainment, and many indicators of socioeconomic well-being reflect this link.
Overall, the largely rural state of Mississippi ranks last in both reading and math
proficiency among grade school students (American Progress, 2005). The state has
220,845 public school students, and 45 percent of the state’s students are enrolled in
rural schools (Rural and Community Trust, 2005). The state has 152 school districts,
of which, nearly 60 percent are considered rural (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2006). Among rural students, over 65 percent qualify for free or reduced
lunches, and nearly 20 percent of students live in poverty. The state ranks 50t in per
capita state income. Jones, Thornell and Hamon (1992) examined educational
attainment in the Delta and cite four major forces influencing educational trend in

the region (91-92):



11

1. Traditionally the Delta region has depended heavily upon slave labor,
and, later in its socioeconomic history, cheap labor, to run large
plantations and factories. As agriculture mechanized, many of these
job opportunities were lost, leaving a largely undereducated workforce
in the region.

2. The poverty in the Delta has been addressed at the federal level by
many public welfare policy programs. However, these programs
usually have qualifications that limit participation based on income.
While early federal support for farms and impoverished families
improved conditions in the Delta for a short period of time, the heavy
dependence on federal support programs has meant lower education
levels in the region in the long run.

3. Federal efforts to integrate public schools have resulted in the flight of
many wealthier white families to private schools. This flight has
weakened community support and financial support for public
schools.

4. The poorly supported school system and an economy dependent upon
agriculture and manufacturing has resulted in the flight of younger,
more educated individuals from the Delta in search of better jobs and
increased social opportunities not available in the region.

Generally, the higher the level of poverty in a school, the more poorly students
perform on standardized achievement tests. Further, students with lower scores are
less likely to graduate high school or find employment. However, the research on
school size and student achievement suggests smaller schools may contribute to
diminishing the effects of poverty on student outcomes. Data from the Delta region
contradicts the literature. For example, the most recent schools designated by the
state as priority schools are located in the state’s poorest region -- the Mississippi
Delta. Schools on the priority list are designated by Department of Education

administrators. Those ranked at Level 1 are the lowest-performing on state

standardized tests. Of the priority schools in 2005 on the state list, all were small
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schools, ranging in size from 29 to 222.1 Additionally 75 percent of priority schools
were located in the Mississippi Delta. Comprehensive studies of Delta schools show
the region has the smallest public school sizes and district enrollments in the state,
which seemingly contradict the findings in the literature on school size, poverty and
school performance. For a state seeking to improve its educational levels and
socioeconomic outcomes school size alone may not be sufficient to improve student
outcomes. Given the relationship between socioeconomic well being and education,
could socioeconomic indicators provide insight into how school size affects student
outcomes?

The purpose of this study is to examine school size based on a Mississippi’s
socioeconomic and educational histories. Using the state as a case study, this
analysis will examine school size at the high school level and at the district level with
particular attention to student outcomes in the state’s most impoverished rural area,
the Delta region. School level and district level models incorporating size,
institutional characteristics, and county-level socioeconomic characteristics will be
used to examine school size and its role in influencing the student outcomes of high
school graduation rates and the percentages of high school students who pass state
level achievement test scores.

High schools are particularly important in the development of rural areas as
many studies have demonstrated that improving high schools can enhance the
socioeconomic well-being of rural residents and communities (Gibbs, 2005). The
county level is appropriate for this research as schools in Mississippi are controlled

by education boards at the county level. Counties levy and collect property taxes

! School size is commonly determined in the scholarly literature by dividing the total school enrollment by
the number of grades in the school.



13

which are used to fund schools. Districts are often created and recognized at the
county level in Mississippi as well.

Investigating school size has critical implications for the socioeconomic well-
being of rural areas. One feature of the current economic environment is its shift
from industrial jobs to service jobs. Although many service sector jobs are high skill
and pay well, rural areas may lack the density of population and infrastructure to
attract those jobs. As a result, the rural service sector would generate more low-skill
service jobs, which usually do not pay well. Gibbs, Kusim, and Cromartie (2005)
conducted an extensive study of rural areas. They found this type of low-skill service
employment is most prevalent among rural Black women — the largest demographic
group in the Mississippi Delta. With increased high school completion levels in rural
areas, these areas are more likely to attract or retain higher paying service jobs.
Further, education is also associated with higher levels of entrepreneurial success,
especially at the high school level (Economic Research Service, 2005; Lyson, 2002;
Aldrich and Kusmin, 1997). Entrepreneurship is especially important for isolated
rural communities unable to compete for large manufacturing firms in the current
economic environment. Understanding school size particularly at the high school
level may provide insight into entrepreneurial policies for Mississippi Delta rural
communities.

This research asks: Why does school size seemingly play a different role
among Mississippi’s public high schools, and particularly in the Delta region?
Further given the relationship of educational attainment and socioeconomic well-
being it poses a related question: Which factors related to socioeconomic well-being

are likely to influence student outcomes?
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Current conditions in Mississippi’s public education system and the state’s
economic opportunities are shaped by the state’s historical treatment of educational
opportunities and socioeconomic choices. By examining factors related to the
socioeconomic and educational histories of the state this study examines school size
and the environment in which it must function. It extends the current body of
knowledge on small schools with regard to student outcomes, and it contributes to
the understanding of policies that recommend school size as a prescription for
improving student outcomes in impoverished communities.

The socioeconomic characteristics of the state possibly contribute to student
outcomes that eventually influence the success of economic development efforts.
Gjelten’s (1982) rural school typology, for example, demonstrates the relationship
between schools and socioeconomic outcomes. He contends rural schools have
special economic and social ties to rural communities and that they are different
from urban schools. Based on these relationships, he recognizes five types of
relationships: high growth, reborn, stable, depressed, and isolated. High growth
schools are rural schools greatly influenced by the social and economic dynamics
occurring in cities due to their close geographic location to urban areas. Reborn rural
communities are those saturated by city residents seeking to escape congestion,
crime, polluted environments, and other perceived negative aspects of city life. Stable
rural communities are still influenced by urban areas, but maintain their “ruralness”
while keeping up with national trends. The stability of their economies allows a
symbiotic relationship between rural amenities such as hiking trails and urban
economic benefits such as diverse market activities. Depressed rural areas have
underdeveloped local economies, and residents often leave these areas in search of

economic opportunities in less rural places. Lastly, isolated rural communities are
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those far removed from transportation and commerce centers. High proportions of
their populations live below federal poverty standards, and these communities are
heavily dependent upon mining, sharecropping, seasonal workers and retirement
incomes for socioeconomic well-being. These communities are the most likely to
suffer from population and economic decline.

To comprehensively examine the research question, several scenarios with
high school size, district size and socioeconomic characteristics must be addressed.
Using data from districts, schools, and socioeconomic data from the Mississippi
Delta counties and surrounding counties, the analysis addresses the following
guestions:

1. Which student outcomes are affected by the size of Mississippi’s public

high schools? Is there a significant difference between the student
outcomes of Delta high schools and schools in other parts of the state?

2. Which socioeconomic characteristics may also influence student
outcomes among the state’s public high school students?

3. Which student outcomes are affected by the size of Mississippi’s
districts? Is there a significant difference between the student
outcomes of Delta districts and districts in other parts of the state?

4. Which socioeconomic characteristics may also influence student
outcomes among the state’s public high school students at the district
level?

School size, district size, student outcomes, and socioeconomic well-being
may be defined in a number of ways. The Mississippi Delta region may also be

described in a number of ways, given its multi-state location and geographical

characteristics. In this study, these concepts are defined as such:
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School size is defined as the number of students enrolled in a school per
grade. To calculate school size, the number of students enrolled in a school is divided
by the number of grades in a school. This definition is the common metric used in
most of the scholarly work on school size, and it controls for different configurations
of schools which may influence the allocation of school resources.

District size is defined as the total number of enrolled students in a district.
This definition is the common metric used in the scholarly research on school size.

Student outcomes are measured in two facets. First, student outcomes are
measured by the percentage of students who receive passing scores on state-level
standardized tests. Second, student outcomes are measured by high school
graduation rates. These measures are commonly used to measure student
achievement. They further serve as one aspect of the evaluation of school
performance under the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB) and Mississippi’s state law based on the NCLB legislation. These measures
deal with the quality of human capital in an area by affecting adult high school
completion rates and potentially the number of college-educated individuals in an
area. In terms of education, these measures may give clues to the quality of
educational institutions in an area as evidenced by the student performance. Both of
these aspects in turn are related to socioeconomic well-being.

Socioeconomic well-being is a measure of the economic and social
characteristics inherent in county-level demographic characteristics in Mississippi
and its Delta region. Generally, a county’s geographic context has a significant effect
on its social and economic opportunities. Social and economic opportunities accrue
to a place by virtue of both its size and its access to larger economies. Access to larger

economies—centers of information, communication, trade, and finance—enables a
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smaller economy to connect to national and international marketplaces (Economic
Research Service, 2005). Because much of today’s economic activity is based on
interactions of communication, technology and trade, the allocation of economic
resources throughout rural areas may differ by access to such marketplace activities
(Barkley, 1995). In Mississippi, being located in the Delta region has implications for
socioeconomic outcomes based on these aspects of place, such as the types of
employment opportunities; distribution of race; level of income, and the composition
of households. These attributes may affect the overall quality of life available to
residents who live in the region.

While Gjelten’s typology is useful in describing rural places, it does not
adequately provide a measure for empirically capturing socioeconomic
characteristics in the Mississippi Delta. Socioeconomic well-being may be measured
in a variety of ways in terms of health, income, race, location or other factors.
However, this study limits such indicators to measures suggested by Mississippi’s
socioeconomic and education histories. A host of variables will be used to capture
socioeconomic well-being: per capita income, adult population with high school
diplomas, poverty rate, percentage of Blacks in the county population, farm subsidy
payments, public welfare payments, and percentage of female-headed households.

The Mississippi Delta, broadly defined, is an alluvial plain that begins at the
southern portion of Illinois and ends in Louisiana where the Mississippi River
empties into the Gulf of Mexico. The region is most commonly thought of as
described by writer David Cohen in 1935, “beginning in the lobby of the Peabody
Hotel in Memphis Tennessee and ending on Catfish Row in Vicksburg Mississippi.”
In this study, the Delta region refers to the portion of the alluvial plain that lies in the

northwest portion of Mississippi between the Mississippi River and the Yazoo River.
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It completely includes about 18 counties and parts of four additional counties that
share a common economic history with the region (See Appendix Il for Delta

counties).

Significance of This Research

Examining school size has implications for education policy and for economic
development strategies concerned with improving socioeconomic outcomes. Such
implications are particularly important for poor rural counties in the Mississippi
Delta. Various bodies of research collectively demonstrate poverty’s connection with
student achievement test scores and graduation rates. Little is known, however,
about whether poverty acts alone or if location may exert a significant influence
when poverty is present.

Investigation of location and socioeconomic resources will begin to answer
many of the questions about how place affects student outcomes. This research also
contributes to the research on smaller schools. While many studies suggest smaller
schools contribute to positive student outcomes, these studies have focused on
schools with a size of at least 300. These findings may not be generalizable to schools
smaller than this, and previous studies suggest schools smaller than a certain size
may actually harm students (Lee and Smith, 1997). Because Mississippi’s schools
tend to be smaller than the ranges covered in previous studies, especially in the Delta
region, this study will enhance knowledge on schools even smaller than those
mentioned in the literature.

The current education policy environment under the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB) legislation places a premium on the achievement of students in

impoverished public schools. Those schools that do not perform well face costly
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sanctions ranging from the mandatory provision of supplemental services to losing
its status as a public school to losing federal funding. For poor schools working with
fewer resources and larger populations of impoverished students, the requirements
of the legislation can pose great challenges. These challenges are multiplied for
impoverished rural schools that must also account for higher costs associated with
providing busing and other school services to students spread across a vast
geographic area. Understanding school size in Mississippi’s rural context may
provide greater insights into the kinds of education policies that will be helpful in
improving the performance of poor, rural public schools in regions similar to
Mississippi, such as the Black Belt region in Alabama, the Lowcountry regions of
South Carolina and Georgia, and the Delta region of Louisiana. Understanding this
relationship may also benefit those impoverished rural communities that will rebuild
schools destroyed or damaged by Hurricane Katrina. Such analysis may further
contribute to the dialogue on the usefulness of consolidation policy as a remedy for
rural schools.

There are also development implications for this research in terms of
improving socioeconomic outcomes. Low educational achievement is associated with
a low-wage economy and a less stable labor force. While many of Mississippi’s rural
Delta counties depend heavily upon manufacturing firms for economic well-being,
such firms still favor those areas in the state with higher education levels. For the
state’s rural areas not able to attract and maintain such industries, development
efforts that emphasize rural entrepreneurship and small business development may
be more effective than seeking to attract firms when it comes to improving
socioeconomic outcomes. However, the successful efforts in this regard are still

usually found in areas with relatively high education achievement levels.
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Understanding school size in rural areas may provide clues to strengthening the
educational achievement of the state’s public school students, including those in the
poorest Delta counties. An improved understanding may serve as a foundation for
improved outcomes of rural entrepreneurship efforts and the development of small
businesses in Delta communities not likely to attract new industries.

The Mississippi Delta is largely rural and composed of many geographically
isolated areas. These counties are the most likely to be left behind economically.
Should these counties attract businesses, they are likely to be low-skilled, low-paying
activities. In order for these areas to survive in the current economic environment,
they must capture larger shares of higher-skilled job opportunities. They must
further find ways to develop entrepreneurship activities in the region (Barkley 1995).
Understanding how student outcomes are affected by school size and socioeconomic
factors will greatly support such development efforts aimed at improving
socioeconomic outcomes in these areas.

Mississippi is one of the most impoverished states in the nation. Thus, the
state must be selective about the strategies it pursues in seeking economic
opportunities. Education reformers, think tanks, research institutions, and economic
developers nationwide are giving increased attention to school size as an effective,
cost-efficient way to improve student outcomes, and ultimately socioeconomic
outcomes. However, as Deborah Meier, one of the first school size reformers and
researchers points out, “Smaller schools are a strategy, not a panacea (Mendez,
2004)”. For Mississippi a rush to create smaller schools may not be the answer to its
development challenges. This study, by focusing on Mississippi and its Delta region,
more comprehensively examines school size, and it may provide input to those

seeking to use school size as a development strategy for the state.
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This analysis aims to identify the specific socioeconomic characteristics and
school/district sizes that will improve student outcomes in the state. However, before
analysis, it is important to present a historical discussion of Mississippi’s public
schools, as doing so greatly informs the distribution of economic resources used to
support schools as well as the importance of including certain high school

characteristics in this study.



CHAPTER TWO
A HISTORY OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN MISSISSIPPI

This study incorporates high school level characteristics of public schools,
purported to influence student outcomes. Mississippi, however, has a unique
provides insight into how these characteristics may function alongside school size.
Though consolidation is more recognized as a policy prescription for improving
socioeconomic outcomes through rural economic development, it first came to urban
areas via reformers who sought to fight political corruption and to increase American
economic prosperity. Central to this sentiment was a focus on targeting the poor as
well as a concentration on teaching subjects useful to the potential American
workforce. This view of education eventually became known as the Progressive
movement, and Mississippi’s public school system developed quickly during this era.
John Dewey, a former educator and professor, was one of the most influential
Progressive reformers. Dewey believed education should reflect life “as vital to the
child as that which he carries on at home, in the neighborhood or on the playground
(Webb, Metha and Jordan, 2000).” He believed education was a lifelong process and
that school should be an integral part of community life — schools could advance
society. The Progressive school movement espoused the following principles
(Ravitch, 2000: 60):

1. Education is a science, and the methods and results of education can
be precisely measured.

2. The methods and ends of education can be derived from assessing the
innate needs and nature of the child.

3. The proper approaches and outcomes of education can be determined
by assessing the needs of society and then fitting the students for his or
her role in society.
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4. Education can effectively reform society and rid society of crime,
poverty and other vices to address those needs.

The earliest research literature about consolidation comes from a period prior
to 1925 (Bard, Gardener, and Weiland, 2005). Common justifications for building
larger schools and closing smaller ones were administrative and instructional.
During that time, such policies sought to administer education in the same efficient
manner factories used to mass produce goods and services during the on-going
Industrial Revolution. Authority was concentrated among trained professionals and
taken from local community-based entities. Professionalization was seen as a cure
for corrupt urban school systems and for underdeveloped rural areas left behind in
the modern, industrialized machine age. These benefits, however, could only be
realized through large school size.

The urban push to overcome corruption and improve society through efficient
use of public resources had more sweeping effects on rural areas. Initially, these
policies led to diametrically opposed suggestions about school size in rural areas.
These two perspectives are based on the work of two leading reformers: Ellwood
Cubberley and Joseph Kennedy. Cubberley's work ultimately exerted the most
influence on subsequent 20th century school reform. At the time they wrote, (around
1915) , America was still a mostly rural domain. Cubberley was a leading professor
and former urban superintendent; he and his colleagues were engaged in an
important urban project--creating schools for swelling, diverse urban populations in
a quickly industrializing America. Cubberley (1922) championed rural school
consolidation. He cited three arguments against small schools (Berry, 2004). First,
many small schools had only one teacher; the ratio of administrators and school

officials to teachers was superfluously high. Such administrative configurations were
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inefficient. Larger schools, on the other hand, would allow for more efficient
centralized administration. Schools and districts could be led and supervised by
professional education administrators, whose presence would exert the influence of
informed opinion and scientific knowledge in rural communities. Second, small
schools often clustered students in one classroom, regardless of grade level.
According to Cubberley, students could be more efficiently taught through
specialized instruction by both grade and subject area. Third, larger schools could
realize the economies of scale in administration, instruction, and facilities that
eluded inefficient small schools. Longer school terms could be held; transportation
could be provided, and rural-appropriate curricula could be consistently offered to
farm children. As Howley (1996) notes Cubberley's rural agenda placed a premium
on large school size. In essence, the question Cubberley posed was "How large a
school can be created?"

Joseph Kennedy was dean of the school of education at North Dakota State
University. His 1915 book, Rural Life and the Rural School, was an ethnographic
examination of rural areas and based largely on his own experiences in rural areas.
Kennedy's question about size differed sharply from Cubberley's. His underlying
guestion, Howley (1996) explains was this: "What is the lower limit of school size?"
He wrote, “It might happen, as it frequently does, that a school is already sufficiently
large and active, and enough to make it inadvisable to give up its identity and
become merged in the larger consolidated school. If there are twenty or thirty
children and an efficient teacher we have the essential factors of a good school
(Kennedy, 1914: 64).” His work, though not explicitly recognized as the progenitor of

the current school size research, did have secondary role in the development of the
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literature on school size that was to come much later — it questioned the merits of
consolidation.

The impact of consolidation, as Strang (1987) noted, centralized education in
two respects. First consolidation removed daily authority of education from the
school community to more distant education bureaucracies at the township, county
and state level. Second, state governments became more powerful in consolidation
policy. Professional educators from state departments of education often organized
initiatives to broaden state control over school accreditation, curriculum, and teacher
certification through consolidation policy.

These changes in education policy were met with opposition, especially in
rural areas where the school was the central institution of the community. Before
consolidation, rural schools were typically the “key neighborhood institution binding
neighbors and linking them to the larger social and cultural world around them
(Reynolds, 1999:61).” The loss of schools through consolidation was deemed a threat
to economic vitality, and local rural communities rarely initiated consolidation
efforts themselves. State governments often induced consolidation through fiscal
incentives or forced consolidation by redrawing district boundaries (Hooker and
Mueller, 1970). Some rural communities even participated in “defensive
consolidation”, where districts rushed to consolidate in anticipation of a state-
mandated forced consolidation (Reynolds, 1999). By end of World War II,
Progressive movement ideology was firmly entrenched in the American school

system, and the consolidation of rural schools continued.
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Mississippi and the National Schooling Environment

Mississippi’s public schools developed against a national backdrop of using
school size to improve rural development opportunities. Prior to the Civil War,
schooling of Mississippi’s children was the responsibility of private schools and
academies. These institutions were funded from state land sales, private donations,
and student tuition. It was not until 1821 the first free school in Mississippi was
established for boys in Columbus, Mississippi. Like its predecessors, this academy
was created for the education of affluent children. Unlike schools that would be
created later in the state’s history, the school was small.

Middle class whites, poor whites, immigrants and slaves received no formal
education. The Mississippi Constitution of 1868 was the first piece of legislation to
mandate free public education for all children, regardless of race. Two years later
enabling legislation created districts and the posts of county superintendents
appointed by an elected State Superintendent of Education. Schools were funded
with state-owned land sales, excise taxes on alcoholic beverages, military exemption
fees, and donations from public and private entities.

Race, however, soon proved to be the demise of the state’s school system.
While the integration of schools was not directly addressed in the Constitution of
1868, members of the Ku Klux Klan took violent actions against blacks who tried to
attend state schools. Public school buildings and teachers were often the target of
vandalism and intimidation. By 1885, the state implemented massive cuts in public
school funding, and many schools could barely function well enough to serve its
students. Still in 1886 a new Democratic-run administration and state

superintendent revised the state’s education code to raise standards for teachers and
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schools. Teacher salaries were based on size, and the education of blacks was
nullified.

By 1890, the Democratic Party dominated Mississippi’s political arena. The
Constitution of 1890 explicitly segregated the state’s schools. It still called for the use
of public funds to support black education institutions. While many whites saw this
as a necessary evil, many more sought to circumvent funding laws. As such, funds
earmarked for black schools were often given to white schools. Black schools often
suffered structurally, and black teachers had lower salaries. These inequalities led to
blacks being double taxed (they were assessed state taxes and then donated to the
upkeep of black schools in their communities) and to increased dependence upon
northern missionary groups and philanthropy to fund schools (“Giving Voice to a
Shared Past”, 2006).

The Progressive Movement was characterized by its push to use government
to create social, economic and political change in the nation. In Mississippi the
movement was implemented within a political system dominated by notions of white
supremacy and intentions to secure a low-cost black labor force for the state’s
prosperous Delta region. James K. Vardaman, then governor of the state expressed
the sentiment of the time in an editorial in a Delta newpaper, the Greenwood
Commonwealth (June 30, 1889):

In educating the Negro we implant in him all manner of aspirations and

ambitions which we then refuse to allow him to gratify. . . . Yet people

talk about elevating the race by education! It is not only folly, but it comes

pretty nearly being criminal folly. The Negro isn’t permitted to advance and

their education only spoils a good field hand and makes a shyster lawyer or a

fourth-rate teacher. Itis money thrown away.

Nevertheless, educational strides were made for all schools, including black

schools under Vardaman. State Superintendent of Education Henry L. Whitfield



28

identified teacher quality as a major focus for policy in Mississippi. Though he closed
the only black teacher’s training college, he opened training institutes across the
state that conducted trainings during the summer months. Both black and white
teachers attended these institutions and received training. Agricultural high schools
were also created during this time to meet the needs of rural communities. From
1900-1929, approximately 90 percent of the state’s children lived in rural areas, and
Whitfield sought to combine the day’s modern agricultural and farming techniques
into high school curricula to make rural life more productive and attractive. By 1910
districts could create two agricultural high schools — one for black students and one
for white students. By 1926, 48 white agricultural high schools existed while one
black agricultural high school was in operation.

The impact of the movement was most evident in the state’s school facilities.
The majority of Mississippi’s schools were one-room, one teacher schools without
proper heat, water or equipment. Further, compulsory laws mandated children living
within 2.5 miles of an institution attend school. Under the auspices of the
Progressive Movement and Whitfield’s leadership, the state began to consolidate
smaller schools into larger permanent and more modern facilities. By 1926, only four
black high schools remained in the entire state while white schools grew larger and
more modern. Since black children outnumbered white children, this also meant
black tax payers ended up funding the construction of white public schools. In
response to growing inequalities and consolidation, blacks in the state organized and
petitioned the state to divide education funds according to race, which would allow
blacks to receive the full share of taxes they paid toward public education. The state
denied blacks their tax monies, but it did accept funds from northern

philanthropists. Whites were also impacted by the consolidation, as the majority of
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the state’s children in rural areas lived miles away from consolidated schools and
were exempt from school attendance. The state struggled through the Great
Depression and World War Il. As soldiers returned from the war, black servicemen
sought to expand the rights of blacks in Mississippi. As the 1940s drew to a close
national events regarding school segregation laws were in the sights of civil rights

advocates.

The Decline of the Progressive Movement

The 1950s marked the decline of Progressive education and the introduction
of national legislation to end segregation. During this time, discontent with
American schools was growing, and the Progressive Movement began to face serious
challenges from the public, captured in two landmark events. First, black Americans,
tired of the substandard conditions of segregated school systems buttressed by the
Plessy v. Ferguson decision of 1896 that mandated schools to be “separate but
equal”, challenged the American public school system. In 1954 the U.S. Supreme
Court prohibited state-imposed racial segregation in public schools via the Brown v.
Board of Education decision. Nevertheless, black students still received substandard
education. Schools in the South violently resisted segregation, while northern public
schools deteriorated as white residents moved out of cities and into the suburbs.

In Mississippi, the outcome of Brown had been anticipated. The state took
steps to demonstrate it had indeed honored the “separate but equal” law overturned
by the Brown ruling. In an effort to secure segregation, Governor Hugh White
proposed a voluntary segregation plan in 1953 which called for increased
construction of black schools and increases in black teacher salaries. Black educators

and civil rights advocates rejected the proposal, sighting the existence of separate
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facilities. Following this rejection, the state amended the constitution to allow the
closing of all public schools as last resort in the event federal courts called for
Mississippi to end segregation. Five separate law suits challenged desegregation in
districts in the state’s capital. The first was Singleton v. Jackson Municipal Separate
District, in which parents sought to stop desegregation in the state’s capital. Holmes
v. Alexander finally settled the matter of desegregation in the state by selecting 30
districts for segregation and mandating schools desegregate with all deliberate
speed.

Two years after the Brown ruling Mississippi still sought to maintain
segregated schools. James P. Coleman was governor, and he was elected on the
promise of keeping schools segregated. He created the State Sovereignty
Commission which helped him keep his campaign promises. The commission was
budgeted $250,000 to develop a network of investigators, spies, and informants to
keep the state abreast of those who threatened segregated schools. With the election
of Ross Barnett in 1906, the commission became a tool of the Citizens Council, a
white supremacist group whose members filled the roles of investigators and
informants to the commission. Between 1960 and 1964, the commission gave the
Council nearly $200,000 in state funds (“Giving Voice to a Shared Past”, 2006).

The state also began closing black schools and using the savings to sponsor
scholarships for white students to attend private schools being created rapidly. This
practice was ruled unconstitutional in 1969, when a federal court found the program
fostered the creation of private segregated schools and supported the establishment
of schools operating on a segregated basis as an alternative to white students seeking
to avoid public desegregated schools. After a series of lawsuits, appeals and rulings,

Singleton was finally settled when the court ruled the merger of student bodies of
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racially segregated schools within the same district must be completed by February 1,
1970. By the end of 1970, schools in Mississippi had been desegregated. However,
while the state settled its segregation conflicts, the national level brought new
challenges to public school environment in which the state now had to function.

On the national level the launch of the Sputnik, the Soviet space satellite,
served as a symbol of the lack of quality in American school system (Friedman,
2004). In 1958, the National Defense Education Act called for federal aid for school
construction and for funding for math, science and foreign language curriculum
support. Preserving American ideals, overcoming domestic poverty and competing
on a global scale were now exclusively tied to education. Further, a flurry of
publications caught the attention of policymakers and education policy researchers.
Hyman Rickover highlighted the shift in the role of public schools in society in his
1959 book, Education and Freedom:

Life in a modern industrial state demands a great deal more ‘book learning’ of

everyone who wants to make a good living for himself and his family... the

schools must now... concentrate on bringing the intellectual powers of the
child to the highest possible level. Even the average child now needs almost as
good an education as the average middle and upper class child used to get in

the college preparatory schools (Ravitch, 2000).

The end of the Progressive Movement did not end consolidation efforts,
however. School consolidations actually increased, due largely to the work of James
Conant. In his 1959 book, The American High School Today, he argued small
schools, like the ones in rural areas, were not able to adequately provide the diverse
curriculum needed to meet the needs of American high school students. The small
high school, according to Conant, was the number one problem in education, and its

abolition should be a top policy priority. The best schools, Conant maintained, were

large comprehensive schools that could provide the array of course offerings needed
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to improve American high schools. In order to realize the cost effectiveness of large
high schools a secondary school had to have at least 100 students in its graduating

class.

New Directions

The implications of such work had far-reaching effects at the national level.
As Berry (2004) recounts, the number of public schools grew from 116,000 in 1869
to 217,000 in 1920. The number of schools then declined rapidly until approximately
1970, when the pace of decline slowed. The number of schools reached a low point in
the 1980s, numbering close to 83,000 schools. Since then, this trend has reversed
slightly, adding approximately 10,000 new schools. Parallel with the declination of
the number of schools was the decline of the number of schools districts. Though
many states did not keep count of districts before 1930, the 1931-32 edition of the
Biennial Survey of Education was the first to report statistics of districts in each
state (Berry, 2004). The number of districts fell by 50 percent between 1931 and
1953, as over 60,000 districts were dissolved by consolidation. The number of
districts declined by half again between 1953 and 1963, and declined once more by
half by 1973. Unlike the slight increase in the number of schools, the number of
districts stabilized in the early 1970s and has not changed significantly over the last
30 years (Berry, 2004).

During the 1960s, some educators began to question the wisdom of large-
scale schooling. Barker and Gump (1964) concerned with the possible advantages of
small-scale schooling, conducted an exhaustive study of a sample of small high
schools in Kansas. They conclude small high schools offered students greater

opportunities to participate in extracurricular activities and to exercise leadership
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roles. Although this study did not enjoy large-scale influence at the time, it did serve
to keep interest in small-scale schooling alive during a time when educational
thinking viewed small scale as a disadvantage.

The prominence of this study increased, however, during the urban crises of
the late 1960s. Educators were concerned by the poor performance, particularly the
poor academic performance, of students in large urban schools and districts. It was
also during the 1960s educating the poor became an explicit policy goal of the
American education system at the federal level. In his 1964 State of the Union
address, Lyndon B. Johnson declared a war on poverty. Central to the war on poverty
were programs intended to strengthen public schools, particularly those in poor
areas. In 1965 Johnson signed into law the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965 (ESEA). The Act contained five sections, of which the most relevant to
impoverished urban areas was Title I. Title | was created to give schools with the
highest concentration of poverty the funds to provide special aid for students at risk
of educational failure or those students whose academic performances were below
satisfactory levels. Title | also created the Head Start program, bilingual education
programs, guidance and counseling programs and reading and instruction programs.
This legislation was the largest infusion of federal funding for public schools,
channeling approximately $1 billion into poor districts.

Title I did not quell the growing discord among critics of large public schools,
however. Private school teacher John Holt (1964) published Why Children Fail,
which highlighted the unsatisfactory outcomes of public school tests, grades,
curricula and other aspects of public schooling. Teacher Jonathan Kozol, in 1967
offered Death at an Early Age, which featured appalling school conditions,

unresponsive school administrators and poorly trained teachers in Boston public
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schools. These publications reflected an ever-growing dissatisfaction with public
schooling, and in the 1980s this discontent culminated into a landmark publication,

A Nation at Risk.

A Nation at Risk

In 1983, debate over education was in full swing. President Ronald Reagan
appointed scholars and bureaucrats to the National Commission on Excellence in
Education. The Commission published A Nation at Risk, and predicted a massive
educational catastrophe if public schools were not reformed, “if an unfriendly foreign
power had attempted to impose on America the mediocre educational performance
that exists today, we might well have viewed it an act of war.” The report cited four
aspects of schooling in need of reform including content, expectations, time and
teaching. A Nation at Risk described current high school content as “homogenized,
diluted, and diffused” to the point it was a “cafeteria-style” curriculum. The report
asserted expectations for student achievement had been weakened by grade inflation
and lax promotion policies. The study found also American students spent less time
in school during the day than their international counterparts. Further, the report
claimed standards for teachers were slipshod, as achievement scores for potential
teachers was low. To combat the shortcomings of the schooling in the United States,
A Nation at Risk recommended the standardization of high school graduation
requirements: four years of English; three years of math; three years of science; three
years of social studies; and a half year of computer science. All of these
recommendations were most conducive to large schools, which policy now assumed
was the best direction in terms of school size. State and local governments continued

to prescribe consolidation as a means of reform in areas with small schools. The
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consolidation of these schools was seen as the first step to combating the problems
highlighted in A Nation at Risk.

Mississippi, thought just settling into its newly segregated school system, was
one step ahead of the nation in 1980s. The New Economy was beginning to pick up
speed and economic development strategies to improve educational outcomes began
to take center stage in the state. However, the public education system was thought
to be a major barrier to development in the state (Emmerich, as recounted by
Mullins, 1992):

... Mississippi’s greatest problem is not its economy. It is ignorance. Until we

can overcome the liabilities thrust upon our people by poor educational

backgrounds or, for a large segment of our people, no schools at all, we will
not wipe away the veil of ignorance.

Four months before A Nation At Risk appeared, Governor William Winter
introduced the Education Reform Act of 1982 in a special legislative session. Winter
had tried twice to get such legislation passed; however, the state legislature refused
to allow for financing of the education measures (Mullins, 1992). In December of
1982, the Act finally passed along with the funding to implement it. The Act was the
most significant law relating to education in the state’s history. It served as a
national model for other states seeking to reform their public schools. The legislation
further marked an end to the legislature’s seeming indifference towards public
education since the integration of schools a few years earlier. The Act called for a
uniform state curriculum to produce consistency in educational instruction; a school
improvement plan to make schools more effective; public kindergartens; a stronger

compulsory attendance law; higher teacher pay and effective staff development

programs. Though the legislation applied to all public schools in the state,
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kindergartens were the centerpiece of the Act, and they became the symbol of the

legislation’s impact on Mississippi schools (Mullins, 1992).

The Changing Economy and GOALS 2000

As the economic environment of the 1980s and 1990s brought rapid changes
in technology, communication, marketing, and manufacturing, schooling standards
gained increased attention from politicians, the business community, and educators
at the national level. Though reform efforts came from many sources, the teaching
community was the most vocal. By 1989, the efforts of the largest teacher’s union, the
American Federation of Teachers, caught the attention of President George H.W.
Bush. The efforts continued when Arkansas governor Bill Clinton became president
in 1992, and in 1994 Bush and Clinton’s efforts culminated into the Goals 2000:
Educate America Act.

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act of 1994 encouraged states to develop
challenging standards for students. The legislation provided grants for states, schools
and communities to create their own approaches to improving student achievement.
The Act promoted flexibility at the state level by allowing the U.S. Secretary of
Education to relax or waive certain regulations for schools participating in school
improvements. The legislation brought into law eight explicit goals for the national
education system by the year 2000, including school readiness; school completion;
student achievement and citizenship; teacher education and professional
development; mathematics and science; adult literacy and learning; safe disciplined,
and alcohol and drug-free schools; and parental participation. The Act established a
National Education Standards and Improvement Council to examine and certify

national and state curriculum content, student performance, opportunities for
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learning, and assessment systems: all information was voluntarily submitted by
states. Mississippi’s Reform Act had taken effect alongside GOALS 2000, and the
state still led the nation in its reform efforts (Mullins, 1992).

Though comprehensive, GOALS 2000 only existed for a brief period. Its
impact at best served to set the policy stage for the current education policy
environment. Friedman (2004) chronicled how supporters of the legislation point
out climbing graduation rates, the bipartisanship used to create the legislation, and
improvement in professional certification and development for teachers. Opponents
of the legislation described it as an “overly ambitious” piece of legislation that failed
to bring out intended change. Nevertheless, low achievement rates on proficiency
tests, especially among poor students, continued under GOALS 2000, just as under
preceding education reform efforts that promoted school consolidation.

Mississippi continued to increase its efforts to bring jobs and increase
technology in the state. Catfish factories and casino gaming began to dominate the
state’ development opportunities. The state also sought to preserve its current
economic opportunities in the form of low-wage jobs and to become more active in
the now global economy. Prominent on the state’s list was improving the educational
system and making students more productive by reducing the number of districts
with a target of no more than one district per county (this meant the state would
decrease districts from over 150 to 82); and supporting the accountability and
reward standards developed in the expansion of the 1982 Reform Act (Task Force
Report, 1999).

When George W. Bush took office in 2000, he announced plans for the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), which he described as the “cornerstone of his

administration.” The legislation explicitly targeted the poorest, lowest achieving
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students, those being “left behind.” Less than a year after Bush took office, NCLB was
approved with bipartisan support. NCLB was the first major legislation passed under
Bush’s administration.

The legislation updated 1965’s ESEA. Under NCLB Title | assessments were
expanded, including mandatory state report cards. The state report cards included
information on student outcomes by race, ethnicity, gender, disability status, English
proficiency, and socioeconomic status. Further, all states were required to implement
standards-based reading and math assessments for students in grades 3 through 8.

NCLB directly affects Mississippi as it ties school funding and administrative
control to student performance on standardized tests and graduation rates. From a
socioeconomic well-being standpoint, public education plays a major role in the
state’s development plan. The plan calls for increasing efforts to improve educational
outcomes for students in the state. By 2015, the state seeks to rank first among
southern states in high school graduation rates (Blueprint Mississippi, 2004).

Mississippi’s public schools developed within a context that distributed
resources based on race, and often prescribed consolidation as a means of closing
rural, predominantly black schools in favor of more modernized schools intended to
serve predominantly white student populations. The next chapter presents a
socioeconomic history of Mississippi with particular attention to its Delta region that
provides an additional context for understanding the environment in which public
education institutions function. Poverty is an obvious characteristic of the region, but
there are other socioeconomic factors, such as the distribution of racial groups and
federal programs meant to address poverty which may exert powerful influences on

student outcomes.
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That the public school system was so heavily influenced by racial undertones
suggests the issue of race may capture many socioeconomic influences of student
outcomes, which may be measurable, such as local per pupil spending or implied, or
it may capture influences not easily measured, such as the effects of poor resources
on student outcomes. The next chapter provides a backdrop for understanding the
unique mix of socioeconomic characteristics which characterizes the poverty, racial

dynamics and current economic activity in the state.



CHAPTER THREE
A SOCIOECONOMIC HISTORY OF
THE MISSISSIPPI DELTA

The Good Earth
The socioeconomic history of the plantation-based agricultural economy that

characterizes Mississippi’s Delta region is critical to understanding the forces that
have shaped the current economic opportunities in the state and the racial dynamics
still present in the state today. The policy choices made in order to preserve the vast
amount of wealth initially realized by investors in the region is one that has

influenced the region socially, economically and geographically.
Geographically, the Yazoo portion of the

f?'}r* | )
T _ ' ' Mississippi Delta is diamond shaped and

? [ - | approximately 200 miles long and 70 miles across at

_ Wi ' its widest point. It is the result of centuries of flooding
{ - 'I and sedimentation by the Mississippi River and its

- | tributaries the Tallahatchie, the Yalobusha, the

3 | Coldwater and the Sunflower. Originally, the region
g - was a lush rainforest of several types of trees: cypress,

-

tupelo, sweet gums, sycamore, poplar, pecan, walnut,

maple, hickory, hackberry, black gum, cottonwood, honey locust and slash pine.

Between these trees was a thick web of vines, cane and brush. Flooding and

sedimentation took turns dominating the landscape, leaving behind layers of rich

alluvium over layers of decomposing vegetation. The result was some of the
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richest soil in the world. The richness of this soil would serve not only as an
environmental benefit but also as the source of centuries of economic wealth and

social discord(Cobb, 1992).

The Good Earth Becomes a State

Native Americans were the first to alter the Delta’s rich soil. There were
several different small tribes that originally held land within the Delta’s landscape:
The Yazoo, Taposa, Chakchiuma, Ibitoupa and the Chicasaw. Though the tribes were
anthropologically diverse, their unifying contribution to the region was mound
building (Gibson, 1971). These mounds were located among the rich high ground of
the sediment soil of the region. It remained in that little-disturbed condition until
1539 when Hernando DeSoto claimed the region for Spain. It remained a territory of
Spain for over 220 years until it was ceded to the British at the finale of the French
and Indian War in 1763. The U.S. acquired the territory at the cessation of the
Revolutionary War. Finally, in 1798 the U.S. declared the area for white settlement; it
became part of the Mississippi territory (Cheatam, Jr., 1950).

By the time Mississippi officially became the 20t state in 1817, the Delta had
changed dramatically. The region was now under the control of the Choctaw and had
been partially settled by whites near the Mississippi River area. As the number of
white settlers increased, they pressured the state to remove the Choctaw. By 1832 all
Native American were removed and the lands were quickly organized into the Delta’s
first counties: Hinds, Yazoo, Washington, Bolivar, Coahoma, Tunica, Issaquena, and
Sunflower. These counties served as the core of farming. Soon farming was the
predominant economic activity in the Delta. As word traveled the Delta was soon

thickly settled along the Mississippi River area by affluent farmers with both the
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desire to expand their plantations and the financial means to pay for transporting
their slaves and material goods along the Mississippi River into the Delta’s rich
lands. The land also attracted enterprising free blacks and immigrants new to
America skilled in carpentry, boatbuilding, lumberjacking, and other services needed
for life along the river.

Settlement of the Delta did not come without costs, however. By the 1850s,
many of the rich planters from places such as South Carolina, North Carolina and
Georgia had amassed great amounts of debt in the quest to farm the Delta. Those
successful planters had not only spent a great deal of time and money clearing their
Delta plantations, but many also left the daily operations of their plantations to
overseers. Slowly, the Delta began to show returns to its investors with masses of
healthy cotton crops. The Delta was identified as a region where, as Cobb describes,
was a place for

....wealthy, pleasure seeking and status conscious white elites exploited the

labor of a large and thoroughly subjugated black majority. The planter’s grip

on both the economy and the society of the Delta seemed completely secure in

1850. Yet, from the earliest days of the region’s settlement and for well over a

century thereafter, regardless of how affluent they became, Delta planters

never lost sight of the fact that their capacity to harness and maximize the
wealth-producing potential of their land — and, hence, their freedom to
indulge their legendary addiction to material finery and high living — was
wholly dependent on their success in retaining and controlling a large supply

of black labor (Cobb, 1992: 28).

The Delta was a place where planters, slaves and immigrants generally
coexisted peacefully. However the interaction of wealthy white planters and the black

labor force would serve as the basis for future economic triumphs and troubles in the

Delta region.
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The Good Earth Becomes a Source of Wealth

As the Delta continued to produce massive amounts of cotton, the region
gained the attention of policymakers interested in preserving the economic resources
of the land: self-replenishing soils and year-round work that demanded slave labor.
In 1858, the General Levee Board was established. The board was charged with
directing and coordinating the construction of a 262 mile levee to control the
flooding that characterized the Delta’s geography before it became cotton farmland
(Cheatam, 1950). The move was not only taken to protect Delta lands from flooding
but also to increase property values in the region. The levee did not come without,
costs, however. For those located on the other side of the levee in Arkansas, flooding
increased and harmed holdings in that area of the Delta. Mississippi Deltans were
unconcerned with the plight of those in Arkansas, which attested to the obsession
with personal wealth and regional self-interest, which contributed to its present day
distribution of social opportunities and economic wealth. As one Delta planter
opined, “If both sides of the river cannot be leveed, then we must protect ourselves,
and let our neighbors in Arkansas suffer (Kelley, 1954: 13-14).” The levee was built,
and the wealthy planters in the Delta amassed millions more resources in wealth and
thousands more resources in slave labor.

As the threat of Civil War loomed over the Delta during the 1850s, Delta
planters became more aware of the nation outside the Delta’s wealth. Two issues
dominated the concerns of planters in the Delta: slavery and state secession. With so
much of their wealth concentrated in slaves and with so much of their capital and
credit resources invested in clearing and farming land, Delta farmers generally
supported slavery. Nevertheless, they were wary of any action, particularly secession,

that might lead to war and disrupt the normal commerce and prosperity of their
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cotton crops. Younger Delta farmers were more supportive of Mississippi’s secession
from the Union, but older, wealthier, more established Delta planters viewed
secession as a threat to their wealth. They generally sought to remain part of the
Union and fight for Constitutional changes that preserved slavery (Wright, 1996).
The Delta could not escape the disruption of slave-based labor or secession.
Though the region was still hard to navigate for Union soldiers and difficult for
Confederate soldiers to protect, the Delta was mostly destroyed during the Civil War.
Plantations, cotton crops, and slave cabins were burned to the ground; remaining
stores of food, water and other supplies were usurped by Union soldiers and corrupt
Confederate soldiers. Slaves freed from plantations were often trained and organized
into Union regiments. Those slaves not brought into the Union army experience

excessive levels of hunger and the loss of their cabins as well.

The Post-Civil War Era

Such economic losses did not deter all Yazoo planters from generating money
after the Civil War. While the residents of the Delta were generally economically
weakened, others still sought to preserve their wealth. Once the federal government
began to confiscate Delta property and cotton not destroyed in the war, many
planters turned to illegal markets to sell cotton. They began to smuggle cotton from
the Delta to other regions of the country, determined to preserve the pre-war wealth
with which they were so familiar. With the demise of slavery, many planters refused
to free their slaves, while others lost their slaves through black-led revolts against
planters.

The primary economic focus after the Civil War for Delta planters was

rebuilding the region, but a number of challenges made this a difficult and dangerous
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economic goal. In addition to the change in labor sources from free slave-based
labor to new sources of labor, farming equipment and housing was needed. During
the war, the levee had been neglected, and damages to the levee meant lands once
protected from the flooding that characterized the Delta now lay under the waters of
Delta swamps fed by the Mississippi River. Less than 10 percent of the Delta had
been cleared before the Civil War. By the end of the war in 1865, the area was back
to its pre-war wilderness (Branfon, 1857).

The end of the war in 1865 meant the beginning of the first wave of
Reconstruction efforts in Mississippi. While many whites focused solely on
maintaining the social mores of white superiority, others took another path. Many
wealthy investors remained in the state, determined to rebuild their fortunes; while
still others lured by descriptions of Delta land traveled to the region for investment
opportunity. One major economic issue would have to be considered above others in
this rebuilding process — the availability of labor to work farms, build homes, and
reinstate economic wealth. By 1867, the state instituted its second wave of
Reconstruction policies, as blacks were endowed with the right to vote and own land.
As Wright (1996) points out, the planters would have to contend with the efforts of
black freedmen to avoid being subjugated to pre-war slaves socially, while pursuing
their own economic interests. The struggle between former slaves and former
masters to determine whose interests would prevail would quickly prevail as the
dominant influence on both economic and political developments in the Delta.

Between these two opposing forces lay confusion: blacks now had to negotiate
with reluctant whites to sell their labor for Delta farms, and whites had to consider
compensating blacks for farm labor in either land or money. Neither party found this

prospect promising in realizing their post-war dreams. Many Delta planters began to
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lobby the state for “some systematic plan to be adopted in the State or at least in the
management of the large estates in the river counties (Wharton, 1965:117).” They
called for armed officers to explain to freed slaves they were required to work —
regardless of their demands for land or payment. The alternative to bargaining with
freed slaves also contained a component of stipulations that amounted to free labor
for white planters. For example, one alternative called for every plantation to be
made into a town, with the planters or plantation physicians appointed as judges and
police. These officials would hear complaints and decide how to punish and inflict
sentences on freed slaves. All blacks would go before the police to determine their
working status or the reasonableness of their work demands. Those blacks for which
decisions could not be made would “be equivalent to a sentence on the public works
for the balance of the year (Pearce, 1865).”

The state addressed these concerns with legislation to restrict the rights of
blacks. These Black Codes declared all the old slave code laws in full force pertaining
to crimes committed by slaves, free Negroes or mulattoes. Under the Black Codes,
blacks were prohibited from carrying weapons; leasing land outside city limits;
bringing legal actions or testifying in other legal matters; consuming or selling
alcohol or preaching the gospel. In particular, the restriction which prevented blacks
from leasing land meant blacks were relegated to working on plantations instead of
purchasing land independently of plantations or starting their own firms. The Black
Codes required all freedmen to sign annual work contracts or be declared vagrants
and have their services sold to the highest bidder; orphans of freed slaves or
freedmen under the age of 18 could also be apprenticed to any competent white, with

former owners granted the first opportunity to take them as apprentices (Wharton,



47

1965). These laws were enforced at the state level until the passage of the Civil Rights
Act of 1866. In 1867, the Mississippi state legislature repealed the Black Codes.

The federal government responded to the issue of rebuilding the Delta and
the rest of southern region with the Freedman’s Bureau. The Bureau was created by
Congress in March of 1865, but became an increasingly important aspect of Delta
life. It addressed many of the concerns of white planters, while simultaneously
handling incidences of violence and abuse against Delta blacks who attempted to
build their own businesses or rent out their labor to those white planters willing to
pay.

Neither state nor federal legislation could assuage the problems associated
with cotton farming in the Delta. With the demise of the Black Codes, white planters
eventually established annual wage contracts that paid black workers part of their
wages before work and the rest at the conclusion of the year. Often deductions were
made for sick days, medical care, transportation to and from work, and the use of
cotton for clothing, bedding or pillows (Wharton, 1965). Contracts often ran several
pages long, and many blacks simply refused the conditions. With such difficulties
procuring labor, crop production declined, further contributing to losses among
investors in the region.

Many investors put up their plantations for sale or for lease, but this
highlighted another economic problem in the Delta region — the scarcity of capital
and credit. This scarcity was based in an absence of banks across the rural southern
portion of the nation as well as reluctance among merchants and financiers to grant
credit to farmers with little more than depreciated land to offer as collateral. The
state attempted to rectify this situation with the passage of the Crop Lien Law of

1867. This law sought to encourage agricultural activities by guaranteeing a first lien
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on the crop to anyone who provided loans or advancing supplies for the production
of Delta crops. This law did not consider the laborers’ wages and payments included
in this first crop. As a result many labor contracts were not honored.

The crop lien law also laid the foundation for economic activity based on
sharecropping. Under this system, laborers who farmed a specified acreage received
a share of the crop minus the cost of clothing, food, and supplies the laborer used
while farming the acreage. This system was still restrictive as blacks could not often
obtain supplies without the endorsement of a white planter. On the other hand,
blacks now had incentives to produce as much as they could for planters in hope of
amassing their own capital with the remaining wages they were paid for work. By
1868, sharecropping was the dominant economic system across the Delta and the
rest of the state as well. It had successfully supplanted the slave-labor farming
system. While the Delta had still not returned to its former economic glory now the

economic system was relatively stable.

Economic Stability at Last?

Underlying the seemingly stable economic system was the swirling social
concerns among Delta blacks in three areas: land entitlement, political participation
and reported incidences of black violence against whites. While many blacks sought
to become independent landowners under the sharecropping system, they hoped to
gain land from the Freedman’s Bureau holdings. Under the legislation establishing
the bureau, all confiscated lands could be given to freedmen. At the close of the war,
the bureau held 80,000 acres of land in Mississippi. However, by 1867, this land was
returned to former owners who pledged allegiance to the union or who had taken an

amnesty oath by order of President Andrew Jackson. Still many blacks felt they were
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owed land, and fear among whites of black revolts began to circulate in the area.
Further, blacks were exercising their right to vote. By 1868 black voters had helped
the Republican Party establish control of the state. Lastly, news of occasional bouts
of violence between blacks and whites circulated in the Delta. Reports of whites
killing blacks in self-defense; blacks attacking former overseers who assaulted black
planters and foiled efforts among whites attempting to exact whippings upon blacks
they viewed as insolent often were topics of discussion among many whites.
Instances of these isolated acts of violence, underscored by a sense of entitlement to
lands along with political participation among Delta blacks served to stoke the fires
of white uncertainty (Harris, 1979).

This feeling of uncertainty was not the reality for some Delta whites, however.
While many were uncomfortable living and working alongside blacks others realized
the benefits of cooperating with the former slaves. For these whites, a conciliatory
attitude toward blacks meant possible restoration of wealth and political power. For
example, the first Republican governor of the state and Delta resident, James L.
Alcorn advocated limited black suffrage and ratification of the Fourteenth
Amendment in 1866. He warned whites to acknowledge the political and civil rights
of blacks. He suggested they follow his lead and to accept blacks in order to “pluck
our common liberty and prosperity from the jaws of inevitable ruin (Cobb, 1992:61).”
However, Alcorn’s pleas did nothing to quiet the growing social tensions between
whites and blacks in the Delta.

Hopes for black economic independence and white restoration to political
power began to erode in the early 1870s. First, controversial black leader William T.
Cobash led a revolt in Sunflower and Carroll counties. He marched 20 blacks into the

Delta town of Greenwood. When local whites reacted to the presence of these blacks,
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he threatened to return with 500 more men. Violence erupted, and two blacks were
killed. The other blacks scattered, and by the end of the event, Cobash himself had
been killed by troops sent by the governor to restore order (Harris, 1979). As Cobb
recounts, white supremacy was the chief social and economic concern among Delta
whites, followed closely by labor stability. While many whites sought to establish
peaceful relations with blacks, others still sought to gain dominance, especially in
political matters (Cobb, 1992).

Second, the Depression of 1873 concentrated economic losses for residents in
the Delta. During the depression cotton prices declined, arresting the progress made
after the civil war by the sharecropping system. Politically, blacks now had allies in
power via the Republican Party in both the governorship and in increased numbers
of blacks elected to the state legislature and sheriff’s offices around the region.
However, with the decline in cotton prices, many white planters decried the current
tax rates, calling for decreases in taxes and more attention to their political and social
needs through retrenchment. Whites now found themselves paying taxes for both
their lands and the levee. By 1871, whites had forfeited over 1 million acres of land
due to inability to pay taxes. The Democratic Party soon became the outlet for white
frustrations with black political power and tax debt. By 1873 the Democratic Party
controlled most of the counties in the Delta. This control allowed whites to fully
control the key county offices, such as the Board of Supervisors, which was
responsible for levying taxes on property and other resource allocation decisions.

Third, extensive flooding in 1874 caused great dissatisfaction among already
frustrated whites. Taxpayers’ leagues formed in every Delta county. Former
Republicans were targets of white violence alongside the blacks who participated in

political exercises. Delta whites now sought to stabilize the black labor resources.
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While whites held this political power, blacks still outnumbered whites throughout
the region. This inequality of power and population set the stage for current
geographic patterns which contribute to the distribution of education resources in
the region.

The Reconstruction ended in 1875. After white Democrats gained power in
the Delta, they still struggled to attract and maintain the black laborers on which
their wealth had historically depended. As an incentive to attract laborers, many
planters agreed to pay laborers with three-fourths of the crops they produced
(Wharton, 1965). With such huge portions of land promised to black laborers,
sharecropping soon fell out of favor with whites. Blacks also preferred being able to
rent their land instead of being paid in portions of crops. By the 1870s many blacks
abandoned sharecropping altogether, and often bargained with whites to rent land
instead. While renting was somewhat better for blacks, whites who opted to rent out
their land instead of sharecropping often faced ostracism or violence from other
whites. Eventually, however, these threats lessened as many whites began to realize
renting the poorest quality of land as well as previously uncleared land to blacks
hungry for economic independence would help clear unsettled Delta territory and
raise the value of existing property. Under this system, the Delta once again gained

its position as the nation’s top producing cotton region.

Rivers and Railroads

With the labor force stabilized economic efforts turned to controlling the
Mississippi River, which still threatened to flood the region nearly every year.
Further policymakers began to focus on transportation issues among the unexplored

territories further from the river. Before the Civil War, the region had focused on
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building and maintaining its extensive levee system. With a new labor system in
place, the region once again was able to focus on protecting farmlands from flood
waters. In 1877 the General Levee Board reorganized into the Mississippi Levee
Commission. The Commission included the counties in the northern portion of the
Delta: Tunica, Coahoma, Tallahatchie, Panola, DeSoto and Sunflower. These
counties levied heavy taxes on themselves in order to strengthen and repair the levee,
but corruption soon trumped any efforts the Commission made towards controlling
the waters of the Mississippi River (Harrison, 1950). With the failure of the
Commission, Delta planters looked for federal intervention to control flood waters.
The Congress reformed the Commission in 1879, and after a severe flood in 1882,
federal funds were made available every year to the region. Additionally army
engineers were made available to local counties to repair levee damage. This federal
support built confidence in the region and settlements and relocations to the area
increased.

Transport along the Mississippi River and throughout the Delta was the
second economic issue. Though the Delta boasted a series of well-connected
waterways, the region still proved difficult to navigate. Yearly spring floods meant
high levels of water that nearly reached the trees hanging over streams and rivers.
Rushing waters made navigation dangerous during harvest time in the fall. These
conditions greatly constricted the settlement, clearing, cultivation and thus the
prosperity of land on the Delta’s interior. Policymakers in the region set their sites
on railroads. Prior to 1880 railroads were supplements to waterways in the Delta.
Two single track lines, totaling approximately 70 miles of track, existed in the region.

In 1882, two wealthy entrepreneurs joined forces to complete a 454 mile track

between New Orleans and Memphis. Central to that plan was nearly 775,000 acres of
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land directly in the Delta region. These acres would not only grant right of way
privileges to investors, but would be relatively inexpensive to build and operate
(Cobb, 1992). By the fall of 1884, the Louisville, New Orleans, and Texas Railway
Company (LNO&T) was handling transportation between the Delta’s two largest
markets — New Orleans and Memphis. The railroad operated year round, and
planters rushed to grant right of way privileges across their lands in order to gain
access to the railroad and to establish their own stations. Cotton gins and loading
areas quickly shot up along the railroad lines.

The advent of railroad transportation also benefited black Delta residents.
Railroad owners encouraged black settlement along railroad right of ways. They
contacted the former founder of a black settlement near Vicksburg, Isaiah T.
Montgomery about establishing another settlement in the Delta. Montgomery
envisioned a town of blacks with thriving economic, social and political
opportunities. By 1887, he and his cousin established the town of Mound Bayou. In
just three years, the settlement reached a population of 600 and eventually over
4,000 blacks settled in the region, forming a core of agricultural activity (McMillen,

1989). The Delta region flourished.

King Cotton’s Debt

While the land flourished, debt among Delta planters increased. The desire to
amass wealth, power and prestige by clearing more Delta land without regard to the
expenses of clearing, draining, and cultivating soon pushed many planters more
deeply into debt. Creditors adopted more liberal policies, and with the burgeoning

and productive cotton crops, land was a more acceptable form of collateral. Land
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could be used to settle debts, acquire more land and raise cash for other purposes.
Heavy levels of debt were common among Delta planters.

The Delta was undoubtedly the King of Cotton. By 1889, cotton output from
the Delta was 160 percent of its production 10 years earlier. Land prices in the Delta
doubled, and cotton prices stabilized. The sharecropping system again became
popular due to the massive labor requirements of the Delta. Blacks were now
recruited from other regions of the state with by the promise of good land and a more
prosperous way of life (U.S. Census, 1890). So many blacks migrated to the Delta
region between 1880 and 1890, many planters in other parts of the state threatened
violence against Delta recruiters in search of skilled blacks to farm Delta lands.
However, whites in other parts of the state continued to decry the “outright” thievery
of the blacks that worked their farms, cleaned their homes, and performed other
services. To the chagrin of Delta planters, the state legislature in 1884 passed anti-
enticement laws. While these were vetoed by the governor, by 1890, heavy fines
existed for “anyone who knowingly employed a worker already employed by
someone else (McMillen, 1989:141).”

As blacks continued to enter the Delta from other parts of the state, they
began to seek political offices, economic concessions and other social opportunities
enjoyed by whites. By 1890, blacks outnumbered whites in the region by seven to one
(U.S. Census, 1890). Generally, whites in the Delta were content to grant limited
concessions to the black labor force. While the Delta was no means free of violence or
anti-black sentiment, the economic prosperity of the region heavily depended upon
black productivity. Blacks in the Delta region generally experienced lower levels of

violence, discrimination, and intimidation by white supremacists.
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The Delta continued to increase its cotton output and over prosperity.
However, as the plantation economy began to stabilize at the end of the 19t century,
racial relations in the region began to deteriorate. This deterioration occurred as
whites sought to disenfranchise black voters in order to dilute the concentration of
black votes and increase the concentration of white Democrats (Kirwan, 1951). These
measures were effective. As blacks struggled to maintain their economic and political
opportunities, measures to prevent their progress often resulted in lynching,
beatings, and other acts of violence. Delta whites had both the retrenchment of black
social opportunities and the economic wealth of the product of their labors in cotton
fields:

With its black labor force expanded and politically neutralized and its

transportation and flood-control network vastly improved, the Delta’s white

planters and businessmen were in a position to capitalize more fully on world
demand for their cotton. The overall result was impressive statistical evidence
of aggregate economic expansion. The benefits of this growth, however, went
primarily to a small part of the [white] population, while the dramatic
curtailment of economic and political opportunities for the Delta’s huge black
majority stamped upon the region an image of material and human disparity

that would remain its trademark for more than a century (Cobb, 1992:92).
Changing Times?

The beginning of the 20t century left the Delta’s plantation economy virtually
untouched. The area thrived as large numbers of black tenants lived and worked the
land of white planters. Though other parts of the state and nation were moving
towards other forms of agriculture and manufacturing, the Delta held on to the
economic activity that had made it rich and brought it back from the destruction of
civil war. The railroads, attempting to market the Delta to tourists and other

travelers, described the region as a place of magnificently large plantations. The 1910

Census of agriculture described the region as a plantation system where “fertile soil
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and climate conditions favorable for cotton raising, together with a large Negro
population” made plantation-style agriculture the “dominant” economic activity in
the region (Department of Commerce, 1914: 884).

The first few years of the 20t century were exceptionally important for the
Delta, as this time marked the introduction of 12 million new spindles into British
textiles and the opening of new textile markets by France, Germany, Japan and the
United States (Cobb, 1992). These markets expressed a preference for higher grade
Egyptian cotton. Though fears about competition with Egyptian cotton initially
loomed over Delta planters, they continued to remind would-be investors the Delta
region was still mostly virgin rainforest. If efforts were focused on uncovering the
rich soil underneath the remainder of the region, the Delta could supply the world
with even more cotton. The key, they claimed, lay with building a drainage system
throughout the region that would enable planters to work with drier soil. With drier
soil, Delta cotton could compete with higher quality cotton from the Nile region.

These points won over British investors. A consortium of British investors
purchased approximately 40,000 acres of Delta land, spending close to $3 million.
Through the formation of the Delta and Pine Land Company, these investors became
the world’s largest producers of cotton (Cobb, 1992). The quality of cotton produced
from this investment never rivaled the Egyptian quality cotton; however, the
efficiency of the Delta’s labor system astonished investors.

Delta planters constantly updated their management techniques and lower
production costs. Delta cotton production kept pace with world demand, and the
Delta prospered. Woodman (1982) described these “industrial age plantations” as
centralized organizations where one main office made decisions regarding every

aspect of farming: from amount and type of fertilizer, to the distribution of tools and
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equipment among workers to work hours for laborers. These decisions were sent
down to managers, and managers ensured directives were carried about by laborers.
This system ensured smaller payments for laborers, higher profits for plantation
owners, and a minimum of cash advances paid to tenants ( advances were paid in
food, clothing or other supplies instead).

Cotton production seemed the perfect mix of plantation control and modern
industrial age productivity with one exception — high turnover rates among black
laborers. Though the Delta was one of the most productive regions in the South, and
although blacks continued to flock to the region, blacks often made efforts to leave
their tenancies, after receiving garnished wages and enduring maltreatment by farm
managers. Black laborers also contended with “obsessive” planters intent on
maintaining the lowest cost labor possible. One effective method of retaining black
labor was peonage. To this end, many black laborers found themselves almost
infinitely indebted to wealthy planters. Additionally, the state legislature enacted
laws that made the acceptance of even minimal enticements to work automatic work
contracts. Under these “false pretense” laws, laborers could be punished if they
abandoned contracts after accepting the smallest recompense from planters. Though
this law was voided at the federal level, it remained on Mississippi’s state books until
1930 (McMillen, 1989).

Peonage was to remain a source of conflict between Delta planters determined
to maintain their supplies of unskilled black workers and blacks seeking more
humane and economically fair work environments. When blacks continued to make
peonage complaints against planters, many planters decided to find more creative
ways to persuade black laborers to remain in their employment. One common

method was importing labor from other countries. Most often, planters recruited
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workers from Italy to replace black laborers. Early on, Italian impressed many Delta
planters. They worked hard, saved their money, and seemed to function well in the
planter-tenant system. However, Italian workers grew tired of the oppressive labor
practices employed by many large Delta farms, and they did not respond favorably to
intimidation or threats of violence from whites in the area. Italian workers resented
being “treated like blacks” (Wright, 1996). Using immigrant labor was quickly
abandoned. White planters returned Delta blacks for continued productivity.

Blacks continued to migrate to the region and Delta farms continued to
increase in size and consolidate. This continued push for efficiency and increased
production further cemented the fate of blacks in the region to a life of poverty and
jobs with little chance for advancement. World War | disrupted the demand for
cotton both domestic and international markets, and by 1920 economic
opportunities for blacks in the region declined. All the efforts to maintain the large
pool of cheap labor in the region were successful: recruiting large numbers of black
workers, disenfranchisement practices, and scientific management techniques
designed to increase efficiency on Delta farms. Even those blacks who managed to
forge themselves a prosperous life in the Delta soon fell victim to indebtedness and a
scarcity of lenders willing to extend credit to blacks. Socially, blacks who rebelled or
expressed any political aspirations were threatened with violence and lynching

(McMillen, 1989).

The Black Exodus and Social Change
The oppressive economic environment as well as racism in the Delta
prompted many blacks to leave the region as the 20t century brought renewed social

and economic opportunities for blacks in other parts of the US. Cobb recounts
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100,000 blacks left the Delta between 1915 and 1920 during this Black Migration,
most often for Chicago via the same railroad system that brought prosperity to the
region. The number of Mississippi-born blacks living in Chicago increased 400
percent by the end of 1920 (Cobb, 1992: 115). Another form of escape emerged
among the blacks who stayed in the region through music; it was during this time
“the blues” was created in the Delta and took root in other parts of the nation as a
new form of expression (Barlow, 1989). While the blues became a popular form of
music, it did nothing to temper the conditions of blacks in the Delta: inadequate
schools, violence against out-migrants; and the absence of legal protection.

By the 1930s, the Delta was recognized as a socially and economically distinct
region — a place that attracted the attention of numerous social scientists and other
academic observers. The Delta was an anomaly. It was a place of great riches and of
devastating poverty; of rampant social opportunities and of social oppression. Cobb
(1992) describes a caste system (153):

... aregion where extremes of white affluence and privilege were sustained by

equally striking levels of black deprivation and powerlessness. The ability of

the Delta’s white minority to subjugate and exploit its black majority
depended in large part on a system of caste-based social control that was
rigid, pervasive, and self-perpetuating. Only if members of both races played
their well-defined caste roles with inerrant consistency and an almost
exaggerated vigor could white dominance of such a racially and economically
imbalanced society be maintained.

As the region began to change politically, socially and economically, the
remnants of the plantation-based economic system continued to shape and under
gird life in the Delta. Though tempered by civil rights legislation, farming legislation
and other social changes, the caste system still pervaded life in the region, especially

for blacks and poor whites. The system accrued monetary benefits to white middle-

class farmers, protected large planters from economic competition in terms of labor
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sources, and bestowed decisionmaking power to whites that allowed them to

preserve the black labor force that propelled the region to economic eminence.

The Delta Cries Uncle (Sam)

Slowly, both white and black Deltans began to seek federal assistance via New
Deal programs. Ironically, it was the affluent planters who benefited the most from
this new federal legislation (Daniel, 1981). One particularly regressive policy was the
acreage reduction program initiated by the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933. For
program administrators in the cotton section of the program, giving full payments to
planters and then allowing those planters allocate payments among tenants was the
most effective method of administering aid. Payouts instructed landlords to divide
funds based on the percentage of the tenant’s interest in the crop. Sharecroppers
were to receive one-half the payment; part-share tenants received two-thirds to
three-fourths of the payments, and a cash tenant received the full amount. As Conrad
(1965) recounts, many planters (and agency officials) believed tenants incapable of
applying their payments to their debts and needs. Since renters often looked to
planters for their needs and credit, payments made to planters were much more
likely to be spent to the benefit of renters. Additionally, this system could preserve
the integrity of the planter-renter relationship, while allowing government support
during difficult times. Most tenants received only a fraction of their government
payouts during this time, and few fraud cases or complaints were filed by blacks and
poor white renters due to violence of the loss of tenancy for plaintiffs.

This program had other effects that worked to undermine the sharecropping
system, most notably in production costs. The program effectively increased the cost

of full-time labor and lowered the cost of mechanized equipment. Now, planters
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could cultivate more with fewer renters plus charge renters for the use of machines.
With the program now supporting the use of machines, reduction in labor force and
fewer crop yields, planters were in stable financial positions during a time when
former tenants, both black and white, faced abject poverty.

The Works Administration Program (WPA) filled the gap for many former
tenants. Under this program, former tenants could work in mosquito control
programs or other farm-related services. However, local planters, concerned about
potential shortages of workers for harvesting time or stocks of day laborers sought to
maintain dominance over tenants. They sought specifically to retain black renters,
whom they believed were more docile than their white counterparts. These planters
used their position with government officials to “starve out” white tenants so they
would leave the county and leave behind a totally black potential labor force (Daniel,
1985). While program administrators denied appropriating benefits based on race,
whites generally received higher benefits than their black counterparts (Cobb, 1992).

Disparities aside, New Deal programs benefited the Delta immensely: the
economy received a boost; new structures were built throughout the Delta such as
paper mills, hospitals, and playgrounds; bank deposits doubled; and a small number
of blacks were able in some cases to become independent landowners through
participation in government programs made slightly easier by the absence of poor

whites.

Race Divides the Good Earth
By the 1940s, the Delta held on to its regional distinction as a place of racially-
based vast inequalities. Over 90 percent of farms were worked by tenants; high

turnover rates still existed among black workers; wealthy planters now paid tenants
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mostly in-kind instead of with cash payments; and the number of actual full-time
renters had been reduced to mostly share renters and day laborers. Economic
opportunities were limited for black laborers as well. Mechanization of agricultural
practices meant large operating units, high land values, the continued caste system,
the need for large investments in equipment and an emphasis on managerial skills
rather than unskilled labor. Tenants and workers were now absolutely controlled by
wealthy planters, and had no hope for upward mobility (McMillen, 1989).

This absolute hold on black laborers as economic resources began to slip,
however when the nation plunged into World War I1. The effects of the war,
culminating with policy outcomes from New Deal policies, translated into more
opportunities for black workers. Although the war by no means destroyed the
sharecropping caste system, the war meant a general increase in wages for blacks
and thus less dependence upon planter handouts for socioeconomic well-being.
Woodruff (1990) describes the new economic situation beginning to take hold in the
Delta:

Planters soon realized that, because of war-induced wage increases former

sharecroppers could now make as much by working only a few days each

week as they had once owned for a full week’s work. Planters complained
croppers simply moved into towns at the end of the summer when the
planters stopped furnishing them and before their debts to the planters came
due. Once in town these hands could take advantage of higher wages available
to them as day laborers and cotton pickers. Even so, many who stayed on
refused to pick or pull the less valuable scrap cotton that remained in the field

at the end of the picking season (75).

Planters also experienced reductions in the domestic workforce, composed mostly of
black women. As black women received money from husbands in military service,
they were no longer forced to work in fields or kitchens. Whites tried to convince

women it was their duty to continue serving in these capacities, and even implored

black preachers and teachers to persuade the women to do so.
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Delta planters lobbied for a Public Law 43, which created the Emergency
Farm Labor Supply programs and transferred responsibility for the recruitment of
farm labor to the Department of Agriculture (Cobb, 1992). Further, this legislation
required the signature of a county extension agent in order for workers to receive
federal payments or to leave one county for another in pursuit of alternative
employment. Since county agents were usually sympathetic to planters and had close
ties with the Delta communities, this arrangement would allow more local control
over the labor force. Black county agents in majority rural counties were made
responsible for vaccinating livestock, servicing farm machinery and spraying and
pruning orchards instead of helping black farmers (Henderson, 1947).

Delta planters were also successful in lobbying the federal government for the
alternative labor sources, such as POWSs and Hispanic labor, to pick cotton. They also
lobbied for Japanese internees, but made it clear this population of worker would no
longer be needed after World War Il had ended. Planters further lobbied for
legislation that set ceilings on the amount of money laborers could receive for their
work, and against a minimum wage for cotton pickers.

In the meantime, discontent continued to grow among blacks in the region.
Long tired of limited economic, educational and social opportunities, many began to
speak out against the Delta’s caste system. Black ministers often took the lead in such
efforts as organizing strikes and encouraging social change. White planters took
notice of changing attitudes among blacks increased an anti-federal government
sentiment. They began to turn against the national Democratic Party citing that
blacks had been given so many concessions that they would soon be socially and
politically protected by the federal government. Fears of the loss of black docility

were confirmed at the end of the war. Blacks returning from battle were much less
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likely to accept unfair treatment from planters and farm managers. With the
changing black sentiment, some Delta whites desperate to recapture the black labor
force began to push for improvements to black schools while others still clung to
traditional methods of intimidation to squelch social change.

World War 11 had contributed significantly to racial tensions in the Delta, as
servicemen returned to the region in search of more equal treatment, and by the
1960s veterans such as Aaron Henry and Amzie Moore took the lead in fighting
against the caste system and achieving economic independence. Further, the
Democratic Party that had traditionally grant planters concessions was now adopting
more liberal policies, and blacks were turning to the federal government for changes
in social opportunities. The region became a place of paradox: on the one hand
planters welcome farm programs that had sustained them through wars and floods;
on the other hand, they reviled those programs from the same federal government
that provided regulatory and political assistance to the region. Many whites
responded by increasing political support of the Dixiecrat Party, and organizing
groups determined to maintain the system of segregation and discrimination that

had kept a large, stable, black labor force available to planters for many years.

The Civil Rights Movement Stands Still

The mediocre results of the social change that swept the nation in the 1950s
and 1960s was evident as the Delta entered the 1970s. While federal legislation had
set minimum wage protections, provided social support, established voting rights,
and mandated the integration of schools, the implementation of these programs still
lay in the hands of whites who often refused service to blacks who participated in

civil rights activities. As Cobb (1992) recounts:
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On the one hand, there was a degree of black political participation, activism,
and assertiveness unthinkable only a few years earlier. On the other hand,
there was the enduring determination of a majority of whites to utilize every
coercive measure at their disposal to restrict black public facilities, to
minimize social interaction among the races. In most counties, the white
population of the public school consisted primarily of the children of white
parents who could not borrow or beg the money to sent their offspring to one
of the speedily constructed private academies that soon dotted the Delta
landscape (251).

Through the 1980s and 1990s, the Delta continued to rely heavily on social
support as well as farm subsidies doled out by the federal government. Economic
developers and policymakers in the region sought to reduce dependence upon federal
monies, but generally found little success in such measures. Among the most
promising economic endeavors was catfish farming, which continues to be a source
of economic prosperity for the region today. By 1990 the industry employed some
6,000 workers in the state, with the majority of the jobs located in the Delta. The
predominantly black laborers met resistance when they attempted to organize and

often complained of unhealthy work conditions and sexual harassment by

supervisors (Alexander, 1990).

The Delta Today

The Delta continues to seen as an economically underdeveloped region. Most
visible is the geographic distribution of isolated pockets of poverty which pervade all
aspects of life in the region. This distribution of resources has captured the attention
of federal policy makers and has manifested itself in a plethora of programs and
studies aimed at improving the region, which culminated in the late 1980s and
1990s. Prominent examples include the Lower Mississippi Development Commission
(1989-1990); and the designation of the area as an Empowerment Zone (1993-

present).
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The Lower Mississippi Delta Development Commission (LMDDC) was a
group created by Congress in 1989 with the purpose of discovering the barriers
which appeared to hinder the Mississippi Delta from improving socioeconomic
outcomes, and to suggest policies based on addressing those barriers. LMDCC
conducted its research using largely qualitative field interviews with native Deltans
and interest groups such as the Tennessee Valley Authority, and the Valley Resource
Center. The commission lasted eighteen months, and cost $3 million to sustain, due
largely to the amount of paper required for press releases (Delta State University,
2006). The research effort culminated with the release of its 186 page final report
that it presented to the White House on May 14, 1990. It also released 500 other
copies within a very short time. Aside from the report, LMDDC produced a series of
papers comprised of research papers, reports and news clippings (Delta State
University, 2006). However, the program did little to support research findings in
terms of policy creation or policy analysis. Instead it served as a repository of
descriptive research.

The Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community program was created in
1993 to afford communities opportunities for socioeconomic growth and economic
development revitalization. The program is based on four principles (United States
Department of Agriculture, 2006): economic opportunity, sustainable community
development, community-based partnerships, and strategic vision for change.
Economic opportunity is the top priority of the program and seeks to create jobs in
the Delta region and in Delta communities, mostly through small business creation
and entrepreneurship activities. Sustainable community development entails
improving the physical attributes of communities as well as human development in

the form of improving social services available to families. The community-based
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partnerships principle encourages community partnerships among all aspects of
community, public sources, and private sources. The strategic vision for change is a
comprehensive strategic map for revitalization. It integrates economic, physical,
environmental, community, and human development in a comprehensive and
coordinated fashion so that families and communities can work together and thrive.
This program has been effective in terms of increasing access to federal funds, but
many Delta communities still suffer from the lack of human capital to develop and
write grants to receive access to federal funds. From the federal perspective,
participation in farm subsidy programs and public welfare programs dominate the
region’s interaction with the government.

Socially, the region continues to experience change, but the economic quest
for a cheap and stabilized work force, as well as attempts to develop the region using
industrial recruitment, has manifested itself into a geographic distribution of
resources based on race. The black population that was once concentrated on farms
and in neighborhoods close to white communities has changed. The revolution in
agriculture, changes in employment opportunities and housing programs to assist the
poor have produced a local redistribution of the black population. Such microscale
spatial changes based on the availability of economic opportunities have created hamlets
of blacks in isolated rural areas and concentrations of blacks in local towns and cities,
alongside white residents. Blacks have also concentrated on the fringes of municipalities
in these areas (Aiken, 1987).

Many of the current socioeconomic characteristics are remnants of the economic
history: race, federal farm subsidy participation, public welfare participation, and
income. As such, it provides a backdrop for this research and the incorporation of

socioeconomic elements which may exact powerful impacts on student outcomes.



CHAPTER FOUR
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE OF
SCHOOL SIZE AND STUDENT OUTCOMES

The history of Mississippi’s public school system and its socioeconomic
background strongly suggest the characteristics of poverty, race, participation in
federal farm subsidy and welfare programs, local school district spending and
income exert great influence in affecting student outcomes. Previous research, as
well as extant analyses, has addressed additional factors not suggested by
Mississippi’s public education system or its socioeconomic history. School size and
district size are most notable in this respect, but there are other factors relevant to
student outcomes not addressed in the state’s history. The scholarly literature
relevant to understanding school size in Mississippi and its Delta region is based in
research that historically viewed the manipulation of school size as a major factor in
controlling student outcomes. This research is part of a much more voluminous and
disjointed body of literature that examines organizational size and output
efficiencies. School size is concerned with the educational institution sector of the
research. This section presents the scholarly literature on school size through the
development of three separate but interconnected bodies of scholarly work, with
particular attention to impoverished rural areas: research on district size and student
outcomes; research on school size and student outcomes; and the socioeconomic
characteristics considered in research on student outcomes in the rural development

literature.



District Size and Student Outcomes

Districts are often the first organizations targeted for changes in size in
development. Though controversial in practice, the scholarly research on district size
and student outcomes has been treated as an afterthought when examining the
general role of school size in student outcomes. The research on district size and
student outcomes may be described in two waves identical to the school size
literature: size economies of scale and quality of outcomes. The first wave of research
appeared approximately between the 1920s through the 1970s. This research was
empirically based and was focused solely on economies of scale based on empirical
analyses of cost functions in education. This line of literature found larger schools
superior to smaller schools in every regard. Larger schools were shown to have better
facilities, more qualified staff and administrators, more extracurricular activities and
a better variety of course offerings. These studies, however, did not control for
district size. One later study, Chakraborty, Biswas and Lewis (2000) did emulate
studies from this wave of the literature using districts in Utah. They found that
holding all other factors constant, the proportion of students graduating increased
with district size.

The second wave of research on district size first appeared in the 1960s with a
small number of studies that focused on student outcomes as measures of
educational organizational effectiveness. Though much of the early work in this wave
is disjointed and unsystematic in methodology, the line of inquiry regarding district
size was driven by the upsurge in the increasing sizes of schools and districts, which
grew out of the research in the first wave of studies. Many researchers and
policymakers began to wonder if indeed diseconomies of size existed for schools. The

seminal work on districts and student achievement is Equality of Educational



70

Opportunity (1966) by James S. Coleman, E.Q. Campbell, C.I. Hobson, J.
McPartland, A. Mood, F.D. Weinfield, and R.L. York. This study examined a variety
of educational environmental and school level factors, and while districts were
included in this analysis, they were not the focus of the analysis. The report found the
effects of district attributes, such as size, teacher qualifications, district resources,
and social composition played only a minor role in student outcomes. Instead, the
report contended school-level effects were more responsible for student outcomes.
This report, however, has been attacked on a number of grounds in the literature:
errors in measurement (Jencks, 1972), failure to account for differences in district
and school organization (Heyns, 1974), use of district or school resources (Bidwell
and Kasarda, 1975), and the school used as the sole unit of analysis (Bidwell and
Kasarda, 1975). Only one study (Mosteller and Moynihan, 1972) which replicated the
Coleman report using different statistical techniques supported the findings of the
original research.

The studies that followed the Coleman report were more coherent as a body of
research in terms of methodology; researchers regressed measures of outcomes,
usually test scores or high school graduation rates, on measures of school and
student inputs. However, the findings are still relatively inconsistent, and range from
finding negative effects on student achievement (meaning that as district size
increases student achievement increases) to inconclusive effects on student
achievement. For example, Kiesling (1967) examined achievement scores from a 1957
sample of 100 schools in New York. He found no effect or a negative effect of district
size on student achievement, depending upon how the data are grouped and what
grades are examined. However, Kiesling did not control for school size in his work,

which may help explain the varied results. Niskasen and Levy (1974) examined data
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from the west coast, investigating size and student outcomes for districts up to 2000
students in California. They found students in larger districts have lower scores on
standardized tests, controlling for family poverty, minority background, and
community wealth.

Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) used data from Colorado to examine short-run
environmental influences on district organization and student outcomes as measured
by standardized test scores. While this study did not look directly at district size, the
variable was used as a proxy to capture the environmental and policy influences in
the education environment. District size was examined within a community context
that included community poverty, fiscal resources available to the school through the
district, and education levels of community residents. They presented mixed
findings. They found benefits of larger districts such as the ability to attract more
gualified teachers, and disadvantages of larger districts such as larger student-
teacher ratios. Overall, they conclude size had only a slight effect, which was a result
of both the positive and negative consequences of larger districts.

Gooding and Wagner (1985) did a comprehensive analysis of the relationship
between size and output in 31 field studies of schools, colleges, manufacturing firms,
hospitals, work groups, service firms and districts. They found as organizations get
bigger, they tend to produce less per-unit value. The outcomes measured with regard
to districts were academic and non academic achievement, extracurricular activities,
and graduation rates, and the negative relationship between district size and student
outcomes was strong. This relationship, as they and others such as Buchanan (1971)
and Olson (1971) before them pointed out, is strong for organizations with vague or
hard to measure goals, like districts. A year after the Gooding and Wagner study,

Turner, Camillia, Kroc, and Hoover (1986) investigated districts in Colorado. They
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found larger Colorado districts achieve less efficiently than their smaller
counterparts.

Walberg and Fowler (1987), controlling for student and teacher
characteristics, found a negative relationship between student outcomes and district
size for districts in New Jersey. However, this study failed to control for the possible
effects of school size. The researchers examined district size among a plethora of
other factors again in 1991, and found only negative relationships between district
sizes and test scores. In the same year as the original Walberg and Fowler study,
Monk (1987) examined data from New York districts. He found after controlling for
educational costs, student socioeconomic status, and other factors larger districts are
more likely to produce less efficient student outcomes than smaller districts.

Conversely, Sebold and Dato (1981) examined California schools and found
increasing returns to district size for high schools. Also in that year, Fox (1981)
examined cost efficiencies of districts before 1980 and found the effectiveness of
districts was actually U-shaped curve, with diseconomies of scale occurring for the
biggest districts and smallest districts. He concluded, “savings can accrue from
grouping more pupils under the same administrative district. These results indicate
that small towns and less densely populated areas are likely to experience higher
costs for providing the same quality of education than are medium size areas (20)”.
This seminal work appears to capture the general trends between district size and
student outcomes among district size studies.

Nevertheless, more recent research on district size is still scattered in terms of
size and student outcomes at the micro level. When taken as a whole, however, the
majority of research since 1989 finds a negative relationship between district size

and student outcomes. Ferguson (1991) found a negative relationship between
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student achievement and district size with a similar study using data from Texas
districts. Walberg (1992), examining district size and student outcomes within a
fiscal environment also found a negative relationship between district size and
student achievement, using data from 37 states and the District of Columbia. That
same year, Oakerson examined a variety of public services in Missouri, including
public districts. He found a negative relationship between district size and student
performance on standardized tests.

Ferguson and Ladd (1996) investigating elementary school student outcomes
in Alabama also found increasing returns to district size for elementary schools.
However, since elementary schools tend to be smaller than their middle school and
high school counterparts, the results of this study should be approached with
caution. A similar study using Tennessee data found little impact of district size on
student achievement scores, even when considered with other factors. Overall, the
study found no effect of school size for elementary schools, and only slight effects for
middle school and high school students. However, for the middle and high schools
the negative effect was statistically significant (Bobbett, Gordon C., Russell L.
French, and Charles M. Achilles, 1993).

Hoxby (2000) in her examination of district size and student outcomes takes
a different approach. Instead of examining district size through enrollment, she
focuses on competition among districts of different sizes in urban areas, rather than
the issue of district size alone. She found a negative relationship between student
achievement and the concentration of enrollment in a small number of districts.
Driscoll, Halcoussis and Svorny (2003) used data from California to investigate the
effects of district size on student achievement as a means of school reform. Unlike

other studies that controlled only for school size or for the characteristics of the
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student population, these authors also controlled for differences in class size. They
found district size impedes student outcomes, as measured by standardized test
scores. While previous studies generally found the weakest relationship between
district size and student outcomes at the elementary level, this study found evidence
of a stronger negative relationship at the elementary and middle school level, rather
than at the high school level, supporting previous trends in the literature regarding
these levels of schooling.

The South Carolina State Education Oversight Committee sponsored research
on district organization and fiscal efficiency in the state. Like other studies, the
Committee explored the relationship between districts and student achievement,
using the state’s standardized test (PACT). Public school districts were investigated
in the context of public school support based on the concentration of population
throughout the state. Examining each district in the state, the Committee reported
results in contrast to the Driscoll study. Based on South Carolina data, district size
functions differently based on the level of schooling: size does not affect elementary
school student outcomes, but it does have a negative relationship with student
outcomes at the high school level.

It is difficult to find a baseline for comparison across this array of studies.
This discord among studies may be due to the nature of the research itself. Districts
function differently in states and at the county level, and different economic histories
among states and counties may give rise to a variety of factors that influence student
outcomes at the district level. However, the literature suggests at least three possible
explanations. First, studies on district size and student outcomes focus on students
at different levels of schooling (elementary, middle school or high school). Second

the studies often use data from different states, which have different district
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configurations (Ramirez ,1992). Third, the general body of research dealing explicitly
with rural areas is scant when compared to urban studies. Because of the different
economic and social environments in urban areas as compared to rural areas,
findings of studies on school size from urban areas may not be applicable to rural
communities in general. This is particularly true in the case of Mississippi, as the

state is over 70 percent rural.

School Size and Student Outcomes

The body of research on school size and student outcomes is extensive, and
until recently it has been conducted without regard to the influence of district size.
Instead it has been part of a larger body of research based on public administration
research regarding economies of size. As early as the mid 1800s, larger schools were
thought to be superior in providing students a more comprehensive education.

The trend to consolidate rural schools in order to improve the social outlook
of rural students continued well into the 1960s. One of the largest studies that
included school size was conducted in 1965 by the George Peabody College of
Vanderbilt University in Nashville, Tennessee (Vance, 1966). High Schools in the
South investigated eleven high schools and the relationships among school size,
finances, personnel, professional qualifications, education programs, and teacher
load. This report indicated the small size of schools in the South was the biggest
obstacle to improving the quality of education in this region. The report linked
schools with an enrollment of less than 500 students to fewer course offerings, less
gualified staff, and inefficient organizational patterns.

This report was integral in educational reform efforts to consolidate rural

schools in the southern United States as well as schools in other parts of the country.
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Kleinfield, McDiarmid, Williamson, and Hagstrom (1985) studied rural high schools
in Alaska. They found school size had no effect on student outcomes. However, as
Ramirez (1992) recognizes, these earlier studies placed a great deal of emphasis on
personal interpretation and testimonials from the schools under study. He points out
the study “lacked appropriate objective standards of control, and, accordingly,
findings are suspect (p. 6).” The study relied on surveys, telephone interviews, site
visits and student achievement data for analysis.

Cotton (1996) reviewed 103 articles on school size and some aspect of
education. School size has been examined with respect to attitudes toward school or
particular school subjects; social behavior problems; levels of extracurricular
activity; feelings of community or alienation; attendance; interpersonal relationships
with other students and school staff; drop out rates; self realization; and college-
related variables. Of all the scholarly literature, school size and student outcomes is
by far the largest branch of research on school size.

The research on school size and student outcomes occurred in two
movements: size economies of scale and quality of student outcomes. The first wave
of research appeared approximately between the 1920s through the 1970s. This
research was empirically based and emphasized economies of scale based on
empirical analyses of cost functions in education, usually based on analyses of school
size. These studies attempted to determine an optimum size for both elementary and
secondary schools, and focused heavily on school inputs such as costs, and teacher
credentials. This line of literature found larger schools superior to smaller schools in
all categories: facilities, extracurricular activities, and course offerings. They
recommended schools needed to be about twice the size they were in order to

improve student achievement (Howley, 1989).
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The second wave of research on district size first appeared in the 1960s with a
small number of studies that focused on student outcomes as indicators of
educational organizational effectiveness. This line of research was driven by data
availability — specifically student test scores and high school graduation statistics.
With such data available, many researchers were now in a position to more closely
examine diseconomies of size for schools. Researchers regress measures of
outcomes, typically test scores or high school graduation rates on measures of school
size. From the 1960s through the late 1980s about half the literature found no
difference between student outcomes in large and small schools. The other half of the
literature found a negative relationship between school size and student
achievement. None of the research during this period found large schools to be
superior to small schools in affecting student achievement.

One line of this body of research is particularly important to understanding
school size and student outcomes in Mississippi. This line of research gained
prominence in the 1970s with a court cases challenging resource distribution in
Washington, DC public schools. Plaintiffs in Hobson v. Hanson contended
expenditures for teachers’ salaries should not be permitted to vary by more than 5
percent from school to school. The prevailing belief among school size researchers
during that time was a relationship existed among teachers’ salaries, teachers’
benefits and student outcomes. Michelson (1972), conducted a study for the plaintiffs
in the Hobson case. He examined 110 elementary schools in the Washington DC area
and found no indication of teacher-pupil ratio exerting influence on student
outcomes. Instead he found reading achievement was a function of the median

income of the school area and the percentage of pupils participating in the free lunch
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program. He concluded “an increase in size of school is detrimental to test scores, all
else considered (p.304).”

That same year, Chambers (1972) found private schools were often only about
60 percent of the size of public schools. He concluded large school size has a
potential negative effect on achievement and other student outcomes, after reviewing
the extant literature at the time of his study.

Summers and Wolfe (1976) examined schools in Philadelphia. They found the
socioeconomic status of students determined achievement outcomes. The further
found smaller schools benefited the achievement of black students at the elementary
levels and low achievers at the high school level. During the same period, Kimble
(1976) investigated the relationship between school size and student achievement in
rural Montana. He administered the Stanford Achievement Test to five percent of the
high school students in the state, a sample of 1,311 sophomores and 875 seniors.
While the results of different schools sizes and student achievement scores were
scattered for high school sophomores, high school seniors showed no differences
based on school size. However, in line with the literature on poverty and student
outcomes, socioeconomic status was significantly related to student outcomes; it was
the most consistent predictor of student achievement across school sizes.

Wendling and Cohen (1981) studied the effect of school size and student
outcomes for 1,021 New York state elementary schools. They found a negative
relationship between school size and reading and mathematics scores for third grade
students when controlling for socioeconomic status. These authors measured
socioeconomic status by both years of parental schooling and percentage of students

in a school below the federal poverty threshold.
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The seminal work in this vein of the school size literature is based on a study
of the state of California. Friedkin and Necochea (1988) examined school size using
data from the California Assessment Program on schools and districts. They
expanded the literature on school size by adding the socioeconomic status of school
systems as a dimension for understanding the relationship between school size and
student outcomes on achievement tests. They also deviated from all previous works
on school size by incorporating an interaction term alongside school size, which
allowed measures of equity and efficiency for student outcomes — two measures
particularly important in the distribution of scarce rural resources. They
hypothesized the direction and strength of influence of school size on student
outcomes depended upon the socioeconomic status of a given school or district. They
found as socioeconomic status of a district increases, the weaker becomes the
relationship between school size and student outcomes.

The study was among the first to note smaller schools size improved the
academic outcomes of impoverished students. For students with higher
socioeconomic statuses, however, larger schools were more influential in improving
student performance. This study, which set the tone for other studies including those
in largely rural areas like the ones in Mississippi, had one major shortcoming from a
socioeconomic well-being perspective. It focused on city and urban schools and
designated all other locations as rural, thus overlooking the socioeconomic
implications of the diversity of rural areas.

Fowler and Walberg (1991), following Friedkin and Nechochea, examined
data from New Jersey elementary schools. They investigated size and its effect on
elementary students in 18 areas of achievement, and their conclusions supported the

earlier study. They found the most significant influences on achievement to be
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related to socioeconomic status and poverty status of students and school
environment: district socioeconomic status; the percentage of students with low
incomes attending a school; school size and the number of schools in a district.

Two years later, Huang and Howley (1993) studied individual achievement
and school size. They found small elementary schools benefited disadvantaged
students the most by weakening the negative influence of family characteristics that
lowered test achievement. Like most of the studies conducted on school size and
student achievement they relied on standardized achievement tests as a proxy of
basic skills. However, Haller, Monk and Tien (1993) hypothesized large schools
actually did a better job teaching higher order skills than small schools. They did not
use achievement tests, however. Instead they focused on a series of other tests that
measured higher order skills such as critical thinking. They found there were no
significant differences in the performance of students in small rural high schools and
larger more urban high schools.

Lee and Smith (1997) in their much noted study attempted to find actual
enrollment sizes for student achievement levels. While nearly all other previous
studies focused on public schools, these authors included data from Catholic schools
and private schools. They asked which high school size works best and for whom?
They found the ideal size of high schools should be moderate -- between 600 and
900 students -- to improve student outcomes, regardless of student socioeconomic
status. Schools can be too large or too small for students. Thus the moderate-sized
high school will garner the best results from all students. However, in line with the
post-Friedkin and Necochea studies, they noted for disadvantaged students, size is
especially important. They contended achievement for these students sharply

declines as school size gets too large or too small, which supports the Fox (1981)
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study. As such, special attention should be paid to the schools such students are
likely to attend (urban schools or schools larger than the moderate size). A few of
their earlier studies investigated school size as a feature of school restructuring, the
most important of which is the 1997 work mentioned here. It has further importance
to this study because the authors pinpoint specific school enroliments and their
relationships to student outcomes. The authors attempted to assess the impact of
specific ranges of high school size on student test scores using data from a nation
wide 1988 study by the National Center for Education Statistics. The Lee and Smith
study found equity effects were the most robust in high schools in the three smallest
categories. Stated differently, small school size appeared to equalize achievement
among students with disparities in socioeconomic status, thus disrupting the
negative relationship between achievement and socioeconomic status almost always
supported in the literature on student achievement. These authors did, however,
have a finding reminiscent of the traditional rural development policy that treats
rural areas the same, regardless of the diversity of economic opportunities. The
authors conclude a one-size-fits-all ideal size (600-900 students) is the best way to
improve the performance of all students, especially at risk students and students
with low socioeconomic status. This ideal size had both equity and excellence effects
in the original study.

Roeder (2002) presented finding contrary to the vast majority of the current
findings on school size and student outcomes. He questioned the existence of the
relationship between school size and improved outcomes purported in the literature.
Using data from the two largest districts in Kentucky, he found no significant
relationship to student outcomes when school level variables were added into the

regressions on school size and student outcomes. Further, he contended, smaller
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school size did not directly reduce the negative effects of poverty on achievement. At
the elementary school level especially, socioeconomic status was the most important
predictor of student achievement, not school size.

Two recent studies reviewed the literature on school size and student
achievement, with particular implications for the Mississippi Delta. Overbay (2003)
reviewed the scholarly literature on school size issues. She recounts a study (Johnson
et al, 2002) conducted in Arkansas. This study found a negative relationship between
school size and student outcomes across the socioeconomic status of students.
However, for the quartile of schools with the highest concentration of black students
(who also tended to be from impoverished families in this study), Johnson claimed
“the negative effects of poverty, size and the interaction between poverty and size are
compounded (p. iv).” This suggests smaller schools may improve student outcomes,
especially for populations the most at risk for school failure — minorities and
impoverished students.

Berry (2004) explored the issue of school size and the consolidation
movement from 1930 to 1970. He examined the effects of school consolidation policy
on school size’s relationship with student achievement. Using the Public-Use Micro-
Sample of the U.S. Census (PUMS), he tested consolidation effects by equating the
effects to educational returns in the labor market. He found district size was
correlated with school size and that both variables had a significant negative
relationship with student achievement. His findings are more specific than previous
studies in that he specified policy implications for school size, district size, and rural
areas. Specifically, he found socioeconomic status (measured as income) was
unrelated to district size and positively related to school size. State differently, larger

schools performed better in larger districts. Additionally, Berry found school size is
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strongly negatively correlated with the proportion of the population classified as
rural. The more rural an area the smaller the size of the schools. However, since
incomes tend to be less in rural areas, this finding is not necessarily related to the
issue of ruralness. Rather, it warns against assuming rural schools perform better
simply because they are rural, which many proponents of small schools tend to dol.
He contends such an assumption is a mistake in understanding the effects of school
size on student outcomes. He points out when the variable of ruralness is isolated in
his model rural population does not approach statistical significance at all.

While this study does attempt to account for the possible effects of locale on
rural schools, it does not recognize the diversity of rural areas in terms of population
and economic opportunities. Moreover, Berry’s work is ironic in that after an
extensive review of the history of ruralness and school size, the concept is treated as
a little more than a geographic measure. Like Friedkin and Necochea, he overlooks
the economic and geographic diversity of rural areas.

The most recent studies in this body of research usually examine school size,
district socioeconomic status, school socioeconomic status, student socioeconomic
status and various interactions among these variables in relation to student outcomes.
Grounded in the extensively researched and well-proven supposition poverty has a
harmful effect on student achievement, these studies typically replicate Friedkin and
Necochea’s work using data from different states. Studies may also add in other
variables that may affect the outcomes of impoverished students, or include other
variables that may work alongside size variables.

The inclusion of other variables into school size research suffers from a lack of
ease of replication. While many anecdotal or professionally-based interaction studies

do exist, three types of studies have explicitly addressed school size and poverty in a
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manner that may be replicated. As Molnar (2002) points out, this shortcoming in
the literature may stem from two sources. First, earlier assumptions from the first
wave of research on school size and district size assumed smaller schools were
inferior to larger ones. Second, analysis of school size and student outcomes usually
controlled for student socioeconomic status (a la Walberg) or omitted measures of
socioeconomic status, reinforcing the tendency of the literature to suggest there is
not a significant difference between small schools and large schools, even when
controlling for socioeconomic status.

The most recent slate of studies is the Howley studies concerning the states of
Georgia, Ohio, Montana, and Texas. These are known collectively as the Matthew
Project (1999). Based on the biblical reference found in the book of Matthew, this
project is the seminal work on the interaction of school and district size with
socioeconomic status to influence student achievement. The authors initially
conducted four replications of the Friedkin and Necochea study for Ohio, Texas,
Montana and Georgia. A simple regression was used to examine interactions: size +
socioeconomic status+ (size*socioeconomic status) = student outcomes. Though the
studies used slightly different measures for socioeconomic status and student
outcomes due to the availability of data, all states showed the general trend of a
negative relationship between school size and student achievement, especially for
low-socioeconomic status students. Further the studies found a positive relationship
between school size and student outcomes for higher socioeconomic status students.
The only state that did not demonstrate a strong significant relationship was
Montana. However, Montana has relatively small schools throughout the state which
makes it likely the equity and excellence effects apparent in states with more varied

sizes among schools and districts will be more robust in analyses. Income is more
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evenly distributed throughout the state as well, which implies poverty is spread more
uniformly throughout the state.

In 2000 Bickel and Howley extended the Georgia analysis section of the
Matthew Project to a multi-level analysis to explore schools within districts in the
state. The authors sought to conduct a thicker analysis of school size, student
achievement and poverty. The single-level analysis, while supporting the general
relationship between school size and student achievement of poor students did not
find strong excellence effects at the district level. This time, the examination focused
on the joint influence of school and district size on school performance with eighth
graders and eleventh graders. The study added interaction variables regarding
district size and school socioeconomic status; school size and district socioeconomic
status; district size and district socioeconomic status; and school size and school
socioeconomic status. They also incorporated a number of other variables regarding
race, grade sizes, student socioeconomic status and student-teacher ratio. With other
variables interacting with school size, the authors found that the effects of size on
achievement respond to factors other than school or district socioeconomic status in
the presence of these other factors for eighth graders. For eleventh graders, student
socioeconomic status and grade spans were the most influential reactors with school
and district size. For both grades, however, the negative relationship between school
size and student outcomes held. Moreover, the authors assert that especially for
impoverished rural areas, smaller schools are better, especially at the high school
level.

Bickel and Howley'’s study set the stage for the addition of place as a variable
that could interact with school/district size and poverty to affect student outcomes.

However, it is still generally not known whether location actually does interact with



86

school size to affect student outcomes (Bauch, 2004; Khattri, Riley and Kane, 1997).
Lee and Mclntire explored the interaction of location (urban versus rural) with
instructional resources to affect student achievement in mathematics. Using the
1992 and 1996 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) datasets, the
authors found rural schools were more efficient at using their more scarce resources
than their urban counterparts. At the same time those strengths were eroded by the
poorer quality of curricular and instructional conditions found in rural schools.
These factors interact with school size to affect student achievement, and may
explain some of the gaps in rural student achievement in some rural areas. While this
study provides insight into the structural forces that may possibly interact with
location to influence student achievement, the study does not address socioeconomic
status; nor does its definition of rural recognize the diversity of rural areas in terms
of economic activity. NAEP does, however, include some measure of economic
activity for certain rural areas. It has a definition of rural called “extreme rural”,
which includes students in nonmetropolitan areas with a population below 10,000
and where many parents are farmers or farm workers. While some rural
communities are included in this definition, more southern rural areas like those in
Mississippi would actually include manufacturing — not farming, since this type of
economic activity is more likely to play a large role in rural development in many
southern areas. NAEP has no measure for manufacturing. Further, areas with
significant farming activity generate spillover benefits which keep some counties
from being completely isolated from economic activity. To categorize farming
activities as extremely rural overlooks updated conceptions of ruralness and has the
potential to incorrectly categorize rural counties as extreme that may be

economically well off.
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Reeves (2001) conducted a multilevel analysis of the effect of location on
student poverty, student achievement, and improvements in student outcomes.
While his focus was mainly school improvement policy, his work does have findings
important to this study. He cites work by Roscigno and Crowley (2001) that found
rural location exerts a negative effect on academic achievement because rural school
and rural families tend to be poorer than the national average. Two other studies
reached similar conclusions (Friedman and Lichter, 1998; Stallmann and Johnson,
1996). These studies go against the assumptions made by many researchers in the
school size literature, which treat ruralness as a positive variable since schools in
rural areas tend to be smaller. Reeves concludes location mitigated but does not
erase the negative influences of district and school student poverty. While he did not
pinpoint the sources of this effect, he hypothesizes social capital in rural
communities may play a role. However, ruralness in this study is solely a matter of
population; ruralness is based on a school or district’s location to proximity to a town
or city.

In 2002, attention was again placed on extensions of the Matthew Project as
the authors examined school/district size, poverty and student achievement for
Arkansas. As with other studies in the series, the negative relationship between
school size and student achievement was confirmed. However, unlike the other
studies, these negative effects are not just for low-socioeconomic status students. The
effects of smaller school size held across all socioeconomic status levels from the
affluent students to impoverished students. However, the negative relationship is
much weaker in higher socioeconomic status communities.

The same year, Abbott, Joireman, and Stoh replicated the Matthew Project

model for the state of Washington. However, this study used hierarchical linear
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modeling in order to specify the joint relationships and cross-level interactions of
districts and schools on student performance. The study generally supported the
finding of previous studies that large district size decreased the achievement of
students. However, unlike the other findings, this study found no significant
socioeconomic status impact on student outcomes. The authors point out the nature
of the achievement test used to measure achievement and the configurations of
Washington state schools as reasons for this discrepancy.

One of the most recent studies based on the Matthew Project study was
conducted in 2004 by Howley and Howley. This study again used the same basic
model as the original 1988 study as well as the Matthew Project, but it used
individual student analysis as the unit of measure. This study used the same large
data set as the Lee and Smith 1997 study, but focuses on rural areas. Nevertheless,
the study reported findings consistent with the previous literature: small school size
benefits the outcome of students, except the highest socioeconomic status students;
small size disrupts the tendency of low-socioeconomic status students to do poorly
on standardized tests; the relationship between school size and achievement is
almost always linear; and size effects are as robust in rural school as they are in other
schools. This study, though relatively new, has called for more analysis using
student-level data, rather than data that is aggregated from the student-level to the
school level. However, such analyses may be more difficult to conduct as such data is
usually difficult to attain due to privacy laws and Institutional Review Board

restrictions on human subjects.
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Socioeconomic Factors and Student Outcomes

The district size and school size literature form a foundation for
understanding how school size works in Mississippi and its Delta region. However,
the literature is deficient in two major ways. First, the literature uses definitions of
rural which do not account for the relationship between educational attainment and
socioeconomic outcomes in rural areas. Second, the literature does not
comprehensively examine how these characteristics may work with school size in
rural communities. Because school size is not completely understood in terms of
place, and because investigations of the linkages between school characteristics and
local socioeconomic factors are infrequent, it is important to recognize the potential
influences of mentioned in the rural development literature as important to student
outcomes.

The research on socioeconomic factors based on rural development research
provides insight into how school size may function alongside socioeconomic factors
in the state and especially in the Delta region. The earliest development policy dealt
with issues of organizational size, especially in the case of rural schools. However, the
current school size literature has not been adequately incorporated into the dialogue
on school size and student outcomes. Such dearth is ironic, as the relationship
between a well-educated workforce and increased economic opportunities is a tenet
of much rural development policy.

The current policy environment, with increased efforts to improve public
education, is evidence of the belief links exist between education and improved
socioeconomic outcomes. For rural areas, this link is particularly important and can
serve as a double-edged sword. A better educated workforce translates into increased

possibilities for entrepreneurship; for those communities with plausible fiscal
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resources, natural economic amenities and infrastructure, better educated citizens
may translate into businesses moving into the area. Conversely, rural areas must also
contend with the possibility of its better educated citizens leaving small areas for
opportunities in more urbanized areas that offer higher salaries and a greater variety
of opportunities. As Cynthia Duncan (1999) points out in her seminal study of
persistent poverty in the Delta and the Appalachia region about the role of education
in improving socioeconomic outcomes through rural development:

There is... one straightforward policy that would immediately help the poor in

both rural and urban America: creating good public schools..... Education is

always the first step for those who have moved from poverty and disadvantage
in the lower class to stability and opportunity in the middle class..... It is hard
to create jobs and new development, especially where workers lack skills and

education (205-207).

In the rural development literature, impoverished communities are usually
examined based on a common set of socioeconomic factors. Most studies that focus
on southern communities like the Mississippi’s Delta, though diverse in nature and
areas of focus, consider county-level demographics related to employment and
poverty, usually income, race, educational attainment and dependence on
government payments. For example, Colclough (1988), Reif (1987), Tickameyer and
Tickameyer (1988), Tickameyer and Bokemeier (1989) and Tomaskovic-Devey
(1987) all pointed out the importance of income, race, and poverty level when
examining rural communities. Tickameyer and Duncan (1990) reviewed research on
rural poverty and socioeconomic characteristics. They point out the most recent
literature focuses on these factors due to the origins of southern rural poverty —a

“rigidly stratified political and economic system that perpetuated landlessness and

dependency (71).” The studies important to understanding the socioeconomic
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factors associated with the education level from a rural development standpoint fall
into this category.

More recent studies continue in the tradition of examining the demographics
of impoverished rural communities. Typical to studies on the Mississippi Delta is the
focus on the dimension of poverty that pervades both the economic development
opportunities and the education system of the region. Mason (1992)’s work which
examined the economic development of the Delta in the context of the poverty in the
region is representative of research in this vein. He points out the nature of the
poverty in the region is not unique to the Delta and is more inherent in ruralness. He
contends the poverty there, as in places all over the globe, is related to the highly
concentrated land ownership and large scale, highly, mechanized agricultural
production (280). Aldrich and Kusmin (1997) conducted an in-depth study of 24
factors affecting rural community growth and ability to escape poverty. They focused
on the county level, and used regression analysis to determine which factors of those
most often cited in rural development research actually influenced the growth of
rural communities. Of those socioeconomic factors the most germane to educational
outcomes: education spending per pupil, amount of transfer payments to county
residents, size of the minority population, and the percentage of adults who
completed high school.

Allen-Smith et al (2000) conducted an in-depth study of three impoverished
regions, including the Mississippi Delta, Appalachia, and the Black Belt. They
focused on the chronic poverty in each region, economic characteristics of each
region and evaluated the policy environment in each region. Typical of the
economic development research, they cited incidents of female headed households,

unemployment rates, high school completion rates and proximity to high poverty
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counties as factors keeping the region poor. Most recently, Barkley, Henry and Li
(2005) explored the education-economic link in rural areas. They focused on the
southern region of the US and focused on the relationship between additional years
of schools and economic growth at the county level. Using per capita income,
unemployment rates and county growth rate, they found evidence to support the
wisdom behind policies meant to strengthen educational opportunities, especially at
the college level, as a means of developing rural areas, even though returns to
education were greater for urban areas than for rural areas.

Specific characteristics of rural education systems, too, are common in
economic development literature. These studies focus on the quality of schools and
school characteristics measured by student achievement at the secondary level as
student achievement scores or as high school graduation rates. The relationship
between student outcomes and school characteristics is important because schools
influence educational attainment, which is directly related to labor force attributes
and economic activity such as productivity, job attainment, and the number of
college educated individuals in an area (Gibbs, 2000; Krueger and Lindahl 2001;
Hanushak, 2003). In an earlier study Jones, Thornell and Hamon (1992) explored
districts in Mississippi’s Delta region. They sought to explain differences in Delta
student achievement scores as compared to other parts of the state. Using over 100
variables important to their investigation, they found district size as measured by
student enrollment, instructional costs per student, and dependence on federal
payments as major influences on student outcomes. Further, percentage of students
eligible for free lunch, percentage of minority students, and high school graduation
rates all played significant roles in the quality of schools in the region. This report is

similar to Hailey’s (1992) research on districts in the system. Studying student-
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teacher ratios, physical facilities, expenditures per pupil, educational requirements
and educational attainment for students, he found Delta districts had lower
enrollment, a higher percentage of students eligible for free lunches, lower local
financial support, older teachers, lower numbers of students completing core
courses, and school facilities in need of repair than their counterparts in the state.
Though this study is education policy, rather than economic development it does set
forth socioeconomic factors significant in capturing district performance in the
region.

Broomhall and Johnson (1994) examined the link between economic resource
inputs and educational achievement in Appalachia. They investigated the influence
of several aspects of student achievement, including community and school
characteristics on the acquisition of human capital and rural areas. They found the
ability of local job opportunities, adult education levels, willingness to migrate to
other areas in search of jobs and school funding exerted the most influence on
student achievement in rural areas. Barkley, Henry and DiFurio (2004) in their
investigation of school quality and labor force quality in South Carolina focused on
school attributes based on economic resources: pupil-teacher ratios, teacher training,
teacher salaries and instructional expenditures per student. Of these factors, the
most important were related to school resources: teachers with advanced degrees

and per pupil student spending.

Implications for Research
Mississippi is one of the poorest states in the union and has some of the
lowest levels of positive student outcomes. The Delta region of the state is one of the

poorest regions in the nation. It also reports some of the lowest levels of student
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outcomes in the nation, especially among its smaller schools. This trend is
particularly disturbing as the scholarly literature indicates this trend should be
moving in the opposite direction, or smaller schools should at least performing at
median state levels. Since smaller schools purportedly overcome many of the
negative effects of poverty on student achievement, the Delta’s smaller schools
should be reporting higher scores.

The existence of small schools and low levels of student outcomes prompts
this research to question the current trends in education policy and economic
development policy which suggest the use of smaller schools as a policy prescription
to improve student outcomes in low-achieving impoverished schools. Why smaller
schools in Mississippi, and especially in the state’s Delta region, appear to perform
poorly indicates a more comprehensive analysis of school size is needed. This
analysis examines whether school size itself indeed does play a role in student
outcomes. Further, given the economic and social opportunities which may accrue to
certain areas by virtue of their socioeconomic histories and geographic location this
study incorporates other socioeconomic factors the literature on student outcomes
suggests are important to improving student outcomes, especially in the Delta
region.

Why does school size seemingly play a different role among Mississippi’s
public high schools, and particularly in the Delta region? And, given the positive
relationship of educational attainment and improved socioeconomic outcomes which
factors related to socioeconomic characteristics are likely to influence student

outcomes?
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The research question is addressed by examining school size, school/district
characteristics and development characteristics. To adequately address these
guestions, a series of more specific questions are posed:

1. Which student outcomes are affected by the size of Mississippi’s public
high schools? Is there a significant difference between the student
outcomes of Delta high schools and schools in other parts of the state?

2. Which socioeconomic characteristics may also influence student
outcomes among the state’s public high school students?

3. Which student outcomes are affected by the size of Mississippi’s
districts? Is there a significant difference between the student
outcomes of Delta districts and districts in other parts of the state?

4. Which socioeconomic characteristics unique may also influence
student outcomes among the state’s public high school students at the
district level?

Based on the literature, as well as the educational and socioeconomic histories of
Mississippi and its Delta region, several variables should be included in this analysis.
Four categories of variables are included in this study:

1. Student outcomes: measured with test scores in math or reading and

graduation rates.

2. High school characteristics: measured in terms of size (grade span), free
lunch participation among students, and student-teacher ratios.

3. District characteristics: measured in terms of size (student enrollment),
free lunch participation, per pupil expenditure, teacher quality, and
student-teacher ratios.

4. Socioeconomic characteristics: measured based on demographics such as
poverty rate, per capita income, and adult high school completion levels.
Mississippi’s socioeconomic history further suggests measures of
race/ethnicity, public assistance payments/public welfare, farm subsidies
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and female-headed households are additional important indicators of
economic well being.

Given these measures, the following expected findings emerge:

1. Algebra, reading and high school graduation rates are not affected by size
itself. There is a significant difference between student outcomes in the
Delta and those in the other parts of the state.

2. Socioeconomic characteristics may also play a role in influencing student
outcomes among the state’s public high school students. These
characteristics include free lunch eligibility, student-teacher ratio, county
poverty rate, county per capita income, percentage of adults completing
high school in a county, percentage of Blacks in the county’s population,
the amount of farm subsidies the county receives, the amount of public
welfare the county receives, the percentage of female-headed households
in the county.

3. Algebra, reading and high school graduation rates are not affected by
district size itself. There is a significant difference between Delta districts
and districts in other parts of the state.

4. Socioeconomic characteristics unique to Mississippi’s economic and
educational histories also play a role in influencing student outcomes
among the state’s public high school students at the district level. These
characteristics include free lunch eligibility, student-teacher ratio, the
percentage of teachers with advanced degrees in a district, per pupil
expenditure at the local level, county poverty rate, county per capita
income, percentage of adults completing high school in a county,
percentage of Blacks in the county’s population, the amount of farm
subsidies the county receives, the amount of public welfare the county
receives, the percentage of female-headed households in the county.



CHAPTER FIVE
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The previous work on school size and student outcomes as conducted in the
Matthew Project suggests an empirical framework for the analysis of high schools
and districts in the Mississippi Delta. Following the tradition of the original Friedkin
and Necochea (1988) study, the Matthew Project performed a series of studies in
which linear equations relate the size of schools, the size of districts, poverty
expressed as average socioeconomic (SES) status of those same schools and districts,
and the interaction of size and SES in order to predict the aggregate school
performance (as expressed by student achievement scores) of schools and districts.
The equations focused on school performance and district performance, not
individual student performance, and the equations all took this general form:

B; Size + B> SES + B3 (size*SES) = student achievement score

Separate regressions were conducted at the school level and the district level.
Overall, this model has proved statistically significant and effective at capturing the
effects of school size and other factors associated with student achievement.
However, the majority of school size studies did not take into account other
socioeconomic factors that may work alongside school size, other than
socioeconomic status defined as income poverty.

While those studies form a strong basis for understanding school size they do
not give a complete picture of how school size may function when an array of
socioeconomic characteristics are included in the analysis. This study incorporates
variables associated with Mississippi’s public high schools and selected

socioeconomic indicators. It examines school size alongside other possible influences
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on student outcomes unique to the development of the state’s socioeconomic and
public education environments that may have indirectly influenced student
outcomes in Mississippi and its Delta region.

This study uses linear regression, Poission regression and Negative Binomial
regression for both high school level and district level models because the dependent
variables in this study exhibited overdispersion at lower level scores and graduation
rates. To capture possible differences between the Delta and the rest of the state, a
categorical variable is incorporated to indicate whether a high school or a district is
located in the Delta region: 1 if in the Delta, O if not in the Delta. This procedure
allows comparison of high schools within the region to schools in other parts of the
state. (Doing so controls for factors associated with funding, district structure,
county classifications, high school configurations, and other factors that may
influence student performance outside the socioeconomic characteristics in
Mississippi).

A series of analyses are conducted using Stata 9.0 software and GeoDa spatial
analysis software. In order to investigate the hypothesized relationships among
school size and the other variables discussed in the extant literature, statistical
measures are considered statistically significant at the .05 significance level, meaning
the independent variables specified in this model successfully demonstrate the
hypothesized outcomes 95 percent of the time in Mississippi Delta public high

schools and districts.
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Populations and Data

In the all the original Matthew Project studies, state-level data were used.
This study focuses on high schools and districts within Mississippi, though the Delta
region is given special attention. All public high schools in the state that participated
in the state’s standardized subject area testing are used, yielding a potential sample
size of 242 high schools and of 151 districts. Of these high schools and districts, 54
high schools and 43 districts are located in the state’s Delta region. Appendices 111
and IV present listings and selected characteristics of all high schools and school
districts included in this study.

The Mississippi Delta region of the state of Mississippi may be defined in a
number of ways: geographically, economically, culturally, socially, etc. However, this
study uses a combination of geographical and socioeconomic definitions that allows
a thorough and representative population of high schools and districts to be
examined. Specifically, the Mississippi Delta region of Mississippi includes the core
counties between the Mississippi River and the Yazoo River and surrounding
counties that share similar cultural and economic characteristics. This region is often
referred to as the Delta region. Since the state of Mississippi is the universe for
analysis, and since all the high schools and districts in the state are included in the
regression, the observed measurements directly and accurately characterize the
prevailing relationships.

All data used in this analysis is secondary data and rely on the aggregation
and reporting methods of state and federal agencies required by law. The data for
this study are gathered from the school year 2003-2004, a year that meets two
important criteria: (1) it falls within the current No Child left Behind Act educational

environment and (2) it is the year for which complete data were available. For this
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year a complete data set for all high schools and districts, incomes, poverty levels and
other socioeconomic characteristics in the Mississippi Delta is available. Since the
data in this study are aggregated to the levels of school, district and county, no means
to personally identify individual students or families exist as a threat in this analysis.
Further, the data are published on websites for public research purposes and public
information; all information reported in this analysis is reported at the population
level. For these purposes obtaining informed consent was not required.
Student Outcomes: Achievement Test Score Passing Percentages and High
School Graduation

This study examines two measures of student outcomes. These are student
outcomes at the high school level and at the district level for Algebra | and Reading
and Language Comprehension (ALGH and RLCH, ALGD and RLCD, respectively)
and high school graduation rates at the high school level and district level (GRADH

and GRADD, respectively).

Achievement Test Scores Passing Percentages

The student outcome variable is measured by the percentage of high school
students that pass the Subject Area Testing Program (SATP). All percentages are
reported for all high schools and all districts. Two areas of the SATP are important to
this analysis: Algebra | and Reading and Language Comprehension (RLC). These two
measures are important to socioeconomic outcomes as they are part of basic skills in
the job market and measures of literacy of a region. RLC is of further significance as
numerous studies conducted on Delta schools found reading scores to be the most
predictive in student achievement. Data for these subject areas were obtained from

the Mississippi Department of Education (MDE).
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The MDE is responsible for overseeing, gathering, analyzing and reporting
data on student achievement as part of its responsibility to fulfill requirements of
Mississippi state law and federal requirements under No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
legislation. The state carries out these duties under a framework that includes an
accountability system for all state schools and districts. The framework reflects the
accountability requirements outlined in the state legislation (Mississippi Code § 37-
18-1 through § 37-18-7) as well as in the accountability provisions in the NCLB.
NCLB requires each state to develop and implement a single statewide accountability
system that is used to evaluate all schools and districts. Table 1 presents the
performance standards and proficiency levels for Mississippi high school students.

The passing percentages give a better measure of the relationship school size
and other socioeconomic characteristics may have with student outcomes. Further,
since these minimal scores are needed on SATP subject areas in order for high school

graduation, they are more closely related to socioeconomic outcomes than are test

scores.
Table 1: Mississippi Performance Standards Proficiency Levels
Subject Label Scale Score Values
Algebra l Advanced 389 and Above
Proficient 344-388
Basic 313-343
Minimal 312 and Below
Biology | Advanced 388 and Above
Proficient 335-387
Basic 311-334
Minimal 310 and Below
English 11 Advanced 397 and Above
Proficient 346-396
Basic 312-345
Minimal 311 and Below
U.S. History from 1877 Advanced 397 and Above
Proficient 347-396
Basic 311-346
Minimal 310 and Below

Source: the Mississippi Department of Education, Office of Student Assessment, 2005
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High School Graduation Rates

The high school graduation rate variable is included in this study as well.
Because high school completion is an important part of socioeconomic well-being,
graduation rates at the high school and district level are used in this study. The
graduation rates reported by the state of Mississippi in fulfillment of No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) requirements are used. The state calculates its graduation rates
based on an adjusted 9t grade formula. The graduation rate is calculated by dividing
the number of graduates for school year by the number of ninth grade students four
years earlier. The adjusted ninth grade enrollment reflects the number of new
students entering the district, the number moving out, and the number failing over
the four year period. It gives a more accurate estimation of graduation rates at both
the high school and the district level.
High School Demographics, District Demographics, and Socioeconomic
Well-Being

This study specifies several measures to capture the effects of high school
demographics, district demographics, and socioeconomic characteristics the scholarly
literature and the history of the Delta suggest are relevant to influencing student
outcomes. A number of measures are used to assess how high school size and district
size function and to capture possible differences between the Delta region its non-

Delta counterparts in the state.

High School Level Variables
High School Size (HSZE). The measure of school size in this study is the
average number of pupils per grade level in a high school. This variable is calculated

by dividing the number of enrolled students by the number of grades in a particular
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school. Data for high schools were obtained from the MDE, where demographic
information for schools is listed. The most recent literature loosely suggests a metric
for school size (Lee, 1997; Klonsky, 2006). Small schools are usually considered to
have 250-300 students; medium schools enroll 600-900 students, and larger schools
have populations above 900 students. However, the size of schools often reflects
concentrations of population settlements. Given the socioeconomically influenced
settlement patterns in Mississippi, especially in the Delta region, school size will be
scaled based on the distribution of high school sizes unique to the state and to the
Delta region.

Free Lunch Eligibility (LUNCH). This variable captures the socioeconomic
status of children in public high schools in the Delta region, based on income. Data
for this variable were obtained from the National Center on Education Statistics Core
of Common Data for the 2003-2004 school year. It measures the number of high
school students eligible for free and reduced lunches, which captures the level of
income poverty in high schools. Indirectly this variable captures the number of
families living in poverty in a county (the students qualify for free lunches) and the
number of families right above the poverty threshold (the students qualify for
reduced price lunches). Higher numbers of students eligible for free and reduced
lunches are associated with lower student outcomes (Howley, 1996; Duncan, 1999;
Howley and Howley, 2004).

Student-Teacher Ratio (STR). Student-Teacher Ratio captures the number of
students per full-time equivalent (FTE) teacher. Generally, smaller numbers of students
per teacher improve student outcomes, as more of the teacher as a resource is available
per student (Potts, 2006). Data for this variable were obtained from the National

Center for Education Statistics Core of Common Data for the 2003-2004 school year.
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District Level Variables

District Size (DSZE). The measure of district size in this study is the total
number of students enrolled in a particular district during the 2003/2004 school
year. To control for the possible effects of students moving or being eligible to attend
school in more than one district, data from the Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates (SAIPE) division of the Census Bureau were used. SAIPE has a
classification for children in a district known as relevant students. Each child is
considered relevant to only one district. If a district provides all K-12 grades
throughout its jurisdiction, all children within the territory are relevant to that
district. If an elementary and secondary district occupy the same territory, the child
is relevant to the district that provides the grade for that child's age. The literature
does not provide guidance on metrics for categorizing district size. However, as with
school size, the size of districts often reflects concentrations of population
settlements.

Free Lunch Eligibility (LUNCH). This variable captures the socioeconomic
status of children in districts in the Delta region. As with high school models, this
variable directly measures the level of income poverty in school districts. It also
captures the number of families living below the poverty threshold (students eligible
for free lunches) and those living just above the poverty threshold (students eligible
for reduced lunches) (Howley, 1996). Data for this variable were obtained from the
Mississippi Department of Education for the 2003-2004 school year.

Percentage of Teachers with Advanced Degrees (TEDU). A major challenge
facing rural schools is the ability to attract and maintain teachers with the education
level and expertise to deliver needed subjects to students. The percentage of teachers

with advanced degrees is often used as one proxy for teacher quality. In this study,
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the percentage of teachers with advanced degrees is a proxy for the qualifications of
teachers at the district level. It indirectly captures the ability of districts to attract
qualified teachers, as well as the level teacher training in Mississippi’s high schools
and districts. The data for this variable were obtained from the Mississippi
Department of Education for the 2003-2004 school year.

Per Pupil Expenditure (PUPIL). Per pupil expenditures by state and local
sources captures the resources local jurisdictions invest in schools. Historically,
schools have depended on locally raised revenues from property taxes. However, reliance
on local property taxes potentially creates inequality in per pupil spending among
districts, as female-headed families and minorities generally own less wealth and have
lower per capita and family incomes than their counterparts. Populous states with
substantial minority concentrations show the greatest differences in per pupil
expenditure between school districts. In all states, low-spending districts tend to have
high concentrations of poor people, particularly poor people of color (Taylor and Piche
1991). The pattern of spending disparity parallels educational experience and school
outcomes. In Mississippi, minority children, on average, achieve lower scores on
standardized tests and drop out of school at higher rates. Lower per pupil expenditures
generally have a positive relationship with student outcomes — as expenditures decrease
S0, too, do student outcomes. In this study, data were obtained from the Mississippi
Department of Education for the 2003-2004 school year.

Student Teacher Ratio (STR). Student-Teacher Ratio captures the number of
students per full-time equivalent (FTE) teacher at the district level. Smaller student-
teacher ratios are associated with higher levels of student outcomes (Potts, 2006).
Districts with low student-teacher ratios generally perform better than their

counterparts, as students benefit from a smaller numbers of students vying for the
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teacher as a resource. Data for this variable were obtained from the National Center for

Education Statistics Core of Common Data for the 2003-2004 school year.

Socioeconomic Well-Being Characteristics

Previous studies have based concepts of socioeconomic status on race, income
or geographic location only, without respect to other socioeconomic influences that
may shape skill requirements, county incomes, and the allocation of school and
district resources, thus influencing educational attainment across geographic areas.
The measures of socioeconomic well-being in this study seek to capture those
economic and social opportunities that accrue to a place due to its location in the
Delta and its socioeconomic development history. In this study several variables are
used to measure socioeconomic well-being:

County Poverty Rate (POV). Poverty is a defining feature in the Delta region,
but it is even more pronounced in the region’s rural areas. The measure of poverty in
the U.S. is income-based, and those below the federal threshold are considered to
have lower levels of socioeconomic well-being than those who live above the
threshold. In Mississippi, poverty is nearly 3 times as high for those in rural areas
than for their counterparts in urban areas, excluding the central cities.
Understanding poverty is particularly important for Mississippi, a state over 60
percent rural and with large concentrations of individuals and families living below
the poverty threshold since at least 1960 (USDA, 1999). In this study, county poverty
rates from the 2003 Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) dataset were
used.

Per Capita Income (NCOM). Per capita income is included to capture the

average amount of income the working population of a county earns. This variable is
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important because it adds another dimension to capturing socioeconomic well-being
in the region. Many poor residents are dependent upon social programs, and those
who do not work do not pay into the tax base used to support those programs.
Including a measure of per capita income gives a better idea of the tax base for local
governments and thus the funding base available to high schools and districts. In
this study, county level per capita income datasets were obtained from the 2000 U.S.
Census.

Adult High School Completion (AHC). Nearly all research on rural
communities and development cite the percentage of adults in a county who have
completed high school as a necessary component in rural development. The
percentage of adults with high school diplomas not only serves as an indicator the
existing levels of education in a community, but is also a predictor of income and
poverty in a community (Goetz and Rupasingha, 2005). To capture adult education
in Mississippi’s counties, percentages of adult high school completion collected and
reported in the 2000 Census education survey is used.

Black Population Percentage (BLK). Mississippi Delta’s region and its rural
areas are overwhelmingly populated by blacks. Blacks in these areas are more likely
to experience poverty, suffer from low education levels, lack transportation and live

in female-headed families with no husband present (ERS, 2005)2. These differences

% The Economic Research Service classifies all rural counties in the US based on region and on
characteristics specific to the poverty and ruralness of the counties. There are five classifications of
counties: black high poverty, Hispanic high poverty, Native American high poverty, Southern Highlands
high poverty, and other high poverty counties. Mississippi’s counties are located in the Black High Poverty
category of counties. These counties lie in the old plantation belt of the southern coastal plain, especially
from southern North Carolina through Louisiana. Thirty-nine percent of Blacks in these counties had
poverty-level income, a proportion well above that of Blacks in nonmetro counties without high poverty
(28 percent) or in metro areas (24 percent). Among conditions associated with poverty, nonmetro counties
with high Black poverty stand out most prominently in the fact that a third of all poor children under age 18
were in female-headed households with no hushand present. This proportion is much higher than that found
in other types of high-poverty areas, and is double that in nonmetro counties without high poverty. This
trend is even more pronounced when Mississippi’s Delta region is examined.
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may be caused by discrimination in employment and wages, and by concentrations
of Blacks in areas unable to attract high-wage employers (the Delta region).
Therefore, the Black variable indirectly captures several forces that may influence
overall levels of socioeconomic well-being: poverty, income, educational levels,
location, and market discrimination. To capture the effects of these aspects of
socioeconomic status in Mississippi, the percentage of a county’s population that is
composed of Blacks was used in this study. Data collected and reported in the 2000
Census were used for this variable.

Farm Subsidies (FARM). Aside from being heavily dependent upon
manufacturing activities, the Delta is also heavily dependent upon agriculture and
agricultural subsidies for economic activity. This dependence is part of the
socioeconomic history of the region, and it also captures socioeconomic well-being in
terms of available employment opportunities and the quality of the workforce. In
Mississippi’s Delta region, most large-scale farming is for cotton and soybean crops. This
variable captures federal government payments made to farm operators under several
federal government farm subsidy programs during a given calendar year. These
payments include deficiency payments under price support programs for specific
commodities, disaster payments, conservation payments, and direct payments to
farmers under federal appropriations legislation. FARM measures in dollars estimates
that are current dollars (not adjusted for inflation). It captures county-level
participation in federal subsidy programs. A 2003 dataset from the Bureau of
Economic Analysis (BEA) was used to capture the effects of farm subsidies in this
study.

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families/Public Welfare (TANF). In the

Delta, dependence upon public welfare cash payments has been associated poor
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student achievement and low educational attainment. These trends are based on the
region’s socioeconomic history, which includes heavy participation in federal farm
subsidy and income maintenance programs. This variable captures participation in
direct payment federal antipoverty programs. It is measured in dollar estimates that
are current dollars (not adjusted for inflation). In this study, a 2003 dataset from the
Bureau of Economic Analysis is used to capture the effects of dependence on public
welfare payments.

Female-Headed Households (FEM). One aspect of ruralness and poverty in
Mississippi’s Delta region is a high incidence of female-headed households.
Impoverished rural households are more likely to be headed by single females. Such
differences, like the Black variable, may be caused by discrimination in employment and
wages and concentrations of female-headed households in areas unable to attract high
wage employers — regions like the Delta. Further, women in Mississippi are more likely
to hold low-wage manufacturing jobs or low-wage service jobs (ERS, 2006). Data for
this variable were measured at the county level. The U.S. Census Bureau’s City and
County Data Books for 2000 are used in this study. Table 2 summarizes all the variables

used in this study:



Variable
Type

Dependent

Independent

Table 2: Variables Used in This Study

Variable
Category

Student
Outcomes

High School
Characteristics

District
Characteristics

Level of Variable Name

Analysis

High
School

Algebra | (ALGH)

Reading and
Language
Comprehension
(RLCH)
Graduation Rate
(GRADH)
District  Algebra | (ALGD)
Reading and
Language
Comprehension
(RLCD)
Graduation Rate
(GRADD)

High
School

High School Size in
students (HSZE)
Total Percentage of
Students Receiving
Free and Reduced
Lunches (LUNCH)
Student Teacher
Ratio (STR)

District Size in
students (DSZE)
Total Percentage of
Students Receiving
Free and Reduced
Lunches (LUNCH)
Total Percentage of
Teachers with
Advanced Degrees
(TEDU)

Student Teacher
Ratio (STR)

District

Local Per Pupil
Expenditure (PUPIL)
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Data Source

MDE (2003-
2004)
MDE (2003-
2004)

MDE (2003-
2004)

MDE (2003-
2004)
MDE (2003-
2004)

MDE (2003-
2004)

MDE (2003-
2004)

National Center
of Education Core
of common Data
(2003-2004)
National Center
of Education Core
of common Data
(2003-2004)

SAIPE (2003)

MDE (2003-
2004)

MDE (2003-
2004)

National Center
of Education Core
of common Data
(2003-2004)
MDE (2003-
2004)
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Table 2 (continued): Variables Used in This Study

Variable
Category

Socioeconomic
Characteristics

Level of
Analysis

High
School
and
District

Variable Name

County Poverty Rate
(POV)

County Per Capita
Income (NCOM)

Percentage of Adults
with High School
Diplomas (AHC)

Percentage of Blacks
in County
Population (BLK)
Amount of Farm
Subsidies Received
by County during
2003 year (FARM)

Amount of
Temporary
Assistance to Needy
Families Received
by County during
2003 year (TANF)
Percentage of
Female-Headed
Households in
County (FEM)

Data Source

SAIPE (2003)

U.S. Census
(2000)

Education
Survey, U.S.
Census (2000)

U.S. Census
(2000)

BEA (2003)

BEA (2003)

City and County
Data Book, U.S.
Census (2000)
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Models and Analyses

Given the socioeconomic and educational histories of Mississippi as well as
the nature and concentration of poverty in the Delta region the possibility of non
normal distribution among variables needed to be examined. The presence of such
distributions greatly informs the usefulness of employing regression analysis to
explore school size, district size and student outcomes in the state. Appendix VII
contains the distributions for the dependent variables for high school and district
models: Algebra | percentage passed, Reading and Language Comprehension (RLC)
percentage passed, and graduation rates. Given the slightly skewed distributions of
the dependent variables, three types of regression analyses will be used: OLS,

Poisson, and Negative Binomial.

Limitations

This study has limitations based on the analyses used in previous studies. One
limitation of this study is the possible violation of the assumption that all
observances of school test scores are independent of one another. This may
potentially be related to spatial autocorrelation at the county level. The state of
Mississippi has several pockets of chronically poor counties that are geographically
concentrated, especially in the Delta region. These counties may be interdependent
because the data are affected by processes that connect different counties, or by
poverty that extends over space to occupy clusters of counties rather than specific
counties or by policy outcomes in contiguous counties. The movement of goods,
services, people or information over these spaces means events or circumstances,
such as local per pupil spending can affect conditions at other places if these places

interact (Odland, 1988).
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A second issue is that of multicollinearity. Multicollinearity is the undesirable
situation when one independent variable is a linear function of other independent
variables. Because many of the variables in the proposed model measure similar
influences, the presence of multicollinearity makes it difficult to decide which
predictors are related to student outcomes in Mississippi or in its Delta region (Ott
and Longnecker, 2001). Further, multicollinearity makes interpreting regression
results difficult.

To correct for spatial autocorrelation, a spatially lagged dependent variable is
specified for this study. The variable is created using the county level spatial weights
based on a rook analysis using GeoDa software. When counties are spatially
autocorrelated, the student outcomes among counties may be not be independent
occurrences. Rook analysis provides a contiguity matrix that indicates how many
counties may cluster in space. By weighting the measures of student outcomes based
on the number of contiguous counties, autocorrelation may be controlled. To correct
for multicollinearity, Pearson’s correlation will be used to test for relationships
among independent variables. The use of the smallest number of variables possible

will correct for multicollinearity through data reduction.

Delimitations

This study focuses on the state of Mississippi and its Delta region. While the
geographic region of Mississippi Delta stretches far beyond the state of Mississippi,
this study is bounded by the state of Mississippi’s public education legislation, state
socioeconomic history and unique regional culture. Though other regions of the
Delta share a similar socioeconomic history, the results of this study are

generalizable only to the Delta region in the state of Mississippi.
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The study is limited to public high schools in the Delta region of the state of
Mississippi. The relationship of region with school size at other levels of schooling
such as the elementary and middle school levels is important. However, due to
socioeconomic development implications in this study, the high school level takes on
particular importance, as high schools play a special role in the development of rural
communities and thus, in socioeconomic outcomes. Similarly, private schools are not
included in this study. First, private schools in the Mississippi Delta are not racially
or economically representative of the population of the region in the state of
Mississippi. Most rural private school students in the region are attended by white
students; while the majority of the Mississippi Delta’s rural population is black.
Second, students in private schools in the Mississippi Delta typically live in families
with incomes higher than the county’s median household incomes.

This study investigates high school size and district size alongside other
variables associated with socioeconomics indicators in the state of Mississippi. Other
attributes of high schools and districts such as the condition of school facilities and
variety of courses offered are outside the scope of this project. Similarly, other
aspects of student achievement such as psychological effects of poverty, student

attitudes, and testing biases are not included in this study.



CHAPTER SIX
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Size and Mississippi

Though high schools and districts are somewhat smaller than those examined
in previous studies, school size and district size in Mississippi and its Delta region
generally supports the negative relationships between student outcomes and
school/district size identified in the majority of school size studies. Tables 3 and 3.1
present the descriptive characteristics of all variables used at the high school level
and at the district level.

Data from Mississippi also supports the U-shaped curves purported in the
Fox (1981) study for all dependent variables. Figures 1- 3 and Figures 4-6 present
scatterplots of student outcomes by high school and district size, respectively. As the
scatterplots indicate, u-shaped curves may be fitted through the data for RLC,
Algebra, and Graduation Rates. Regressions that included size and size-square
estimates were conducted. Though size and size-square were not significant, the
overall models were. For Mississippi data, all size coefficients were negative and all
size-squared coefficients were positive, and this indicated student outcomes
decreased as size increased to a point, and then began to increase as size increased.

The Stata output for all models is provided in Appendix VIII.



Figure 1: Reading and Language Comprehension Scatterplot (High School Level)
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Figure 2: Algebra Scatterplot (High School Level)
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Figure 3: Graduation Rate Scatterplot (High School Level)
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Figure 4: Reading and Language Comprehension Scatterplot (District Level)
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Figure 5: Algebra Scatterplot (District Level)
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Figure 6: Graduation Rates Scatterplot (District Level)
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Size Models

A Pearson’s correlation analysis indicated the county poverty rate, the
percentage of Blacks in the county population, and the percentage of female-headed
households in the county were linearly associated. They were all measures for poverty.
The county poverty rate and the percentage of female-headed households in the
county were dropped from analysis where appropriate because the percentage of
Blacks in the county population was a better predictor of all three student outcomes.
These relationships were present for both high school and district level models.

Spatially weighted dependent variables (w*y) were included as independent
variables to test for and control for spatial autocorrelation. In all three regression
analyses and for all three dependent variables, spatial autocorrelation was present.
This was true for both high school and district level models.

The Negative Binomial regression results are the focus, as these models
controlled for many of the possible issues associated with skewed dependent
variables and possible overdispersion of the dependent variables, which may make
the estimators of OLS and Poisson regressions unreliable. Appendix VII contains

histograms of all dependent variables for both high school and district levels.

High School Level Models

Of the three dependent variables used in this analysis, the Reading and
Language Comprehension (RLC) scores provided the strongest results. RLC
measures are particularly important as literacy skills serve as the basis for critical
thinking and understanding quantitative information. Further, because reading
proficiency increases with parental educational attainment, and because literacy

serves as a major indicator of workforce quality in development, it has direct
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implications for socioeconomic well-being (Steeds and Serageldin, 1997). The results
for all regression analyses of RLC are presented in Table 4.

Though size was not significant in any of the regression models, the results
appear to support the negative relationship between size and student outcomes
purported in previous studies. Location in the Delta region had a negative
relationship with reading scores, though the association was not significant. Further,
the spatially weighted variable included in all regression analyses was significant and
positively related to all student outcomes at both levels. This variable captures
clustering among areas based on similar test scores.

The socioeconomic outcomes most statistically powerful in influencing
reading scores are the percentage of blacks in the county population and local per
pupil spending, both of which were significant across all regression analyses. Both of
these variables allude to the socioeconomic history of the state in terms of the
availability and willingness of districts to fund schools as well as the concentration of
adults with lower educational attainment.

Local per pupil spending, which was measured at the district level, had a
negative relationship with reading scores, and this was unexpected. Given the
tendency of lower spending districts to have higher rates of concentrated poverty, a
positive relationship was expected. However, upon closer examination, the negative
relationship has more to do with other factors, rather than the amount of
expenditures. First, the sources of spending, rather than overall pupil spending itself
may have some effect in the negative relationship. Local per pupil spending is the
amount of dollars local governments spend per student. It does not capture the
amount of monies from state or federal sources invested in expenditures on students.

Districts in Mississippi receive the majority of their revenues from the state, followed
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by local sources, and the least amount from federal sources (Superintendents Report
Card, 2005). The second factor to consider is how revenues are allocated among
different populations of students. Districts with higher numbers of impoverished
students may spend more on providing services to students, especially if the district
performed poorly based on NCLB standards. In such cases, additional monies would
have been spent to provide supplemental services or transportation to students
seeking to change schools. This would have meant higher levels of spending but
lower levels of student outcomes. Districts with high numbers of special needs
students are also more costly to educate. Like impoverished students, these students
are more likely to reside in districts with higher incidences of poverty. During the
2003-2004 school year most local district spending was focused on instructional
expenditures ($2.3 billion). Of that figure, the bulk of spending included $420
million on special programs, such as special education and after school programs for
Title I students (Superintendents Report Card, 2005).

To a lesser extent the percentage of students receiving free and reduced
lunches (significant at the .10 level), which is a measure of school poverty, appears to
negatively influence reading scores. This variable, too, suggests having high rates of
poverty present among students may play a role in influencing reading scores. For
example, impoverished students are more likely to come from families with lower
levels of parental education and lower incomes, both factors important to student
achievement in reading. The general relationships between the socioeconomic
indicators held across regression analyses, so there were no differences among
Negative Binomial (NB), OLS or Poisson results.

Algebra | NB analyses, presented in Table 5, suggest the percentage of

students who receive free and reduced lunches and the percentage of Blacks in the
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county population are the most statistically important socioeconomic factors
influencing high school Algebra I scores. Both of these variables capture poverty
among Mississippi households and the nature of poverty in the state. As with RLC,
Algebra scores had a negative, but insignificant relationship with size, and location in
the Delta region was not significant. The same relationships held across OLS and
Poisson analyses.

Table 6 contains the regression results for high school graduation rates. As
with RLC and Algebra I, school size had a negative but insignificant relationship with
graduation rates. Location in the Delta region and local per pupil spending, too, had
negative but insignificant associations with graduation rates.

Most influential, however, are the socioeconomic factors in terms of the dollar
amount of farm subsidies received by the county, the dollar amount of TANF
payments received by the county and the percentage of students who receive free and
reduced lunches. Farm subsidies have a positive association with graduation rates,
as increased farm subsidy dollars appear to increase graduation rates. This is likely
due to the types of jobs available on mechanized farms, which require literate
workers with at least high school educational attainment. In Mississippi, these large-
scale mechanized farms receive subsidies in the form of income support and in
payments directly to farm operators and landlords, which allow the farms to operate

and provide a limited number of jobs (Census of Agriculture, 2002).



Minimum
AHC 53.70
ALGH 37.30
BLK 0.03
FARM 71.00
GRADH 56.40
PUPIL 4305.00
RLCH 40.50
HSZE 20.15
STR 8.70
TANF 222.00
TEDU 15.10
LUNCH 87.00
W_Alg 6.22
W_Grad 9.60
W_RLC 8.10

Maximum
83.00
100.00
0.87
51729.00
100.00
9192.00
100.00
550.00
25.30
10587.00
66.70
1298.00
47.25
38.15
43.25

Mean
70.12
89.35

0.37
6411.80
82.40
5714.24
82.47
137.37
15.49
1966.41
36.49
377.88
19.82
18.26
18.35

Table 3: High School Level Model Descriptive Characteristics

Std.
Deviation

7.44
10.34
0.19
11764.57
8.75
695.18
10.42
99.31
2.57
2442.30
8.07
190.90
6.85
6.12
6.59

Table 3.1: District Level Model Descriptive Characteristics

AHC
ALGD
BLK
FAMR
GRADD
LUNCH
PUPIL
RLCD
DSZE
STR
TANF
TEDU
W_Alg
W_Grad
W_RLC

Minimum
53.70
58.00

3.1
71.00
60.70
19.29

4305.00
40.50
297.00
10.65
222.00
15.10
9.63
9.60
8.10

Maximum
83.00
100.00
86.69
51729.00
100.00
95.67
9192.00
97.80
31640.00
18.69
10587.00
66.70
47.95
38.15
43.25

Mean
69.23
89.75
39.27

7911.45
82.02
63.55

5816.44
81.44
3260.46
14.56

1851.17
36.28
20.22
18.44
18.38

Std.
Deviation

7.30
9.31
19.80
13499.67
7.88
19.91
749.42
10.07
3687.87
151
2114.64
8.54
7.09
6.25
6.68
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Table 4: Reading and Language Comprehension (RLC) 3
Regression Results for High School Models

Independent Variables

w_rlc

Teacher Education

Pupil Spending

Delta

Size

Student-Teacher Ratio

Lunch

Adult High School

Blacks

Farm Subsidies

TANF

Constant

R-Square (Pseudo)

Number of Observations

® * significant at .05 level
** significant at .10 level

Model 1:
Neg. Bin.

0.0059379
5.07* **
0.0002495
0.25
-0.0000375
-3.17* **
-0.0065967
-0.25
-0.0000920
-0.81
0.0029737
0.85
-0.0000816
-1.68**
0.0023433
1.48
-0.1697449
-2.63* **
-0.000000469
-0.46
0.00000162
0.34
4.403
28.50* **

0.0642
241
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Model 2: OLS Model 3: Poisson

0.5079851
5.68* **
0.0176620
0.24
-0.0029387
-3.44* **
-0.1685139
-0.09
-0.0072597
-0.86
0.2613412
1.00
-0.0067537
-1.87**
0.1905990
1.60
-14.0343900
-2.93* **
-0.0000401
-0.54
0.0001386
0.39
80.628
7.07*% **

0.4041
241

0.0059379
5.07* **
0.0002495
0.25
-0.0000375
-3.17* **
-0.0065967
-0.25
0.0000920
-0.81
-0.0029737
0.85
-0.0000816
-1.68**
0.0029433
1.48
-0.1697449
-2.63* **
-0.000000469
-0.46
0.0000016
0.34

4.403
28.50* **

0.0695
241
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Further, farms are guaranteed subsidies for certain crops, or the subsidies are
spurred by price crashes or disasters — no matter the wealth of the farm owners. Nearly
1in 3 farms in Mississippi receives these subsidy payments, and large farms receive
payments to produce primarily rice and cotton (Census of Agriculture, 2002).

TANF has a negative relationship with high school graduation. This
relationship is a measure of income poverty in the state, which indicates students
from families with lower incomes are not as likely to graduate high school as those
students from families with higher incomes. This may also be due to TANF policy
itself; by requiring participants to seek job training (such as Job Corps) or attain
GEDs. This means participants do not necessarily graduate from a public high school
that reports its graduation rates to the state.

The percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunches had a negative
relationship with graduation rates. In this case, this measures household poverty,
which supports findings in the literature of impoverished students being less likely
than their counterparts to complete high school. These findings, when taken as a
whole, suggest graduation rates are more influenced by income, which is greatly
influenced by the types of jobs available in the local workforce, not necessarily school
resources. The results were consistent across all the regression analyses, including

OLS and Poisson.

District Level Models

The district level models produced similar results to the high school models,
with a few important differences in socioeconomic factors. Table 7 presents district
level findings for RLC. Per pupil spending and the percentage of studenst receiving

free and reduced lunches exerted the strongest influences on reading scores.
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Unexpectedly, location in the Delta was not significant in influencing reading scores.
Local per pupil spending had the same association as with the high school models.
This may be due to how local dollars are spent, the populations being served and the
effects of other sources of funding not captured by the local per pupil spending
variable.

The percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunches, which
measures district poverty, exerts a negative influence student reading scores. This
supports the findings of poverty’s negative effects on student outcomes as well as the
findings at the high school level. These results were consistent across both OLS and
Poisson regressions.

Table 8 contains the results for Algebra | at the district level. Like RLC district
poverty as the percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunches negatively
affects high school Algebra scores. Student-teacher ratios influence student
outcomes as well. The negative relationship means as student-teacher ratios
decrease, math scores increase. This finding supports the findings in the literature on
the allocation of teachers as resources and student math achievement. Like RLC, a
negative relationship exists between local per pupil spending and the percentage of
students who pass Algebra I. As with previous models, this suggests the how funding
is spent, sources of spending, and the prevalence of certain student populations, not
necessarily that the amount of funding impacts student outcomes. These findings

were consistent across both OLS and Poisson regression models.
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Table 5: Algebra | Regression Results for High School Models4

Independent Variables

w_alg

Teacher Education

Pupil Spending

Delta

Size

Student-Teacher Ratio

Lunch

Adult High School

Blacks

Farm Subsidies

TANF

Constant

R-Square (Pseudo)

Number of Observations

** significant at .05 level
** significant at .10 level

Model 1: Neg. Bin.

0.0051961

4.91* **
0.0007094
0.74
-0.0000115
-1.02
0.0198905
0.80
-0.00000995
-0.89
-0.0002242
-0.07
-0.0000911
-1.95 **
-0.0007504
-0.49
-0.1636624
-2.69* **
-0.000001590
-1.64
0.00000583
1.26

4.586
30.87* **

0.0416
241

Model 2:0LS Model 3: Poisson

0.4757450

5.19* **
0.0647873
0.79
-0.0001011
-1.09
1.8897300
0.89
-0.0086157
-0.93
-0.0212129
-0.07
-0.0078865
-2.01* **
-0.0722362
-0.56
-14.8281100
-2.85* **
-0.0001398
-1.72%*
0.0005294
1.38

97.776
7.86* **

0.2814
241

0.0051972

4.89% **
0.0007094
0.74
-0.0000115
-1.03
0.0198961
0.79
-0.0000994
-0.91
-0.0002248
-0.07
-0.0000911
-1.94%*
-0.0007504
-0.49
-0.1636685
-2.66% **
-0.000001590
-1.63
0.00000583
1.27

4586
31.07* **

0.0440
241
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Table 6: Graduation Rates Regression Results for High School Models>

Independent Variables

w_grad

Teacher Education

Pupil Spending

Delta

Size

Student-Teacher Ratio

Lunch

Adult High School

Blacks

Farm Subsidies

TANF

Constant

R-Square (Pseudo)

Number of Observations

® * significant at .05 level
** significant at .10 level

Model 1: Neg. Bin.

0.0042968
3.45% **
0.0005865
0.59
-0.00000966
-0.84
-0.0321350
-1.23
-0.000000737
-0.06
0.0038140
1.09
-0.0001232
-2.52% **
0.0014282
0.90
-0.0038485
-0.06
0.000002000
1.97% **
-0.00001470
-3.03* **
4.279

28.16* **

0.0333
241

Model 2: OLS Model 3: Poisson

0.3576388
4.04% **
0.0483791
0.69
-0.0007857
-0.98
-2.5178560
-1.38
-0.0007172
-.0.09
0.3192336
1.30
-0.0100012
-2.94% **
0.1123456
1.00
-0.6179921
-0.14
0.0001596
2 oar **
-0.0011264
-3.30% **
71.647
6.73% **

0.2552
241

0.0042968
3.45% **
0.0005865
0.59
-0.00000966
-0.84
-0.0321350
-1.23
-0.00000737
-0.06
0.0038140
1.09
-0.0001232
-2.52% **
0.0014282
0.90
-0.0038485
-0.06
0.000002000
1.97% **
-0.0000147
-3.03* **
4.279

28.16* **

0.0333
241



Table 7: Reading and Language Comprehension (RLC)

Regression Results for District Models®
Model 1: Neg.

Independent Variables

w_rlc

Teacher Education

Pupil Spending

Delta

Size

Student-Teacher Ratio

Lunch

Adult High School

Blacks

Farm Subsidies

TANF

Constant

R-Square (Pseudo)

Number of Observations

& * significant at .05 level
** significant at .10 level

Bin.

0.0044795
3.07* **
-0.0001949
-0.16
-0.0000558
-3.27% **
0.0102878
0.32
-0.0000016
-0.52
-0.0144262
-1.70 **
-0.0025147
-3.29* **
0.0023933
1.17
-0.0007111
-0.76
-0.000000133
-0.11
-0.00000118
-0.17

4.883
20.89* **

0.0810
151
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Model 2: OLS Model 3: Poisson

0.3775503
3.83* **
-0.0217271
-0.27
-0.0040840
-3.85* **
0.8903465
0.42
-0.0001188
-.58
-1.0232010
-1.86**
-0.2091514
-4.12% **
0.1854842
1.37
-0.0527131
-0.84
-0.0000076
-0.26
-0.0001172
0.794
116.8804
7.70* **

0.5082
151

0.0044795
3.07* **
-0.0001949
-0.16
-0.0000558
-3.27% **
0.0102878
0.32
-0.0000016
-0.52
-0.0144262
-1.70 **
-0.0025147
-3.29* **
0.0023933
1.17
-0.0007111
-0.76
-0.000000133
-0.11
-0.00000118
-0.17

4.883
20.89* **

0.0842
151



Table 8: Algebra | Regression Results for District Models?
Model 2: OLS Model 3: Poisson

Independent Variables

w_alg

Teacher Education

Pupil Spending

Delta

Size

Student-Teacher Ratio

Lunch

Adult High School

Blacks

Farm Subsidies

TANF

Constant

R-Square (Pseudo)

Number of Observations

" * significant at .05 level
** significant at .10 level

Model 1: Neg. Bin.

0.0035800
2.77% **
0.0002879
0.25
-0.0000256
-1.62
0.0394042
1.29

-0.00000183

-0.62
-0.0139304
-1.74 **
-0.0018063
-2.47% **
0.0000047
0.00
-0.0009487
-1.06

-0.000001690

-1.44
0.00000609
0.94

4.913
22.30* **

0.0495
151

0.3294810
3.48* **
0.0264299
0.31
-0.0021509
-1.95%*
3.5384650
1.60
-0.0001602
-0.75
-1.1773700
-2.06* **
-0.1621929
_3.07* **
0.0049827
-0.04
-0.0845326
-1.30
-0.0001477
=177
0.0005381
1.15
125.449
7.94% **

0.3775
151
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0.0035800
2.77% **
0.0002879
0.25
-0.0000256
-1.62
0.0394042
1.29

-0.00000183

-0.62
-0.0139304
-1.74 **
-0.0018063
-2.47* **
0.0000047
0.00
-0.0009487
-1.06

-0.000001690

-1.44
0.00000609
0.94

4.913

22.30* **

.0495
151
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Table 9 presents the findings for high school graduation rates at the district
level. The most powerful factors in influencing graduation rates at the district level
were the percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunches; the percentage
of the county’s population that is Black; the amount of farm subsidy dollars received
by counties; and the dollar amount of TANF payments received by counties.

The percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunches is a measure of
household poverty. Its negative relationship — as percentages of impoverished
students increase graduation rates decrease — supports findings throughout the
literature on the decreased likelihood of students from impoverished families to
graduate high school.

Related to poverty is the percentage of county population that is Black.
Unexpectedly, the percentage of Blacks is positively associated with high school
graduation rates. The percentage of the county’s population that is Black captures
different dimensions of poverty, such as the likelihood of having lower incomes,
living below the poverty threshold, and coming from female-headed households.
However because other measures of poverty, including the percentages of students
receiving free and reduced lunches and the amount of payments from TANF, were
negatively and significantly associated with high school graduation rates, this true
effect of this measure may be masked by these other measures.

Significant to high school graduation rates were the socioeconomic
characteristics of the amount of farm subsidies received by the county and the
amount of TANF received by the county. The positive relationship between farm
subsidies and high school graduation suggests the availability of employment, at
least in agriculture-related fields requires a literate and educated supply of labor.

Because mechanized, large-scale farms in Mississippi are the mostly likely to receive
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subsidies, these farms are also more likely to be able to afford to employ workers.
TANF’s negative relationship suggests public welfare payments either decrease the
incentive to complete high school, or (more likely) increase participation in
programs with alternative means of securing education or job opportunities. These

results were consistent across both OLS and Poisson regression models.

Summary of Findings

The findings at both the high school and district levels suggest important
implications for socioeconomic well-being in the state of Mississippi. It is useful to
summarize overall findings in the context of the previously mentioned expected
findings:

1. Algebra, reading and high school graduation rates at the high school level are
not affected by high school size itself. Also, there is no significant difference
between student outcomes in the Delta and those in the other parts of the
state.

2. Socioeconomic characteristics also play a role in influencing student
outcomes among the state’s public high school students. These characteristics
consistently include free lunch eligibility, percentage of Blacks in the county’s
population, and to a lesser extent the amount of farm subsidies the county
receives and the amount of public welfare the county receives.

3. Algebra, reading and high school graduation rates at the district level are not
affected by district size itself. Also, there is no significant difference between
Delta districts and districts in other parts of the state.

4. Socioeconomic characteristics also play a role in influencing student
outcomes among the state’s public high school students at the district level.
These characteristics include free lunch eligibility, student-teacher ratio, per
pupil expenditure at the local level, the amount of farm subsidies the county
receives, the amount of public welfare the county receives, and to a lesser
extent the percentage of Blacks in the county’s population.
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Table 9: Graduation Rates Regression Results for District Models8

Independent Variables

w_grad

Teacher Education

Pupil Spending

Delta

Size

Student-Teacher Ratio

Lunch

Adult High School

Blacks

Farm Subsidies

TANF

Constant

R-Square (Pseudo)

Number of Observations

8 * significant at .05 level
** significant at .10 level

Model 1: Neg. Bin.

0.0035734
2.35% **
0.0004572
0.37
0.00000841
0.52
-0.0426781
-1.31
-0.0000013
-0.40
-0.0016229
-0.19
-0.0031238
-4.06* **
-0.0012715
-0.62
0.0016106
1.74**

0.000002070

1.67**

-0.00001340

-1.94%
4.545706
19.79% **

0.0316
151

Model 2: OLS

0.2924043
0.003* **
0.0363767
0.634
0.0006821
0.497
-3.5048110
0.084**
-0.0000917
0.635
-0.1350513
0.794
-0.2531517
0.000* **
-0.1018685
0.423
0.1300061
0.026* **
0.0001689
0.030* **
-0.0010668
0.013**
93.274
0.000* **

0.2927
151

Model 3: Poisson

0.0035734
2.35% **
0.0004572
0.37
0.00000841
0.52
-0.0426781
-1.31
-0.0000013
-0.40
-0.0016229
-0.19
-0.0031238
-4.06* **
-0.0012715
-0.62
0.0016106
1.74**

0.000002070

1.67**

-0.00001340

-1.94%*
4.545706
19.79% **

0.0316
151
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Discussion

The high school level models suggest two important factors play an essential
role in all three student outcomes at the high school level: the percentage of Blacks in
a county’s population and the percentage of students receiving free and reduced
lunches. These variables are measures of poverty and they present different
dimensions of social dynamics related to socioeconomic status: race and
participation in federal programs. In terms of well-being, these findings suggest at
least one major component for improving socioeconomic outcomes should be based
on addressing the high levels of poverty in the state. Such policies may focus on
addressing racial inequalities, and evaluating the effectiveness of federally-based
programs intended to address poverty.

Especially effective economic policy programs may focus on the effects of
historical racial inequalities such as increased efforts in pipeline programs that seek
to increase the number of minorities, economically disadvantaged individuals, and
females who graduate high school and seek post secondary training, such as Job
Corps. These programs usually seek to affect the ability of these groups to participate
in the job market or attain postsecondary education. One model that works with high
schools is South Carolina’s Emerging Scholars program (Clemson University Office
of Access and Equity, 2006). This program focuses on increasing the basic skills that
increase the chances of student successfully completing high school and
matriculating at the post secondary education level: reading and mathematics. The
program targets students from the poorest region of the state — the Low Country
region. The majority of students in the program are minority females from the
poorest areas in the Low Country. Participation the program potentially contributes

to the number of students who complete high school and attend college, thereby
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reducing future levels of poverty in the state and increasing socioeconomic well-
being.

Even if the state increases its number of high school graduates, there is still
the issue of more educated individuals leaving in search of job opportunities in other
areas. This is especially true for impoverished rural areas like the Delta. Another set
of policies that may improve socioeconomic outcomes involves creating employment
opportunities such as web-based microbusinesses, and related to microbusiness,
entrepreneurship education. These home or community-based businesses initiatives
focus on developing the small business skills of adults who wish to develop special
products and sell them on-line. Entrepreneurship education focuses on teaching
business skills as part of secondary education curricula, which may not only improve
education outcomes, but sets the stage for the development of small businesses in the
state for the future. This may be particularly important as findings at both the high
school level and the district level suggest the available employment opportunities in
traditional farming require a literate and educated workforce. Because the
availability of these jobs is limited due to the highly mechanized nature of agriculture
in the state, those educated individuals may be able to remain in the area and
experience gainful employment through small businesses or internet-based
entrepreneurship.

Lastly is the issue of participation in federal poverty programs. In the Delta
region especially, participation in farm subsidy programs and income-based
programs is higher than in other regions of the state. Strong, statistically significant
links were found between student outcomes and participation in farm subsidy or
TANF programs in the models at both levels. Participation in free and reduced lunch

programs, too, was influential in every model. Because participation in the lunch
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program is heavily based on income (among other factors), this variable is indicative
of opportunities for socioeconomic improvement to focus on income-based poverty
among families with school-age children and the working poor. Two prominent
policies being debated at the federal level include the living wage program and tax
credits, both of which seek to improve the spending power of families with children
and of the working poor.

The appearance of the lunch variable in the size analyses underscores the
challenges of severe and chronic poverty that plague Mississippi and its Delta region.
The state addresses this issue primarily through its TANF program, which from a
socioeconomic standpoint, should be implemented with more partnerships among
local businesses, community colleges and local communities. Beginning in 1993,
Mississippi enacted a series of programs that changed its AFDC and JOBS state
implementation plan under the auspices of a waiver plan, titled “A New Direction
Demonstration Program.” This new program was implemented in six pilot counties.
It set strict work requirements for participants and imposed strict sanctions, which
included the total loss of benefits for non-compliance with state requirements. The
program created a “one-stop shop” of integrated welfare and job placement services,
which further emphasized the state’s preference for immediate job searches and
placements for welfare recipients.

With the advent of TANF in 1997, the state relaxed its strict penalties in
compliance with the new legislation and terminated its waiver plan. Those
participants who adhere to TANF regulations receive full benefits for a maximum of
60 months. Those who violate the plan or attempt to defraud the state are sanctioned
through temporary or permanent loss of benefits, reduced benefits, denial to services

such as job training, or legal sanctions.
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The state does not track its participants once they leave welfare roles, which
may shift former welfare recipients to the ranks of the unemployed or out of the
public system altogether. A more effective program might include a more concerted
effort to tie in anti-poverty to socioeconomic outcomes and state support for pipeline
programs that link welfare participation to specific programs at local community
colleges (such as entrepreneurship training), apprenticeships with local businesses,
or participation in microbusinesses, or entrepreneurship programs.

The district level models were similar to high school level models, especially
with respect to poverty. Also important as suggested by analyses at the district level
were variables indirectly related to the nature of allocating resources in terms of
farm subsidies and TANF, and directly at the district level, student-teacher ratios.
Farm subsidies and TANF relate indirectly to the issue of literacy. Many programs
aimed at increasing levels of entrepreneurship, increasing basic skills among
children and adults, and decreasing poverty are made more effective by a literate
population. Further securing jobs in the mechanized farm industry and successfully
leaving welfare roles are increased by improving literacy. However, literacy is an
issue that must be addressed before students reach high school. The Mississippi
Education Reform Act of 1982 addressed public education, with particular focus as
the kindergarten level. Andrew Mullins, development specialist at the University of
Mississippi and former chief-of-staff of Mississippi Governor William Winter who
was responsible for the Act recognizes the importance of addressing literacy well
before the high school experience. He recommends efforts start at the pre-school
level and increase as students reach elementary, on to junior high school and finally
high school. He points out, “ All levels of public education are important, and

whatever can work — be it school size or whatever policy — must include buy in by
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both the governor and the state legislature, and unfortunately many of our state
legislators have not bought in to the importance of access to public education
(Mullins, 2005).” According to Mullins, the issue of race discrimination continues to
inform legislative support for many would-be activities with the potential to improve
socioeconomic outcomes.

Student-teacher ratios directly capture how resources are allocated among
schools at the district level. In nearly every model, student-teacher ratios exerted
influence on student outcomes. In order to obtain the small student-teacher ratios to
improve student outcomes, Mississippi must not only attract and retain teachers, but
must find ways to pay for additional teachers in schools. Rural areas generally have a
harder time attracting teachers, but for impoverished areas, this task proves
particularly challenging. This challenge means both short-term and long-term
policies are needed to improve how resources are divided among students. Short-
term, smaller student-teacher ratios may be achieved among elementary and middle-
school students, who generally experience smaller class sizes than their high school
counterparts. This focus ensures the fundamentals of education and basic skills are
potentially improved before students reach the high school level. Long-term
approaches mean deliberate efforts by the state policymakers to provide incentives to
attract teachers to the state: loan repayment for teachers working in chronically poor
areas; pipeline programs to identify, recruit, and maintain potential in-state students
who have a desire or ability to teach; higher teacher salaries; and other amenities
such as reduced price housing and special benefits for teachers.

Lastly, are the implications for the spatially weighted variable. As previously
mentioned, the variable captured the clustering of areas similar in socioeconomic

factors and educational policies. This suggests pilot programs may be an effective
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means for implementing policies throughout the state as similar schools, districts,
counties, etc. would have similar results. The significance of the spatial variable
further suggests the state would greatly benefit through improved socioeconomic
outcomes through collaborative efforts among clusters of counties. This “new
regionalism” means local governments or communities work together to address
economic development goals, usually through voluntary agreements and associations
(Downs, 1994). Regions with limited resources or limited economic development
opportunities that take part in such collaborative efforts tend to have increased levels
of homeownership, increased local investments in communities, and increased
incomes from the availability of more employment opportunities (Park and Feiock,
2005). For Mississippi, a state with low income levels and limited employment
opportunities for many individuals such collaborations have the potential to greatly

improve socioeconomic outcomes.



CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSION

The relationship between educational attainment and socioeconomic well-
being has critical implications for rural communities that must function in the
current fast-paced economic environment. Historically, development and education
policies designed to aid rural communities have focused on manipulating
organizational size. Specifically, these policies prescribe the consolidation of rural
high schools in order to experience cost savings from larger size and in order to
reduce inefficiencies caused by small, under-resourced schools that serve the
numerous small rural communities.

Numerous studies on rural communities cite the relationship between
improved development opportunities, a well-educated workforce and high levels of
entrepreneurship in those communities that have high schools. Rural communities
without high schools, on the other hand, tend to experience population loss and
poverty. High school size, it appears, is a critical component of policy for rural
community survival; and larger high schools, early research suggested, were the most
beneficial for continued survival.

Recently, however, research from a variety of fields has challenged the
wisdom of these past studies, asserting for impoverished rural areas, smaller high
school size is more effective in creating a well-educated population and thus
improving socioeconomic outcomes. Generally, these findings held true across a
number of states with varied types of development activities, rural characteristics,

poverty levels, and district configurations.



140

However, data from Mississippi indicated there may be a different trend,
especially in the state’s Delta region. Schools across a range of sizes, including those
smaller than general ideas of “small” high schools, showed low levels of student
achievement. Those schools with the lowest student performance were located
disproportionately in Mississippi’s Delta, the state’s poorest region.

This research asked why does school size seemingly play a different role
among Mississippi’s public high schools, and particularly in the Delta region? Given
the relationship between education and socioeconomic well-being, can
socioeconomic factors provide insight into this apparent trend? Which
socioeconomic characteristics are likely to influence student outcomes? The case of
Mississippi and its Delta region allowed analyses that added an additional element
not previously included in studies on high school size and student outcomes— school
size investigated from a socioeconomic well-being perspective that went beyond
measures of income poverty.

The bodies of research relevant to understanding the behavior of high school
size in Mississippi and its Delta region include district size and student outcomes;
school size and student outcomes; and other socioeconomic factors which may work
with school size to influence student outcomes. This research is extensive and offers
mixed findings when considering school size in general. Because little is actually
understood about how place interacts with school size to affect student outcomes,
this body of work is pertinent to understanding the dynamics influencing student
achievement in the impoverished Delta region. This literature serves as the
foundation for the incorporation of factors that may coexist with the purported
effects of school size on student outcomes. Because rural schools and rural

communities may have unique socioeconomic characteristics, these factors must be
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taken into account when attempting to understand how school size influences
student outcomes in these areas.

For both district size and school size, scholarly findings indicate a negative
relationship exists between school size or district size and the outcomes of students
in impoverished schools. Though the scholarly work on rural schools does not
examine school size and socioeconomic well-being outside of income-based
measures, the work on this relationship between school size and student
achievement indicates the negative relationship holds across an array of different
state-level policy environments.

The data for this study was secondary data provided by the Mississippi
Department of Education for the 2003/2004 school year. The data include N=242
high schools and N=151 districts. To examine school size and district size, county-
level characteristics associated with the socioeconomic history, high schools, and
districts in the Delta region were incorporated into regression models. The high
schools in this study covered all 82 counties in the state, including the Yazoo portion
of the Mississippi Delta.

This research is grounded in the most recent body of work that focuses on
how school size interacts with factors such as district characteristics and place to
influence student outcomes. In addition to the expansion of notions of
socioeconomic well-being, this study departed from previous analyses in two major
ways. First, this research explored school size with a series of regression analyses:
OLS, Poisson, and Negative Binomial. Second, this study measured student
outcomes as both graduation rates and in the passing percentages of achievement

scores of students in the state’s public high schools.
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This study found several important socioeconomic characteristics in terms of
improving reading scores, Algebra scores and high school graduation rates. These
were almost all exclusively related to the poverty in the state, the surrounding job
opportunities available to successful students or the allocation of resources at the
district level. Unlike previous studies smaller schools tended to be only weakly
associated with influencing student outcomes. Though the negative relationship
purported in the literature does exist for Mississippi’s high schools and school
districts, that they were insignificant does not support the great attention given to
school size or district size itself in overcoming the effects of poverty on student
outcomes. Further, there were no statistically significant differences between the
Delta region and other parts of the state. Both of these findings suggest policies
should focus on poverty, rather than institutional size as a means of improving
socioeconomic well-being.

The socioeconomic characteristics unique to Mississippi’s economic and
education histories that play the biggest role in student outcomes at the high school
level were consistent in every model at the high school level. The percentage of
students in high schools that receive free and reduced lunches and the percentage of
Blacks in the county population are particularly powerful in influencing performance
in Algebra I, reading and language comprehension and high school graduation rates.
This finding supports studies conducted in both the school size and rural
development research that tout the severe, chronic poverty throughout the state’s
Delta region as a complex force that educators and economic developers alike must
contend with in nearly every policy for the state aimed at improving socioeconomic

outcomes.
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Local per pupil spending was another important district level characteristic in
affecting student outcomes. This study was conducted using only expenditures from
local governments. However, the unexpected findings with the variable indicate
much may be learned from future studies that explore the effects of all sources of per
pupil expenditures, including state and federal sources. Additional research also is
needed to add to our understanding of how per pupil expenditures influence student
outcomes at both the high school and district levels.

The dollar amount of farm subsidies received by counties was also prominent
in this study. Future studies that explore the effects of farm subsidies on student
outcomes by type, crop, livestock, amount and location would benefit policy
dialogues on student outcomes and socioeconomic well-being. Further, the
possibility of variable endogeneity — problems with detecting whether the
independent variable explains the dependent variable or vice versa — suggests future
studies might include a lagged explanatory variable which may aid in better
understanding how this variable affects student outcomes.

Future studies might explore other levels of public schools in the state such as
the elementary and junior high school levels. The student-teacher ratio variable,
particularly at the district level, which captured how teachers as an economic
resource are allocated among students, alludes to possible influences of earlier
educational experiences and their strengths in shaping high school student
outcomes.

Imminent studies might also use student-level data to explore student
outcomes in terms of socioeconomic well-being. The vast majority of school size
studies use data aggregated to the school or district level, most due to issues with

privacy and Institutional Review Board standards. However, a closer matching of
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individual student outcomes to communities and neighborhood would provide a
more exact picture of how size and socioeconomic factors affect student outcomes.
Similar is the issue of using county level data. While spatial autocorrelation was
tested for in this study, it is useful to more closely match the socioeconomic
characteristics at the community level instead of the county level to explore whether
the student outcomes are affected in a similar manner.

This study focused on the high school level. Future studies might also move
beyond the secondary education level and focus on postsecondary outcomes,
particularly at the community college level, which has important implications for
socioeconomic well-being for rural communities. However, increased levels of high
school graduates and improved test scores potentially translate into higher numbers
of individuals seeking postsecondary education. Higher numbers of college graduates
are associated with improved socioeconomic well-being such as higher levels of
entrepreneurship, higher incomes, and lower rates of poverty (ERS, 2005; Barkley,
Henry and Li, 2005).

Future studies may also investigate the case Mississippi using more spatially
lagged variables which account for geographic, policy-based or socioeconomic
clustering in county-level or district-level variables or slightly less traditional
methods such as non-parametric analyses or mixed model analysis.

This study focused on socioeconomic factors based on rural development.
However, other socioeconomic factors exist which were not directly examined by this
study such as the exact types of economic activity available in communities, and
distance from urban center or economic markets which may exert influences on
student outcomes. Future studies might examine different and more diverse sets of

socioeconomic factors and their role in influencing student outcomes.
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The Delta region has a particularly dramatic history in terms of its workforce.
It appears some of those same race-based practices are currently in place in terms of
public school and district resource allocation. While location in the Delta itself was
not statistically significant in this study, the demographics of individuals and
families that populate the Delta were — particularly the percentage of the county
population that is black. Future studies might explore the political environment in
which public schools and socioeconomic factors have had to flourish in the state,
using different sets of measures and perhaps exploring changes over different
periods of time.

The current economic environment is one where the keys to job creation and
higher standards of living are innovative ideas and technology embedded in services
and manufactured products. It is an economy where risk, uncertainty, and constant
change are the rule, rather than the exception. It is characterized by rapid growth
and innovation -- where information and services are as important as tangible goods.

Firms looking to survive in this ever-changing fast-paced environment are
organizing their work around organizational speed, flexibility and innovation. No
longer is competition limited to a few large national economies. Competition is
global, and comparative advantages in industry, workforce and information
technologies are changing throughout the nation and throughout the world (New
Economy Index, 2006).

This constant change in available economic opportunities and the fast-paced
nature of today’s economic environment highlight the need for more effective
development policies in rural states like Mississippi and in impoverished regions like
the Delta region. For the Delta especially, negative effects from diminished

educational attainment, such as lowered income and increased poverty are powerful.
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The Delta is characterized by the availability of a low-wage, low-skill labor force. This
trademark has deeply imprinted the educational quality and thus the socioeconomic
well-being of the area.

An increasing number of firms site a local pool of highly skilled and educated
labor force as high on their lists of factors affecting the decision to locate or to
expand in an area (Teixeira and McGranahan, 1998). This requirement directly
contradicts the development environment of many communities in Mississippi.
Rural areas are less likely to invest in local education systems, and Mississippi does
not appear to be an exception to this trend. This reluctance reinforces low education
levels. Low education levels among county residents make it more difficult to
persuade companies to invest in workforce development. For those companies that
do invest in such programs, returns on human capital investments in rural areas are
lower due to the limited job availability for educated workers. Faced with few
prospects for jobs that use their talents, these individuals eventually end up
migrating to metropolitan areas with better employment opportunities (Green,
2003).

Lower high school graduation rates are likely to serve as a barrier to full
participation in the current economic environment, as it inhibits the quality of the
workforce and may decrease the potential number of individuals seeking post
secondary education opportunities. Across the South, educational attainment is
inhibited by what firms in the region require, and firms requiring a large pool of
college-experienced workers are hesitant to enter or expand in a region where such
workers are inaccessible (Gibbs, 2000).

The seemingly disheartening trends do not have to translate into doom for the

state, however. Local public schools can be improved with increased collaboration
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among communities and increased investments local governments and
policymakers. When local schools do improve, development efforts are more
effective and socioeconomic outcomes are improved. Improved local schools further
translate into improved socioeconomic outcomes in that they “signal prospective
employers that the local labor force has good basic academic/analytical skills and
will be more adaptive to new technology (Barkley and Henry, 2001).” An adequately
educated labor force reduces the unit labor costs to prospective employers -- it saves
them money and makes their companies run more efficiently. Thus, investments in
public education at all levels, including the local level examined in this study, do
provide socioeconomic pay-offs to the southern region, when incorporated into
economic development efforts.

Mississippi is a largely rural state, and its Delta region is almost exclusively
rural. Rural development policy has been described as “unfocused, outdated and
ineffective.” Even in the current economic environment, rural policy focuses heavily
on assemblage manufacturing to increase employment opportunities. Because of this
focus, current development policies are not conducive to improving socioeconomic
well-being in many rural areas. Without intending it, the United States is headed to a
rural America of the rich and the poor — of resorts and pockets of persistent poverty
(Stauber, 2002). Unfortunately, the state is still focusing its efforts into attracting
such firms at a time when a more effective policy might focus on increasing
entrepreneurship at the community level.

Understanding the poverty and educational situation in Mississippi, and
particularly its Delta region is a complex, politically charged and resource-heavy
investment the state will eventually have to make in order to turn around its public

education system and continue to improve itself socioeconomically. The way firms do



148

business, the way the world approaches trade, and the way national resources are
used has changed drastically in the last 20 or 30 years. Mississippi, then, must be
willing to make drastic changes in the way it approaches and education systems in

order to fully participate.
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Appendix |
Map of Mississippi’s Public High Schools
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Appendix 11

Delta Region Counties
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Tunica
Coahoma
Bolivar
Washington
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Issaquena*
Yazoo
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. Sunflower
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*  While this is a Delta core county, its
schools and district have been
consolidated with Sharkey county. Thus
its county level information is not
included in this analysis.

** Peripheral county that shares Delta
region history.
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Selected Socioeconomic Characteristics of High Schools by Region (Delta
and Non-Delta)
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High School School District County Region | GradH | ALG | RLC | HSZE | Pov
Name Rate
ETHEL ATTENDANCE ATTALA CO ATTALA Delta 81 89.6 | 65.9 47.17 20
CENTER SCHOOL DIST
MCADAMS ATTALA CO ATTALA Delta 89.1 944 | 78.6 | 46.33 20
ATTENDANCE SCHOOL DIST
CENTER
RAY BROOKS BENOIT SCHOOL BOLIVAR Delta 93.8 92 64.5 | 22.50 27.3
SCHOOL DISTRICT
JZ GEORGE HIGH CARROLL COUNTY CARROLL Delta 76.7 97.7 | 735 88.17 16.1
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
PORT GIBSON HIGH CLAIBORNE CO CLAIBORNE Delta 85.8 90.1 | 90.9 | 122.75 | 25.5
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
CLARKSDALE HIGH CLARKSDALE COAHOMA Delta 88.3 97.1 | 76.6 | 187.00 | 28.3
SCHOOL MUNICIPAL
SCHOOL DIST
CLEVELAND HIGH CLEVELAND BOLIVAR Delta 94.2 92.8 | 904 | 134.25 | 27.3
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
EAST SIDE HIGH CLEVELAND BOLIVAR Delta 89.4 100 | 59.2 | 121.25 | 27.3
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
COAHOMA COAHOMA CO AHS COAHOMA Delta 70.2 63.6 | 405 | 74.25 28.3
AGRICULTURAL
HIGH SCHOOL
COAHOMA COUNTY COAHOMA COAHOMA Delta 75.9 844 | 68.7 | 86.25 | 283
HIGH SCHOOL COUNTY SCHOOL
DISTRICT
COFFEEVILLE HIGH COFFEEVILLE YALOBUSHA Delta 67.3 95.8 90 47.40 19
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
DESOTO CENTRAL DESOTO CO DESOTO Delta 91.5 995 | 96.8 | 259.25 | 8.6
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
HERNANDO HIGH DESOTO CO DESOTO Delta 91.5 935 | 89.3 | 259.25 | 8.6
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
HORN LAKE HIGH DESOTO CO DESOTO Delta 92.6 916 | 884 | 358.75 | 8.6
SCHOOL DIST
OLIVE BRANCH DESOTO CO DESOTO Delta 94 94 91 433.75 8.6
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
SOUTHAVEN HIGH DESOTO CO DESOTO Delta 95.6 942 | 87.6 | 356.50 | 8.6
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
DREW HIGH SCHOOL DREW SCHOOL SUNFLOWER Delta 78.4 73 615 | 53.80 | 30.3
DIST
DURANT HIGH DURANT PUBLIC HOLMES Delta 80.7 95.2 | 79.2 | 47.67 32.2
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
RIDGELAND HIGH MADISON CO MADISON Non- 100 95.7 88 195.50 | 13.2
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST Delta
VELMA JACKSON MADISON CO MADISON Non- 94.1 91.8 | 645 | 97.25 13.2
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST Delta
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High School School County Region GradH ALG RLC HSZE Pov
District Name Rate
CHARLESTON EAST TALLAHATC Delta 68.8 76.3 76.7 106.75 25.6
HIGH SCHOOL | TALLAHATCHI HIE
E CONSOL SCH
DIST
GREENVILLE GREENVILLE WASHINGTO Delta 72.8 71.6 79.3 416.75 28.4
WESTON PUBLIC N
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOLS
GREENWOOD GREENWOOD LEFLORE Delta 77.6 69.4 84.4 184.00 29.4
HIGH SCHOOL PUBLIC
SCHOOL
DISTRICT
GRENADA GRENADA GRENADA Delta 84.9 87 83.6 301.00 18.5
HIGH SCHOOL DIST
SIMMONS HOLLANDALE WASHINGTO Delta 79.5 85.2 717 69.00 28.4
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST N
JJ MC CLAIN HOLMES CO HOLMES Delta 83.3 96.4 82.5 120.29 32.2
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
WILLIAMS HOLMES CO HOLMES Delta 87.9 73.3 84.2 44.46 32.2
SULLIVAN SCHOOL DIST
HIGH SCHOOL
SV HOLMES CO HOLMES Delta 77.3 99.1 95.2 77.38 32.2
MARSHALL SCHOOL DIST
HIGH SCHOOL
HUMPHREYS HUMPHREYS HUMPHREYS Delta 73.8 94.5 77.2 121.50 30.2
COUNTY HIGH CO SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
GENTRY HIGH INDIANOLA SUNFLOWER Delta 85.2 65.6 70.1 215.33 30.3
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
KOSCIUSKO KOSCIUSKO ATTALA Delta 99.1 97.8 84.2 146.00 20
SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
AMANDA ELZY LEFLORE CO LEFLORE Delta 85.4 89.1 87.7 106.33 29.4
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
LEFLORE LEFLORE CO LEFLORE Delta 7 80.7 82.1 83.33 29.4
COUNTY HIGH SCHOOL DIST
SCHOOL
LELAND HIGH LELAND WASHINGTO Delta 83 98.1 97.8 70.50 28.4
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST N
MONTGOMER MONTGOMERY MONTGOME Delta 88.6 95.8 71.9 32.25 20.8
Y COUNTY CO SCHOOL RY
HIGH SCHOOL DIST
JOHN F MOUND BOLIVAR Delta 85.4 894 80 54.33 27.3
KENNEDY BAYOU PUBLIC
MEMORIAL HI SCHOOL
SCHOOL
BROAD NORTH BOLIVAR Delta 83.1 73.9 80.7 57.00 27.3
STREET HIGH BOLIVAR
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
EDINBURG LEAKE CO LEAKE Non- 93.6 85 95.8 39.38 19.9
ATTENDANCE SCHOOL DIST Delta
CENTER
PROVINE JACKSON HINDS Non- 62.5 77.1 70.8 261.75 20.5
HIGH SCHOOL PUBLIC Delta

SCHOOL DIST
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High School School County Region GradH ALG RLC HSZE Pov
District Name Rate
NORTH NORTH PANOLA Delta 60.7 74.1 62.5 103.25 20.9
PANOLA PANOLA
HIGH SCHOOLS
SCHOOL
M. S. PALMER | QUITMAN CO QUITMAN Delta 72.2 91.3 66.7 107.60 27.3
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
SENATOBIA SENATOBIA TATE Delta 86.6 99.1 96.2 128.00 15
JR SR HIGH MUNICIPAL
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
SHAW HIGH SHAW BOLIVAR Delta 88.5 97.8 77.8 55.20 27.3
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
SOUTH SOUTH SHARKEY Delta 72.2 72 60.3 89.00 29.4
DELTA HIGH DELTA
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
SOUTH SOUTH PANOLA Delta 817 87.3 70.4 317.25 20.9
PANOLA PANOLA
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
RULEVILLE SUNFLOWER | SUNFLOWE Delta 68.9 94.3 77.1 84.50 30.3
CENTRAL CO SCHOOL R
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
COLDWATER TATE CO TATE Delta 73.1 77.1 67.5 77.33 15
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
INDEPENDEN TATE CO TATE Delta 78 58.1 69 123.67 15
CE HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
ROSA FORT TUNICA TUNICA Delta 80.7 73.4 63.5 140.00 22.4
HIGH COUNTY
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
VICKSBURG VICKSBURG WARREN Delta 61.1 90.1 83.1 280.25 17.6
HIGH WARREN
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
WARREN VICKSBURG WARREN Delta 70 90.1 83.3 272.75 17.6
CENTRAL WARREN
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
WATER WATER YALOBUSH Delta 82.2 93.2 95.5 90.83 19
VALLEY HIGH VALLEY A
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
WEST WEST BOLIVAR Delta 91.6 52.3 82.2 81.50 27.3
BOLIVAR BOLIVAR
DIST HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
WEST WEST TALLAHAT Delta 86 67.4 62.1 87.17 25.6
TALLAHATCH TALLAHATC CHIE
IE HIGH HIE SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
O'BANNON WESTERN WASHINGT Delta 76.5 87.5 66.7 74.00 284
HIGH LINE ON
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
RIVERSIDE WESTERN WASHINGT Delta 73.1 81.7 79.7 83.67 284
HIGH LINE ON
SCHOOL SCHOOL

DISTRICT
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High School School County Region GradH ALG RLC HSZE Pov
District Name Rate
WINONA ABERDEEN MONROE Non- 79.4 91.2 74 124.25 16.3
SECONDARY SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
BIGGERSVIL ALCORN ALCORN Non- 87.9 100 92.9 39.33 16.2
LE HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
ALCORN ALCORN ALCORN Non- 83.2 80 83.1 124.75 16.2
CENTRAL SCHOOL Delta
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
KOSSUTH ALCORN ALCORN Non- 90.1 79.4 91 109.50 16.2
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
AMITE AMITE CO AMITE Non- 84.8 75.4 83.3 94.75 18.5
COUNTY SCHOOL Delta
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
AMORY AMORY MONROE Non- 90.7 82.6 884 129.75 16.3
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
BALDWYN BALDWYN PRENTISS Non- 100 97.1 74.5 66.00 15.2
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DISTRICT
BAY HIGH BAY ST HANCOCK Non- 75.4 86.9 86.5 166.75 15.7
SCHOOL LOUIS Delta
WAVELAND
SCHOOL
DIST
ASHLAND BENTON CO BENTON Non- 76.7 95.7 824 63.14 20
MIDDLE/HIG SCHOOL Delta
H SCHOOL DIST
HICKORY BENTON CO BENTON Non- 80 95.8 96.3 39.38 20
FLAT SCHOOL Delta
ATTENDANC DIST
E CENTER
BILOXI HIGH BILOXI HARRISO Non- 85.4 98.2 93.1 382.33 16.5
SCHOOL PUBLIC N Delta
SCHOOL
DIST
BOONEVILLE BOONEVILL PRENTISS Non- 96.8 96.5 92.2 90.25 15.2
HIGH E SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
BROOKHAVE | BROOKHAVE LINCOLN Non- 82.8 87.1 81 195.75 17.7
N HIGH N SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
CALHOUN CALHOUN CALHOUN Non- 74 81.8 67.4 52.57 16.9
CITY HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
BRUCE HIGH CALHOUN CALHOUN Non- 90 90.7 824 79.67 16.9
SCHOOL CO SCHOOL Delta
DIST
VARDAMAN CALHOUN CALHOUN Non- 86.5 92.9 92.1 44.17 16.9
HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
CANTON CANTON MADISON Non- 62.1 91.7 75.3 225.25 13.2
PUBLIC PUBLIC Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
HOULKA CHICKASAW CHICKAS Non- 82.6 95.4 96.6 40.77 17.6
ATTENDANC CO SCHOOL AW Delta
E CENTER DIST
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High School School County Region GradH ALG RLC HSZE Pov
District Name Rate
ACKERMAN COLUMBUS LOWNDES Non- 80.1 89.5 81.4 340.2 19.2
HIGH MUNICIPAL Delta 5
SCHOOL DIST
CRYSTAL COPIAH CO COPIAH Non- 80.6 37.3 73.6 137.75 21.2
SPRINGS SCHOOL DIST Delta
HIGH
SCHOOL
WESSON COPIAH CO COPIAH Non- 75.6 97.2 89.6 78.77 21.2
ATTENDANCE | SCHOOL DIST Delta
CENTER
CORINTH CORINTH ALCORN Non- 81 95.5 91.2 118.25 16.2
HIGH SCHOOL DIST Delta
SCHOOL
COLLINS COVINGTON COVINGTO Non- 82 73 70.5 129.50 19.3
HIGH CO SCHOOLS N Delta
SCHOOL
MOUNT COVINGTON COVINGTO Non- 66.7 74.3 64 38.38 19.3
OLIVE CO SCHOOLS N Delta
ATTENDANCE
CENTER
SEMINARY COVINGTON COVINGTO Non- 88.6 92.2 83.8 86.00 19.3
ATTENDANCE CO SCHOOLS N Delta
CENTER
HEIDELBERG EAST JASPER JASPER Non- 95.8 58 72.7 90.50 20.8
HIGH CONSOLIDAT Delta
SCHOOL ED SCH DIST
ENTERPRISE ENTERPRISE CLARKE Non- 92 98 93.8 54.25 18.9
HIGH SCHOOL DIST Delta
SCHOOL
FOREST HIGH FOREST SCOTT Non- 78.5 79.2 78.7 100.75 16
SCHOOL MUNICIPAL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
FORREST FORREST FORREST Non- 77.50 90.70 88.10 137.50 20.4
COUNTY COUNTY AG Delta
AGRICULTUR HIGH
AL HI SCH SCHOOL
NORTH FORREST FORREST Non- 79.3 96.4 90.6 70.83 204
FORREST COUNTY Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
FRANKLIN FRANKLIN CO | FRANKLIN Non- 87.50 94.30 82.20 114.50 19.5
HIGH SCHOOL DIST Delta
SCHOOL
GEORGE GEORGE CO GEORGE Non- 77.3 88.3 82.1 252.75 16.1
COUNTY SCHOOL DIST Delta
HIGH
SCHOOL
GREENE GREENE GREENE Non- 77.3 97.8 89.1 128.50 19.8
COUNTY COUNTY Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
GULFPORT GULFPORT HARRISO Non- 82 96.7 87.6 436.75 16.5
HIGH SCHOOL DIST N Delta
SCHOOL
HANCOCK HANCOCK CO | HANCOCK Non- 76.3 94.5 86.4 300.0 15.7
HIGH SCHOOL DIST Delta 0
SCHOOL
DIBERVILLE HARRISON HARRISO Non- 78.8 96.4 86.1 243.25 16.5
SENIOR HIGH CO SCHOOL N Delta
SCH DIST
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HARRISON HINDS CO HINDS Non- 66.7 73.9 53.8 76.75 20.5
CENTRAL AHS Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
RAYMOND HINDS CO HINDS Non- 72.2 85.7 77.3 117.50 20.5
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL Delta
DIST
TERRY HIGH HINDS CO HINDS Non- 85.9 91.8 83.3 241.50 20.5
SCHOOL SCHOOL Delta
DIST
HOLLY HOLLY MARSHALL Non- 84.6 78.1 72.1 138.83 19.1
SPRINGS SPRINGS Delta
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
HOUSTON HOUSTON CHICKASA Non- 71.1 100 86.8 130.50 17.6
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL w Delta
DIST
ITAWAMBA ITAWAMB ITAWAMB Non- 80 96.3 815 156.50 13.7
AGRICULTUR ACO A Delta
AL HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
MANTACHIE ITAWAMB ITAWAMB Non- 78.7 94.4 86.2 81.77 13.7
ATTENDANCE ACO A Delta
CENTER SCHOOL
DIST
TREMONT ITAWAMB ITAWAMB Non- 69.2 89.3 815 26.54 13.7
ATTENDANCE ACO A Delta
CENTER SCHOOL
DIST
ST MARTIN JACKSON JACKSON Non- 75.5 96.8 92 271.40 15
HIGH SCHOOL (of0] Delta
SCHOOL
DIST
EAST JACKSON JACKSON Non- 82.1 96.9 90.2 188.75 15
CENTRAL CcO Delta
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
VANCLEAVE JACKSON JACKSON Non- 74.4 99.2 87.8 163.00 15
HIGH SCHOOL co Delta
SCHOOL
DIST
BAILEY JACKSON HINDS Non- 71.6 72.6 80 141.00 20.5
MAGNET PUBLIC Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
CALLAWAY JACKSON HINDS Non- 76.9 94 70.9 245.25 20.5
HIGH SCHOOL PUBLIC Delta
SCHOOL
DIST
FOREST HILL JACKSON HINDS Non- 61.9 83.8 78 271.00 20.5
HIGH SCHOOL PUBLIC Delta
SCHOOL
DIST
HILL HIGH JACKSON HINDS Non- 58.1 915 825 280.75 20.5
SCHOOL PUBLIC Delta
SCHOOL
DIST
LANIER HIGH JACKSON HINDS Non- 65.5 64.6 64.1 247.25 20.5
SCHOOL PUBLIC Delta
SCHOOL
DIST
MURRAH JACKSON HINDS Non- 80.4 93.4 93.5 297.25 20.5
HIGH SCHOOL PUBLIC Delta
SCHOOL

DIST
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WINGFIELD JACKSON HINDS Non- 64.8 84.3 70.7 249.0 20.5
HIGH PUBLIC Delta 0
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
JEFFERSON JEFFERSON JEFFERSON Non- 98.9 87.7 65.7 117.00 27.9
CO HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
DIST
PRENTISS JEFFERSON JEFFERSON Non- 91.4 48.6 73.8 93.00 22.9
SENIOR DAVIS CO DAVIS Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
WEST JONES CO JONES Non- 87.4 92.8 88.1 229.33 18.7
JONES SCHOOL Delta
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
KEMPER KEMPER CO KEMPER Non- 65.8 81.4 75.4 90.83 19.9
COUNTY SCHOOL Delta
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
LAFAYETTE LAFAYETTE LAFAYETTE Non- 934 97.1 82 147.00 15.8
HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
SUMRALL LAMAR LAMAR Non- 85.6 95.7 91.1 98.86 13.9
MIDDLE & COUNTY Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
OAK GROVE LAMAR LAMAR Non- 90.3 97.3 97.2 283.25 13.9
HIGH COUNTY Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
PURVIS LAMAR LAMAR Non- 84 91 96.6 122.50 13.9
HIGH COUNTY Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
WEST LAUDERDA LAUDERDA Non- 91.2 98.4 97.6 153.25 18.8
LAUDERDA LE CO LE Delta
LE SCHOOL
ATTENDAN DIST
CE CENTER
NORTHEAS LAUDERDA LAUDERDA Non- 78 97.6 88.3 158.75 18.8
T LE CO LE Delta
LAUDERDA SCHOOL
LE HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
SOUTHEAST LAUDERDA LAUDERDA Non- 84.1 100 83.5 98.75 18.8
ATTENDAN LE CO LE Delta
CE CENTER SCHOOL
DIST
CLARKDALE LAUDERDA LAUDERDA Non- 80.5 97.6 100 74.08 18.8
ATTENDAN LE CO LE Delta
CE CENTER SCHOOL
DIST
LAUREL LAUREL JONES Non- 74.1 817 80.7 179.00 18.7
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DISTRICT
LAWRENCE LAWRENCE LAWRENCE Non- 82.1 88.2 80.8 164.75 175
COUNTY CO SCHOOL Delta
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
SOUTH LEAKE CO LEAKE Non- 76.8 94.1 80 53.50 19.9
LEAKE SCHOOL Delta
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
CARTHAGE LEAKE CO LEAKE Non- 73.9 76.2 87 104.25 19.9
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
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THOMASTOW LEAKE CO LEAKE Non- 76.2 85.2 76 29.00 19.9
N SCHOOL Delta
ATTENDANCE DIST
CENTER
MOOREVILLE LEE LEE Non- 89.1 100 87.2 96.43 14.1
HIGH COUNTY Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
SHANNON LEE LEE Non- 85.1 84.9 85.6 136.14 14.1
HIGH COUNTY Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
SALTILLO LEE LEE Non- 81.6 98 89.4 160.50 14.1
HIGH COUNTY Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
BOGUE LINCOLN LINCOLN Non- 87.5 90.2 88.2 42.92 17.7
CHITTO CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
ENTERPRISE LINCOLN LINCOLN Non- 93.6 100 92.3 55.31 17.7
SCHOOL CO SCHOOL Delta
DIST
LOYD STAR LINCOLN LINCOLN Non- 94.9 91.1 90.5 73.38 17.7
SCHOOL CO SCHOOL Delta
DIST
WEST LINCOLN LINCOLN Non- 91.8 94.3 87 48.92 17.7
LINCOLN CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
LONG BEACH LONG HARRISO Non- 79.2 98.1 92 264.75 16.5
SENIOR HIGH BEACH N Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
LOUISVILLE LOUISVILL WINSTON Non- 76.4 88.5 74.5 154.00 20
HIGH E Delta
SCHOOL MUNICIPAL
SCHOOL
DIST
NANIH LOUISVILL WINSTON Non- 91.2 100 93.3 37.23 20
WAIYA E Delta
ATTENDANCE | MUNICIPAL
CENTER SCHOOL
DIST
NOXAPATER LOUISVILL WINSTON Non- 83.3 100 73.9 32.92 20
ATTENDANCE E Delta
CENTER MUNICIPAL
SCHOOL
DIST
CALEDONIA LOWNDES LOWNDE Non- 66.3 89.9 91.8 117.00 19.2
HIGH CO SCHOOL S Delta
SCHOOL DIST
NEW HOPE LOWNDES LOWNDE Non- 84.7 88 89.3 210.00 19.2
HIGH CO SCHOOL S Delta
SCHOOL DIST
WEST LOWNDES LOWNDE Non- 96.9 70.6 86.2 49.00 19.2
LOWNDES CO SCHOOL S Delta
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
LUMBERTON LUMBERTO LAMAR Non- 82 100 97.7 57.00 13.9
HIGH N PUBLIC Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DISTRICT
MADISON MADISON MADISON Non- 94.3 89.8 89.5 432.00 13.2
CENTRAL CO SCHOOL Delta
HIGH DIST

SCHOOL
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EAST MARION MARION Non- 81.3 84.8 76.2 73.75 21.7
MARION CcO Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
WEST MARION MARION Non- 79.8 93.2 74.3 92.75 21.7
MARION (of0) Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
POTTS MARSHAL MARSHALL Non- 81.6 98.3 87.2 59.11 19.1
CAMP LCO Delta
ATTENDANC SCHOOL
E CENTER DIST
BYHALIA MARSHAL MARSHALL Non- 77.9 95.2 85.7 129.25 19.1
HIGH L CO Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
H W BYERS MARSHAL MARSHALL Non- 79.6 79.6 51.2 64.08 19.1
ATTENDANC L CO Delta
E CENTER SCHOOL
DIST
MCCOMB MCCOMB PIKE Non- 91 76.5 69.1 188.25 22.8
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DISTRICT
MERIDIAN MERIDIAN LAUDERDAL Non- 70.9 80.6 76.8 396.00 18.8
HIGH PUBLIC E Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
HAMILTON MONROE MONROE Non- 78.1 80.9 82.1 55.31 16.3
HIGH (of0) Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
HATLEY MONROE MONROE Non- 79 86.7 79.1 79.69 16.3
HIGH CcO Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
SMITHVILLE MONROE MONROE Non- 86.5 97.6 87.5 53.69 16.3
HIGH (of0) Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
MOSS POINT MOSS JACKSON Non- 64.4 78.2 63.4 305.75 15
HIGH POINT Delta
SCHOOL SEPARATE
SCHOOL
DIST
NATCHEZ NATCHEZ- ADAMS Non- 92.4 63.9 67.8 312.75 22.3
HIGH ADAMS Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
NESHOBA NESHOBA NESHOBA Non- 77.7 88 89.4 200.0 18.6
CENTRAL COUNTY Delta 0
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
NETTLETON NETTLETO LEE Non- 87.1 96.6 87.5 91.25 14.1
HIGH N SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
NEW NEW UNION Non- 925 96.7 86.8 136.75 12.8
ALBANY ALBANY Delta
HIGH PUBLIC
SCHOOL SCHOOLS
NEWTON NEWTON NEWTON Non- 85 98.7 95.6 121.43 16.9
COUNTY COUNTY Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
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WALNUT NORTH TIPPAH TIPPAH Non-Delta 87.2 100 94 36.08 15.7
ATTENDANCE SCHOOL DIST
CENTER
NOXUBEE COUNTY NOXUBEE COUNTY NOXUBEE Non-Delta 82.1 69.8 | 70.2 | 163.50 | 26.8
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DISTRICT
OCEAN SPRINGS OCEAN SPRINGS JACKSON Non-Delta 875 95.3 | 90.2 | 408.75 15
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
OKOLONA HIGH OKOLONA CHICKASAW | Non-Delta 71.2 100 | 97.6 63.67 17.6
SCHOOL SEPARATE SCHOOL
DIST
EAST OKTIBBEHA OKTIBBEHA OKTIBBEHA | Non-Delta 77.1 86.4 | 90.5 | 41.00 21.4
COUNTY HIGH COUNTY SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
WEST OKTIBBEHA OKTIBBEHA OKTIBBEHA | Non-Delta 76.9 100 | 79.2 | 26.50 21.4
COUNTY HIGH COUNTY SCHOOL
SCHOOL DISTRICT
OXFORD HIGH OXFORD SCHOOL LAFAYETTE | Non-Delta 80.3 97 86.7 | 205.75 15.8
SCHOOL DISTRICT
GAUTIER HIGH PASCAGOULA JACKSON Non-Delta 78 994 | 92.2 | 205.75 15
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
PASCAGOULA HIGH PASCAGOULA JACKSON Non-Delta 80.9 97.2 | 89.6 | 301.50 15
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
PASS CHRISTIAN PASS CHRISTIAN HARRISON Non-Delta 93.9 95.7 | 88.7 | 144.75 16.5
HIGH SCHOOL PUBLIC SCHOOL
DIST
PEARL HIGH PEARL PUBLIC RANKIN Non-Delta 84 92.2 | 93.8 | 243.75 | 10.4
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
PEARL RIVER PEARL RIVER CO PEARL Non-Delta 85.3 97.6 | 95.8 | 191.50 18.1
CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL DIST RIVER
SCHOOL
PERRY CENTRAL PERRY CO SCHOOL PERRY Non-Delta 79.6 87.3 | 87.3 | 80.50 18.3
HIGH SCHOOL DIST
PETAL HIGH PETAL SCHOOL FORREST Non-Delta 91.5 100 91.7 | 24950 | 20.4
DIST
PHILADELPHIA PHILADELPHIA NESHOBA Non-Delta 76.3 100 | 72.2 79.75 18.6
HIGH SCHOOL PUBLIC SCHOOL
DIST
PICAYUNE PICAYUNE SCHOOL PEARL Non-Delta 85.3 91.2 | 83.4 | 277.25 18.1
MEMORIAL HIGH DIST RIVER
SCHOOL
PONTOTOC HIGH PONTOTOC CITY PONTOTOC | Non-Delta 97.3 99.1 | 959 | 149.25 13.2
SCHOOL SCHOOLS
NORTH PONTOTOC PONTOTOC CO PONTOTOC | Non-Delta 95.5 100 | 95.2 | 112.50 13.2
HIGH SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
FALKNER HIGH NORTH TIPPAH TIPPAH Non-Delta 97.4 96.8 | 85.7 | 47.83 15.7
SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
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SOUTH PONTOTOC PONTOTO Non- 93.3 96.7 99 109.50 13.2
PONTOTOC CO SCHOOL C Delta
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
POPLARVILL | POPLARVILL PEARL Non- 87.8 98.7 91.3 133.75 18.1
EJRSRHIGH | ESEPARATE RIVER Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
NEW SITE PRENTISS PRENTISS Non- 83.3 100 93.3 64.75 15.2
HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
JUMPERTOW PRENTISS PRENTISS Non- 95.7 100 81 25.00 15.2
N HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
THRASHER PRENTISS PRENTISS Non- 71.4 95.8 82.6 34.69 15.2
HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
WHEELER PRENTISS PRENTISS Non- 80 100 92.9 37.62 15.2
HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
QUITMAN QUITMAN CLARKE Non- 80.8 91.7 84.6 164.50 18.9
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
MCLAURIN RANKIN CO RANKIN Non- 89 90.9 94.2 90.17 10.4
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
PELAHATCHI RANKIN CO RANKIN Non- 85.7 91.8 76 55.83 10.4
E SCHOOL Delta
ATTENDANC DIST
E CENTER
PISGAH RANKIN CO RANKIN Non- 85.7 95.7 97.6 44.17 10.4
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
BRANDON RANKIN CO RANKIN Non- 96.2 95.7 93.7 299.00 10.4
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
FLORENCE RANKIN CO RANKIN Non- 92.8 817 83.3 148.50 10.4
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
NORTHWEST RANKIN CO RANKIN Non- 96.3 88.1 90.5 306.0 10.4
RANKIN SCHOOL Delta 0
HIGH DIST
SCHOOL
RICHLAND RANKIN CO RANKIN Non- 79 81.3 87 91.50 10.4
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
PUCKETT RANKIN CO RANKIN Non- 95.2 78.6 84.1 52.69 10.4
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
RICHTON RICHTON PERRY Non- 80.3 92.5 91.5 54.83 18.3
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
MORTON SCOTT CO SCOTT Non- 84 92.6 85.5 103.75 16
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
LAKE SCOTT CO SCOTT Non- 91.3 91.3 82.6 39.85 16
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
SCOTT SCOTT CO SCOTT Non- 80 80.9 87.5 76.00 16
CENTRAL SCHOOL Delta
ATTENDANC DIST

E CENTER
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SEBASTOPOL SCOTT CO SCOTT Non- 82.1 100 82.8 47.54 16
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
MAGEE HIGH SIMPSON SIMPSON Non- 73.3 94.6 69.2 127.25 19.7
SCHOOL CO SCHOOL Delta
DIST
MENDENHAL SIMPSON SIMPSON Non- 80.5 89.5 74.3 157.25 19.7
L HIGH CO SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
RALEIGH SMITH CO SMITH Non- 875 99 80.9 103.33 16.4
HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
MIZE SMITH CO SMITH Non- 91.3 96.4 89.7 62.46 16.4
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
TAYLORSVIL SMITH CO SMITH Non- 90 100 83.9 62.86 16.4
LE HIGH SCHOOL Delta
SCHOOL DIST
SOUTH PIKE SOUTH PIKE Non- 83.9 96.3 67.6 144.00 22.8
SENIOR PIKE Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
RIPLEY HIGH SOUTH TIPPAH Non- 89.3 97.4 77.6 118.25 15.7
SCHOOL TIPPAH Delta
SCHOOL
DIST
BLUE SOUTH TIPPAH Non- 88.9 94.1 93.3 20.15 15.7
MOUNTAIN TIPPAH Delta
HIGH SCHOOL
SCHOOL DIST
PINE GROVE SOUTH TIPPAH Non- 90.2 92.9 82.9 49.38 15.7
HIGH TIPPAH Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
STARKVILLE STARKVILL | OKTIBBEHA Non- 76.2 93.6 79.6 2825 21.4
HIGH E SCHOOL Delta 0
SCHOOL DISTRICT
STONE HIGH STONE CO STONE Non- 89.7 89.9 80.9 185.25 17.3
SCHOOL SCHOOL Delta
DIST
TISHOMING TISHOMING | TISHOMING Non- 88.6 87.9 91.6 150.00 13.9
O COUNTY O COSP (6] Delta
HIGH MUN SCH
SCHOOL DIST
BELMONT TISHOMING | TISHOMING Non- 100 90.6 90.4 73.69 13.9
SCHOOL OCOSsP (0] Delta
MUN SCH
DIST
TUPELO TUPELO LEE Non- 87.6 88.7 84.2 469.25 14.1
HIGH PUBLIC Delta
SCHOOL SCHOOL
DIST
EAST UNION UNION CO UNION Non- 79.4 100 100 65.31 12.8
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
INGOMAR UNION CO UNION Non- 93.1 96.3 93.1 45.31 12.8
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
MYRTLE UNION CO UNION Non- 80 94 90 54.31 12.8
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
WEST UNION UNION CO UNION Non- 88.5 94.3 94.4 45.69 12.8
ATTENDANC SCHOOL Delta
E CENTER DIST
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UNION UNION NEWTON Non- 78.6 100 84.8 64.54 16.9

HIGH PUBLIC Delta

SCHOOL SCHOOL DIST
TYLERTOW WALTHALL WALTHAL Non- 72.5 92.1 77.9 134.00 22.3
N HIGH CO SCHOOL L Delta
SCHOOL DIST
DEXTER WALTHALL WALTHAL Non- 74.1 84 56.3 23.92 22.3
HIGH CO SCHOOL L Delta
SCHOOL DIST
SALEM WALTHALL WALTHAL Non- 72.7 75.6 78.4 41.38 22.3
HIGH CO SCHOOL L Delta
SCHOOL DIST
WAYNE WAYNE CO WAYNE Non- 75 95 78 269.50 20.6
COUNTY SCHOOL DIST Delta
HIGH
SCHOOL
EAST WEBSTER CO WEBSTER Non- 91.2 95.8 94.6 57.33 18.4
WEBSTER SCHOOL DIST Delta
HIGH
SCHOOL
EUPORA WEBSTER CO WEBSTER Non- 81.7 94.2 83.3 80.33 18.4
HIGH SCHOOL DIST Delta
SCHOOL
BAY WEST JASPER JASPER Non- 82.5 100 82 64.25 20.8
SPRINGS CONSOLIDAT Delta
HIGH ED SCHOOLS
SCHOOL
STRINGER WEST JASPER JASPER Non- 94.3 94.1 93 52.15 20.8
ATTENDAN CONSOLIDAT Delta
CE CENTER ED SCHOOLS

WEST WEST POINT CLAY Non- 85.1 86.5 73.1 272.25 20.6
POINT SCHOOL DIST Delta

HIGH

SCHOOL
WILKINSON WILKINSON WILKINSO Non- 84.2 78.9 64.7 100.0 27.9
COUNTY CO SCHOOL N Delta 0
HIGH DIST
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ATTALA CO SCHOOL DIST ATTALA Delta 85.20 922 | 70.8 1300 20

BENOIT SCHOOL BOLIVAR Delta 93.80 92 | 64.5 315 27.3

DISTRICT

CARROLL COUNTY CARROLL Delta 76.70 97.7 73.5 1109 16.1

SCHOOL DIST

CLAIBORNE CO SCHOOL CLAIBORNE Delta 85.80 92.3 | 90.9 1600 255

DIST

CLARKSDALE MUNICIPAL COAHOMA Delta 88.30 94 | 76.6 3703 28.3

SCHOOL DIST

CLEVELAND SCHOOL BOLIVAR Delta 92.00 96.5 74.2 3666 27.3

DIST

COAHOMA CO AHS COAHOMA Delta 70.20 | 63.6 | 40.5 297 28.3

COAHOMA COUNTY COAHOMA Delta 75.90 | 84.4 | 68.7 1923 28.3

SCHOOL DISTRICT

COFFEEVILLE SCHOOL YALOBUSHA Delta 67.30 95.8 90 695 19

DIST

DESOTO CO SCHOOL DIST | DE SOTO Delta 93.70 | 95.6 | 90.2 | 23672 8.6

DREW SCHOOL DIST SUNFLOWER Delta 78.40 73 61.5 678 30.3

DURANT PUBLIC SCHOOL HOLMES Delta 80.70 95.2 79.2 646 32.2

DIST

EAST TALLAHATCHIE TALLAHATCHIE Delta 68.80 76.3 74.7 1664 25.6

CONSOL SCH DIST

GREENVILLE PUBLIC WASHINGTON Delta 72.80 75.6 79.3 7383 28.4

SCHOOLS

GREENWOOD PUBLIC LEFLORE Delta 77.60 748 | 844 3422 29.4

SCHOOL DISTRICT

GRENADA SCHOOL DIST GRENADA Delta 84.90 90.1 | 83.6 4715 18.5

HOLLANDALE SCHOOL WASHINGTON Delta 79.50 85.2 71.7 995 284

DIST

HOLMES CO SCHOOL DIST | HOLMES Delta 8250 | 924 | 86.6 3557 32.2

HUMPHREYS CO SCHOOL HUMPHREYS Delta 73.80 94.5 77.2 1918 30.2

DIST

INDIANOLA SCHOOL DIST | SUNFLOWER Delta 85.20 74.6 77.1 2815 30.3

KOSCIUSKO SCHOOL ATTALA Delta 90.10 | 97.8 | 84.2 | 2085 20

DISTRICT

LEFLORE CO SCHOOL LEFLORE Delta 81.40 85.1 85 2996 29.4

DIST

LELAND SCHOOL DIST WASHINGTON Delta 83.00 98.1 | 97.8 1182 28.4

MONTGOMERY CO MONTGOMERY Delta 88.60 95.8 71.9 549 20.8

SCHOOL DIST

MOUND BAYOU PUBLIC BOLIVAR Delta 85.40 | 89.4 80 719 27.3

SCHOOL

NORTH BOLIVAR SCHOOL | BOLIVAR Delta 83.10 73.9 | 80.7 917 27.3

DISTRICT

NORTH PANOLA SCHOOLS | PANOLA Delta 60.70 74.1 62.5 1751 209

QUITMAN CO SCHOOL QUITMAN Delta 72.20 91.3 66.7 1604 27.3

DIST

SENATOBIA MUNICIPAL TATE Delta 86.60 99.1 | 96.2 1738 15

SCHOOL DIST

SHAW SCHOOL DISTRICT BOLIVAR Delta 88.50 97.8 77.8 728 27.3

SOUTH DELTA SCHOOL SHARKEY Delta 72.20 76.7 | 60.3 1329 29.4

DISTRICT
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SOUTH PANOLA PANOLA Delta 81.70 89.6 70.4 | 4665 20.9

SCHOOL DISTRICT

SUNFLOWER CO SUNFLOWER Delta 68.90 94.3 77.1 1915 30.3

SCHOOL DIST

TATE CO SCHOOL DIST | TATE Delta 76.10 65.6 68.4 | 2863 15

TUNICA COUNTY TUNICA Delta 80.70 74.8 63.5 | 2243 22.4

SCHOOL DISTRICT

VICKSBURG WARREN WARREN Delta 65.60 91.8 83.2 | 8940 17.6

SCHOOL DIST

WATER VALLEY YALOBUSHA Delta 82.20 93.2 95.5 | 1308 19

SCHOOL DISTRICT

WEST BOLIVAR BOLIVAR Delta 91.60 63.5 82.2 1159 27.3

SCHOOL DIST

WEST TALLAHATCHIE TALLAHATCHIE | Delta 86.00 67.4 62.1 1152 25.6

SCHOOL DISTRICT

WESTERN LINE WASHINGTON Delta 75.00 84 73.2 | 2050 28.4

SCHOOL DISTRICT

WINONA SEPARATE MONTGOMERY Delta 79.20 98.6 86.3 | 1244 20.8

SCHOOL DIST

YAZOO CITY YAZOO Delta 67.20 73.8 60.7 | 2893 27

MUNICIPAL SCHOOL

DIST

YAZOO CO SCHOOL YAZOO Delta 78.30 74.4 75.4 | 1873 27

DIST

ABERDEEN SCHOOL MONROE Non-Delta 79.40 91.2 74 | 1667 16.3

DIST

ALCORN SCHOOL DIST | ALCORN Non-Delta 86.60 89.2 849 | 3779 16.2

AMITE CO SCHOOL AMITE Non-Delta 84.80 75.4 83.3 | 1436 18.5

DIST

AMORY SCHOOL DIST MONROE Non-Delta 90.70 87.8 88.4 | 1832 16.3

BALDWYN SCHOOL PRENTISS Non-Delta 100.00 97.1 88.4 975 15.2

DISTRICT

BAY ST LOUIS HANCOCK Non-Delta 75.40 88.6 86.5 | 2253 15.7

WAVELAND SCHOOL

DIST

BENTON CO SCHOOL BENTON Non-Delta 78.30 95.8 87.2 | 1309 20

DIST

BILOXI PUBLIC HARRISON Non-Delta 85.40 94 93.1 | 6228 16.5

SCHOOL DIST

BOONEVILLE SCHOOL | PRENTISS Non-Delta 96.80 96.5 92.2 | 1382 15.2

DIST

BROOKHAVEN LINCOLN Non-Delta 82.80 89 81 | 2967 17.7

SCHOOL DIST

CALHOUN CO SCHOOL | CALHOUN Non-Delta 83.70 87.7 80.3 | 2546 16.9

DIST

CANTON PUBLIC MADISON Non-Delta 62.10 93.9 75.3 | 3393 13.2

SCHOOL DIST

CHICKASAW CO CHICKASAW Non-Delta 82.60 95 96.6 530 17.6

SCHOOL DIST

CHOCTAW CO SCHOOL | CHOCTAW Non-Delta 84.70 90.4 66.1 | 1787 21.7

DIST

CLINTON PUBLIC HINDS Non-Delta 87.20 | 98.00 | 88.20 | 4899 20.5

SCHOOL DIST

COLUMBIA SCHOOL MARION Non-Delta 88.50 90 82.6 | 1873 21.7

DISTRICT

COLUMBUS LOWNDES Non-Delta 80.10 90.2 81.4 | 4975 19.2

MUNICIPAL SCHOOL

DIST

COPIAH CO SCHOOL COPIAH Non-Delta 78.40 74.8 80.3 | 3069 21.2

DIST

CORINTH SCHOOL ALCORN Non-Delta 81.00 96.6 91.2 | 1808 16.2

DIST
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District Name County Region GradD | ALG | RLC | Size Poverty Rate
Name

ENTERPRISE SCHOOL DIST CLARKE Non- 92.00 98 93.8 869 18.9
Delta

FOREST MUNICIPAL SCHOOL | SCOTT Non- 78.50 85.3 78.7 1623 16

DIST Delta

FORREST COUNTY AG HIGH FORREST Non- 77.50 90.7 88.1 550 20.4

SCHOOL Delta

FORREST COUNTY SCHOOL FORREST Non- 79.30 97.3 90.6 2482 20.4

DISTRICT Delta

FRANKLIN CO SCHOOL DIST FRANKLIN Non- 87.50 94.9 82.2 1568 19.5
Delta

GEORGE CO SCHOOL DIST GEORGE Non- 77.30 88.3 82.1 | 4066 16.1
Delta

GREENE COUNTY SCHOOL GREENE Non- 77.30 97.8 89.1 1949 19.8

DISTRICT Delta

GULFPORT SCHOOL DIST HARRISON Non- 82.00 97.4 87.6 6243 16.5
Delta

HANCOCK CO SCHOOL DIST HANCOCK Non- 76.30 95.9 86.4 4391 15.7
Delta

HARRISON CO SCHOOL DIST HARRISON Non- 73.00 95.7 90.6 | 13049 16.5
Delta

HATTIESBURG PUBLIC FORREST Non- 74.20 95.4 74.6 4761 20.4

SCHOOL DIST Delta

HAZLEHURST CITY SCHOOL COPIAH Non- 86.40 82.2 69.2 1712 21.2

DISTRICT Delta

HINDS CO AHS HINDS Non- 66.70 73.9 53 307 20.5
Delta

HINDS CO SCHOOL DIST HINDS Non- 81.70 | 92.20 | 81.00 5776 20.5
Delta

HOLLY SPRINGS SCHOOL MARSHALL Non- 84.60 78.1 72.1 1816 19.1

DIST Delta

HOUSTON SCHOOL DIST CHICKASAW Non- 71.10 100 86.8 1974 17.6
Delta

ITAWAMBA CO SCHOOL DIST | ITAWAMBA Non- 78.30 95.2 82.6 3823 13.7
Delta

JACKSON CO SCHOOL DIST JACKSON Non- 77.20 97.7 90.3 8509 15
Delta

JACKSON PUBLIC SCHOOL HINDS Non- 67.50 87.1 76.9 | 31640 20.5

DIST Delta

JEFFERSON CO SCHOOL DIST | JEFFERSON Non- 98.90 87.7 65.7 1593 27.9
Delta

JEFFERSON DAVIS CO JEFFERSON Non- 80.00 61.1 73.5 2273 22.9

SCHOOL DIST DAVIS Delta

LONG BEACH SCHOOL DIST HARRISON Non- 79.20 98.5 92 3323 16.5
Delta

LOUISVILLE MUNICIPAL WINSTON Non- 77.80 93.9 77.4 2965 20

SCHOOL DIST Delta

LOWNDES CO SCHOOL DIST LOWNDES Non- 80.10 89.6 89.8 5383 19.2
Delta

LUMBERTON PUBLIC LAMAR Non- 82.00 100 97.7 916 13.9

SCHOOL DISTRICT Delta

MADISON CO SCHOOL DIST MADISON Non- 94.90 92.8 86.1 9891 13.2
Delta

MARION CO SCHOOL DIST MARION Non- 80.50 90 75.2 2523 21.7
Delta

MARSHALL CO SCHOOL DIST | MARSHALL Non- 79.10 91.9 78.2 3463 19.1
Delta

MCCOMB SCHOOL DISTRICT PIKE Non- 91.00 82.9 69.1 | 2869 22.8
Delta

MERIDIAN PUBLIC SCHOOL LAUDERDALE Non- 70.90 91 76.8 6742 18.8

DIST Delta

MONROE CO SCHOOL DIST MONROE Non- 80.50 87.8 825 | 2602 16.3
Delta

MOSS POINT SEPARATE JACKSON Non- 64.40 82 63.4 | 4003 15

SCHOOL DIST Delta




168

District Name County_name | Region | Grad. ALG RLC Size | Poverty Rate

Rate percent percent

passed passed

JONES CO SCHOOL JONES Non- 85.00 91.7 89.2 7811 18.7
DIST Delta
KEMPER CO KEMPER Non- 65.80 81.4 75.4 | 1338 19.9
SCHOOL DIST Delta
LAFAYETTE CO LAFAYETTE Non- 93.40 97.7 82 | 2193 15.8
SCHOOL DIST Delta
LAMAR COUNTY LAMAR Non- 87.90 95.9 959 | 7021 13.9
SCHOOL DISTRICT Delta
LAUDERDALE CO LAUDERDALE Non- 83.90 98.6 92.1 | 6595 18.8
SCHOOL DIST Delta
LAUREL SCHOOL JONES Non- 74.10 84.1 80.7 | 3137 18.7
DISTRICT Delta
LAWRENCE CO LAWRENCE Non- 82.10 88.2 83 | 2400 17.5
SCHOOL DIST Delta
LEAKE CO SCHOOL LEAKE Non- 78.10 83.9 84.1 | 3345 19.9
DIST Delta
LEE COUNTY LEE Non- 84.50 93.9 87.6 | 6245 14.1
SCHOOL DISTRICT Delta
LINCOLN CO LINCOLN Non- 92.50 93.5 89.6 | 2867 17.7
SCHOOL DIST Delta
NATCHEZ-ADAMS ADAMS Non- 92.40 66.8 67.8 | 4653 22.3
SCHOOL DIST Delta
NESHOBA COUNTY NESHOBA Non- 77.70 90.7 89.4 | 2975 18.6
SCHOOL DISTRICT Delta
NETTLETON LEE Non- 87.10 96.6 87.5 | 1392 14.1
SCHOOL DIST Delta
NEW ALBANY UNION Non- 92.50 97.6 86.8 | 2034 12.8
PUBLIC SCHOOLS Delta
NEWTON COUNTY NEWTON Non- 85.00 98.7 95.6 | 1749 16.9
SCHOOL DISTRICT Delta
NEWTON NEWTON Non- 72.90 84.6 83.6 | 1047 16.9
MUNICIPAL Delta
SCHOOL DISTRICT
NORTH PIKE PIKE Non- 84.10 96.8 92.3 | 1788 22.8
SCHOOL DIST Delta
NORTH TIPPAH TIPPAH Non- 92.20 98.7 90.6 1357 15.7
SCHOOL DIST Delta
NOXUBEE COUNTY NOXUBEE Non- 82.10 69.8 70.2 | 2220 26.8
SCHOOL DISTRICT Delta
OCEAN SPRINGS JACKSON Non- 87.50 96.8 90.2 | 5252 15
SCHOOL DIST Delta
OKOLONA CHICKASAW Non- 71.20 100 97.6 852 17.6
SEPARATE SCHOOL Delta
DIST
OKTIBBEHA OKTIBBEHA Non- 77.00 93.2 84.4 922 21.4
COUNTY SCHOOL Delta
DISTRICT
OXFORD SCHOOL LAFAYETTE Non- 80.30 98.1 86.7 | 3118 15.8
DISTRICT Delta
PASCAGOULA JACKSON Non- 79.80 98.6 90.6 | 7496 15
SCHOOL DIST Delta
PASS CHRISTIAN HARRISON Non- 93.90 96.4 88.7 | 1954 16.5
PUBLIC SCHOOL Delta
DIST
PEARL PUBLIC RANKIN Non- 84.00 93.4 93.8 | 3647 10.4
SCHOOL DIST Delta
PEARL RIVER CO PEARL RIVER Non- 85.30 97.6 95.8 | 2793 18.1
SCHOOL DIST Delta
PERRY CO SCHOOL PERRY Non- 79.60 89.9 87.3 | 1333 18.3
DIST Delta
PETAL SCHOOL FORREST Non- 91.50 100 91.7 | 3701 20.4
DIST Delta
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District Name County Region GradD | ALG | RLC | Size Poverty Rate
Name

PHILADELPHIA PUBLIC SCHOOL NESHOBA Non- 76.30 100 72.2 1166 18.6

DIST Delta

PICAYUNE SCHOOL DIST PEARL RIVER | Non- 85.30 929 | 834 3814 18.1
Delta

PONTOTOC CITY SCHOOLS PONTOTOC Non- 97.30 99.2 95.9 2275 13.2
Delta

PONTOTOC CO SCHOOL DIST PONTOTOC Non- 9430 | 985 | 97.2 3125 13.2
Delta

POPLARVILLE SEPARATE PEARL RIVER | Non- 87.80 98.7 91.3 2039 18.1

SCHOOL DIST Delta

PRENTISS CO SCHOOL DIST PRENTISS Non- 82.10 | 99.2 | 89.4 | 2279 15.2
Delta

QUITMAN SCHOOL DIST CLARKE Non- 80.80 91.7 | 84.6 2368 18.9
Delta

RANKIN CO SCHOOL DIST RANKIN Non- 93.00 91.9 89.5 | 16014 10.4
Delta

RICHTON SCHOOL DIST PERRY Non- 80.30 90.5 85 733 18.3
Delta

SCOTT CO SCHOOL DIST SCOTT Non- 84.60 | 90.5 85 | 3883 16
Delta

SIMPSON CO SCHOOL DIST SIMPSON Non- 7720 | 92.6 | 72.2 | 4249 19.7
Delta

SMITH CO SCHOOL DIST SMITH Non- 89.20 | 985 | 83.7 3103 16.4
Delta

SOUTH PIKE SCHOOL DIST PIKE Non- 83.90 96.3 67.6 2081 22.8
Delta

SOUTH TIPPAH SCHOOL DIST TIPPAH Non- 89.50 95.6 | 80.4 2709 15.7
Delta

STARKVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT OKTIBBEHA Non- 76.20 94.9 79.6 3886 21.4
Delta

STONE CO SCHOOL DIST STONE Non- 89.70 | 89.9 | 80.9 | 2638 17.3
Delta

TISHOMINGO CO SP MUN SCH TISHOMINGO | Non- 92.40 91.3 91.1 3219 13.9

DIST Delta

TUPELO PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST LEE Non- 87.60 925 | 84.2 7264 14.1
Delta

UNION CO SCHOOL DIST UNION Non- 84.50 96.1 | 946 | 2738 12.8
Delta

UNION PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST NEWTON Non- 78.60 100 | 84.8 839 16.9
Delta

WALTHALL CO SCHOOL DIST WALTHALL Non- 72.90 86.2 75.8 2685 22.3
Delta

WAYNE CO SCHOOL DIST WAYNE Non- 75.00 95 78 3969 20.6
Delta

WEBSTER CO SCHOOL DIST WEBSTER Non- 85.60 949 | 88.8 1880 18.4
Delta

WEST JASPER CONSOLIDATED JASPER Non- 86.70 96.8 87.1 1793 20.8

SCHOOLS Delta

WEST POINT SCHOOL DIST CLAY Non- 85.10 86.5 73.1 3715 20.6
Delta

WILKINSON CO SCHOOL DIST WILKINSON Non- 84.20 78.9 64.7 1563 27.9

Delta
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Appendix V
Correlations (High School Models)
GR|AL|RL| TE [ PU [Del | SZ | ST| Ad [ Blk | FS | TF | LN
GRA| P| 1 |[.198|.328]-04|-10 | -09 | -07 | .021 | .027 | -28 | -05 | -.30 | -.30
Sig. .00 | .00 | 542 | 116 | .185 | .28 | .743 | .677 | .000 | .401 | .000 | .000
ALG | P 1 | 53].060|-06]-19 | -01|-01].166 | -39 |-24 | -14 | -27
Sig. .00 | .350 | .300 | .003 | .796 | .865 | .010 | .000 | .000 | .025 | .000
RLC| P 531 1 |[.053]-21|-25] .08 | .118 | .296 | -48 | -.29 | -.15 [ -27
Sig. .00 415 | .001 | .000 | .194 | .067 | .000 | .000 | .000 | .015 | .000
TED| P|-04] .06 |.053] 1 161 | -.28 | .284 | .069 | .346 | -.06 | -.22 | .238 | .125
Sig. | .542 | .350 | .415 .012 | .000 | .00 | .284 [ .000 | .298 | .000 | .000 | .053
PUP. P|-10]-07|-24] 161 | 1 |-01].061]-32]|.184|.049 | .054 | .173 | -.04
Sig. | .116 | .30 | .001 | .012 863 | .346 | .00 | .004 | .452 | .402 | .007 | .535
Delt| P|[-08]-19|-25]-28|-01] 1 |-00]| .00 |-33].502].699 | .120 | .103
Sig. | .185 | .00 | .00 | .000 | .863 .981 | .994 | .000 | .000 | .000 | .063 | .110
Hsz| P|-07|-01| 08 |.284] 061 |-00| 1 |[.468 | 513 | -.08 | -.09 | .327 | .398
Sig. | .280 | .796 | .194 | .000 | .346 | .981 .00 | .000 | .197 | .144 | .000 | .000
STR| PJ[.021]-01 | .118 | .069 | -32 [ .000 | 468 | 1 |.090 | -.017 | -.116 | .089 | .321
Sig. | .743 | .865 | .067 | .284 | .000 | .994 | .00 163 | .796 | .071 | .168 | .000
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GR| AL | RL |TE| PU | D | Siz | ST | AH Blk FS TF LN
Adult pP|.03|.166 | .30 | .35 | .18 | -3 | .51 | .09 1 -.392 | -.339 | .338 | -.094
HS
Sig. | .67 0lL]|].00|] O|.O0O| .O| .00 | .16 . .000 .000 .00 147
Blacks Pl -3 -4 -5 |-1|.05| 5 -1 |-011|-39 1 576 471 .363
Sig. | . OO| .00 | OO | .29 | 45| O | .19 | .79 | .00 .000 .00 .000
Farm P|-1|-24]-29|-2]| .05 | .6 -1 -1 |-33 576 1 .335 .100
Subs
Sig.| 40| OO | OO| O| 40| .0 | 14 | .O7 | .00 .000 .00 121
TANF P|-2|-14|-15|.23|.173| 1| .32 | .08 | .33 471 .335 1 .234
Sig. | .00 | .02 .01 0O |.00| .O| .00 | .16 | .00 .000 .000 . .000
LUN p| -2 |-28|-27|.12| -0 A | .39 | .32 -1 .363 100 | .234 1
Sig. | .00 | .00 .05 | .53 .1 | .00 | .00 | .147 | .000 121 .00
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Appendix VI
Correlations (District models)

AL | RL | GD | AS | Blac Frm Dt | SZ | ST Lun Te | Pu n.
k d

AL | P 1| 63| 20| .311| -481| -330| -27| .09 | .00 | -517| .16 -1 -.09
Sig. .| .00 2| .00 .000 .000 | .00 | .26 | .94 .000 | 05| .28 | .233

RL | P .63 11].317| .36 | -544 | -328 | -.33 14 12 -.613 | 131 | -.26 | -.142
Sig. .00 .| .00 | .00 .000 .000 | .00 | .08 | .131 .000 10| .00 | .081

Gr | P .20 | 317 1| .03 -192 | -.064 | -.15 -0 | .08 -.356 | .09 -0 | -.170
Sig. .01| .00 .| .76 .018 437 | 07| 64| .68 .000 | .25 .6 | .036

Asl | P 311 .36 | .03 1 -501 | -394 | -45| 44| .02 -516 | .39 | .211 | .258
Sig. .00 | .00 | .76 . .000 .000 | .00 | .00 .81 .000 | .00 .01 | .001
Blk | P -51]-5 | -19 | -50 1 616 | 59| -14 .01 728 | -.13 .01 | .404
Sig. | .00 | .00 | .01 | .00 . .000 | .00 | .07 | .92 .000 | .09 | .90 | .000

8 7 3

Frs | P -33 | -33 -1 -4 .616 1] 72| -14| -1 506 | -31| .02 | .432
Sig. .00 | .00 | 43| .00 .000 .| .00 | .09 | .28 .000 | .00 | .74 | .000
Del | P -28 | -33 | -.15| -45 .599 125 1) -11 .01 469 | -31 | -.01 197
Sig. | .OO| .00 | .06 | .00 | .000 | .000 .| .20 | .92 .000 | .00 | .92 | .015
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AL | RL| GD | AS BIaI((: Frm Dt| SZ| ST| Ln| TE| Pu | Tn.
Size P 09| 14| -0 44| -144| -140| -10 1 36| -3| 19| -1| .31
Sig. 26 | .08 | .64 | .00 077 .086 | .20 00| OO 01| 35| .00
STR P 00| 12| .03 | .02 .008 | -.089 | .00 | .36 11-24] 05| -6 | .06
Sig. 94| 131 | 68| .80 .923 280 | .92 | .00 .00 | 54| .00 | .42
Lunch | P -52 | -61|-36| -.52 728 506 | 46| -3 | -24 1 -2 15| 12
Sig. | .00 | .00 | .00 | .00 .000 .000 | .00 | .00 | .00 .00 | .06 | .13
Teach P 16| 131 | .09 | 38| -.138 | -.309 -3| 19| .05|-28 1] 11| 12
EDU
Sig. 04| 10| .25 | .00 .092 .000| .00| .01 54| .00 A7) 114
PUPIL | P -1(-25] -0 .211 .010 027 | -0|-07|-58]| .155| .11 1| 12
Sig. .28 | .00 | .66 | .00 .898 740 | 92| 35| .00 | .05 | .17 12
TANF P -10| -14 | -17 | .25 404 4321 197 31| .07 | 12| 13| .12 1
Sig. 23| .08 | .04 | .00 .000 .000| 01| .00 | 42| 13| 11| 12
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Appendix VII
Distributions of Dependent Variables High School Level Models
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Appendix V111

Regression (U-Shaped Curves) High School and District Models

Ordinary Least

Squares

(QL5)

regression

180

Number of obs = 151

Fi( 11, 13%) = 6.17

Prch » F = Q.0000

Total (centered) 55 = 129%994.55377 Centered R2 = 0.3280

Total {(uncentered) 355 = 1229443, 62 Uncentered RZ = 0.9929

RBesidual S5 8732.74443z2 Roct MSE 7.6

ALG_percen~d Coef. Ztd. Err Z Ex|z| [95% Conf. Interwval]

Delta =-2.995252 2.1%8946 =1.38 0.173 =7.305108 1.314602

Size -. 0008657 0005117 -1.z8 0.19% -.00166 0003459

ETR - .9243266 .5737827 -1.861 0.107 -2.04892 .2002668

TeachEDD .0530457 .0843541 0.63 0D.52% -.1122853 .2183787

Pupil_Spend -.001%814 .0011018 -1.80 0D.072 -.004141 .0001781

Adult_HE LOBEEBTTEY .1447333 0.48 0.8635 =.2148%3¢ .3524504

Blacks -12.20267 6.3B86385 -1.91 0.056 -24.719%75 .3144172

Farm_3Subs =.0000%5%9 000083 =1.1& 0.248 -. 0002585 0000668

TANF .0005066 .0004699 1.08 0.281 -. 0004144 .0014277

Lunch -.1698439 .0536155 =3.17 0.002 =, 2749283 -.0647595

size2 l.83e-08 1.77e-08 1.04 0.300 -1.63e-08 5.30e-08

_cons 130.29%76 le.684522 7.83 0.000 97.867353 le2. 95216
Ordinary Least Squares (OL5) regressicon

Humber of obs = 151

F{ 11, 139 = 10.84

Proch > F = 0.0000

Total (centered) 55 = 15203.57272 Centered RZ = 0.4617

Total (uncentered) 55 = 1016814.59 Uncentered RZ = 0.9920

Residual 55 = 8184.47174as8 Root HMSE 7.4

RLC_percen~d Coef. 5td. Err. z E>|z| [95% Conf. Intervall]

Delta -.1856538 2.128798 =0.08% 0.931 -4 .358021 3.986713

Eize -.0006884 0004954 =-1.39 0.165 =. 0016593 0002826

5TR =.7671143 . 5554787 =1.38 0.167 -1.855833 321604

TeachEDU L.Q037936 .08lee32 0.05 0.963 -.1562632 .1638505

Pupil_Spend -.0041524 0010667 -3.89 0.000 -.006243 -.00208617

Adult_HS .2864017 1401162 2.04 0.041 .011779 .5610244

Blacks -9.0562E3 6.182656 -1.46 0.143 -21.17407 3.061499

Farm_Subs . 0000567 .00008B03 0.71 0.480 -. 0001007 0002141

TANF -.0002045 .0004549 -0.45 0.653 -.0010%961 .0006ET2

Lunch -.2234878 L.0519%051 -4.31 0.000 -.3252199% =-.1217556

sizel 2.12e-08 1.71le-08 1.24 0.216 =1.24e-08 5.47e-08

_cons 116.5424 16.11423 7.23 0.000 84 .5%5911 148.1257




Ordinary Least Sguares (OLS) regressicon
Humber cof abs = 151
Fi 11, 13%) = 4.25
Prch > F = 0.0000
Total (centered) 33 = 9305.321854 Centered R2Z = 0.2516
Total (uncentered) S5 = 1025022, 96 Uncentered RZ = 0.93932
Residual S8 = B964.126265 Roct MSE 6.8
Grad__Rate Coef. Ztd. Err. z Ex|z| [95% Coni. Interwvall
Delta 4.509133 1.963688 2.30 0.022 . 6603758 8.35789
Size =.000568¢6 . 000457 =1.24 0.213 =.00146453 000327
TR 1134893 .5123956 0.22 0.825 -. 8907876 1.117766
TeachEDO .0604347 L0T753293 0.80 0.422 -.0872081 L.208B0775
Pupil_ Spend 0009465 000984 0.96 0.336 -.000982 0028751
Adult_HS =.03%0692 .1292487 =0.30 0.762 =, 2923921 .2142537
Blacks 11.76601 5.703127 2.08 0.039 . 5880846 22.943%3
Farm_3Subs Q00238 LQ000741 3.21 0.001 LQ0Qo9ze Q003832
TANF -.0012259 L0004197 -2.92 0.003 =. 0020484 =.0004034
Lunch -.2675214 .0478793 -5.59 0.000 -. 3613632 -.173679&
sizez 1.8le-08 1.58e-08 1.14 0.253 =1l.2%a-08 4.90e-08
_cons 8l.82082 14.86441 5.50 0.000 52.68712 110.9545
Poisson regression Number o cbs = 241
LR chi2 {10} = 51.79
Prob » chi2 = Q.0000
Log likelihood -391.95094 Pseudo RZ = 0.0282
ALG_percen~d Coef. std. Err. z px]z| {95% Confi. Intervall
Teachidu .0008178 .D009728 0.84 0.400 -.0010888 LD027246
Pupil Spend ~. 000012 0000112 ~1.07 0.283 -.0000339 9,89e-06
Delra ~-.D2B4747 0248725 -1.14 0.252 -. 0772239 .0202745
Size -. 0003737 0002566 -1.46 0.145 -.000B7686 .0001293
StudentTea~o -.0002085 L0034018 -0.06 0.951 -.0068771 .0054581
Adulc_HS 00018975 L0015021 0.3 0.895 ~-.0027465 -0031416
Blacks ~. 2639234 .0573179 -4.56 0.000 -.3774404 ~.1504063
Farm_ Subs ~1.03e~-06 8.74e-07 ~1.086 0.250 -2.54e-06 B.78e-07
TANF 5.98e-06 4.58e-06 1.31 0.151 -2.%%a-06 0000149
Bizel 5.67a~07 5.37e-07 1.06 0.251 -4 .85e-07 1.62e-06
_cons 4.636373 ~1535748 30.58 0.000 4.3%5872 4.997975

181
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Poisson regression Number ol obs = 241

LR chi2 {10} = 98,10

Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Log likelihood = ~B68.53133 pseudo RZ = $.0535
RLC_percen-d Cosf. std. Brr. z p>|z| {95% Conf. Intervall
Teachidu 0003138 .0010185 0.31 g.758 -, 0016824 .00231
Pupil_Spend -. 0000431 .0000118 =3.46 0.001 -.0C00642 -, 0000178
Delta -. 0010432 026014 ~-0.04 D.%68 -.0520298 .0459433
Size -. 0003971 .0002654 -1.50 0.133 +~.00098173 000123
StudentTea~-o .0034144 . 003541 0.96 0.335 ~.0035253 .0103547
Rdult_Hs .0035578 .G015591 2.28 0.4822 0005021 0066135
Blacks -.2756404 0605331 -4.53 0.000 -.3942832 -~,1569376
Farm Subs 1.53e-07 1.02e-06 .15 0.8B81 -1.860-06 2.16e-06
TANE 1.60e-06 4.78a-06 0.33 0.738 »7.7%e-086 000011
Sizel §.75e~-07 5.52e~07 1.22 0.221 -4,07e-07 1.76e-06
_cons 4.464864 L1610713 27.72 0.000 4.14917 4.780558
Poisson regression Number of obs = 241
LR chi2 (10) = 37.14
Prob » chil = g.0001
Log likelihood = -847.61329 Pseudo R2 = 0.0214
Graduation-a coef.  5td. Err. z P>zl {95% Conf. Intervall
TeachEdu ,0005713 .001008 0.57 0.571 -, 0014043 0025463
Pupil_ Spend -5,15e-06 .0000G115 -0.80 0.426 -.D0G03LY 0000134
Delta L0268337 ~0258809 1.03 0.302 ~.024G88 L 0TT7555
Size -.0002328 0002678 =-§.87 0.385 ~-. 0007577 0002921
StudentTea~o 0038357 .003527¢ 1.09 0.277 -,0030782 0107446
Adult_HS 0027156 .001582¢6 1.74 f.082 ~-.0003472 .0057783
Blacks -, 0888152 0600975 -1.48 0.138 ~.2066042 .0289%737
Farm_Subs 2.86e~-06  %.9%Be-07 2.87  §.004 9.08e~07 4.820-08
PANF -. 0000162 4.84e-06 -3.34 0.001 «.D000256  ~6.67e-06
Size2 3.43a-07 5.62e-07 .61 D.542 ~7.680e-07 1.44e-06
_tons 4.21301 .15807082 25.49 0.000 3.801237 4.524783
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Appendix IX
Regression Output High School and District Models

Hegatiwe binomial regressicn Humb=r of coks = 241
LE chiZ {11} = ET7.75
Frob > chi = 0.0000
Log lik=lihood = -837. 20603 Fseudo B2 = 0.0333
graduation== | Co=f. Std. Err. ] Fxlz| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall
_____________ e
w_grad | 0042564 L0012457 3.45 0.001 LOD1BEEZ LODET392
te=achadu | «QOQ58E 5 La0099gy 0.59 Q.557 -.001370% Q025439
pupil_spend | -2 66=2-08 La00ol1l1s -0.84 0,400 -.ooop3zz Q0001249
delta | -.032135 LO2E1449 -l.2 0.219 -. 083378l 01210491
size | -T7.3T7e-0& LO001139 -0.08 0.944 - . O00Z306 LQD0Z159
studenttea~o | 003814 003503 1.09 Q.278 -. 0030518 Q1067949
total lunch | - Q001232 Laooodas -2.52 0.012 -.o0nzlel - . 0000274
adult_h= | Q014292 0015902 0.20 0.369 - O01EBRE LO04545
blacks | -.0038445 LO0631624 -0.06 0.851 -. 1276445 < 11595475
farm_subs | 2. 00=—08 1.02=-06 1.27 0.0449 T.66=-0% 3.95%=-08
tanf | -.0000147 1. 86=-06 -3.03 0.002 —-.00o0z4s -5. 19=-04
_cans | 278719 .1519304 2p. 18 Q.aaa 3.9805941 4. 576497
_____________ o e e e e o o o o
flnalpha | -20.50022 . . .
_____________ o e e e e e o o o o o o
alpha | 1. 25=-09 . . .
Lik=lihood-ratio te==st of alpha=0r chibar2(0l) = 7.00 Probr=chibarZ = 1.000
Hegatiwe binomial regressicon Humb=r of obk= = 241
LE chi2il2) = 57.495
Frob > chil = Q. 0000
Log likelihood = -837. 258487 EFs=zuds R2 = 0.0334
graduation~=a | Comf. Std. Err. z Px|z| [95% Conf. Int=rcwvall
_____________ B e e e o o o
w_grad | 0042505 L101245%9 .44 0.001 LN01edE6 L 0067324
teachedu | Q005887 .ao099aa 0.5% 0.556 -. 0013685 0025463
pupil_sp=nd | -5.0T7=-04& 0000116 -0.78 0. 436 -. 0000219 « Q000137
delta | -.0416322 0405068 -1.03 0,304 -.1210242 Q3TT597
size | -.0000177 .ao01las -0.15 0.8481 -. 0002507 LQD0Z2152
studentt=a~o | LOD36396 .Q035478 1.03 0.305 -.0033141 LQlosa3z2
total_lunch | —. 0001234 .ao0o4das -2.52 @.012 -.000zl%z - . QOO027h
adult_hs | 00135565 015936 o.an 0.3381 -.001727% 204519
bBlacks | —-.0016351 E35E26 -0.03 0.979 - 1262154 1225453
farm_subs | 2. 04=—-06 1.02=-08 1.99 0.047 Z.9g=-08 4.04=-08
tanf | -.0000144 1.88=-08 -2.959 G.003 -. 0000242 -5.02=-04
size_d=lta | L Q000581 .0o0las 0.31 0.759 -.0003212% 0004295
_cans | 4. 280509 1520681 zZe.15 Q.0aaa 3.9828E61 4. 5704957
_____________ b
flnalpha | -20.50022 . . .
_____________ e e e o
alpha | 1. 25=-0%9 . . .

Lik=lihood-ratio t=st of alpha=0: chikarZi{dl) = 0.00 Probr=chikar2 = 1.000



Hegatiwe binomial regressicn

Log likelihood

-836. 57473

Humber of obs

LE

chi2 (12}

Preb » chil

En=

udo R2
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241
559.21
0.0000
0.0342

wW_grad
teachadu
pupil_spend
delts

mize
studsnttea~a
total_lunch
adult_hs=
bElacks
farm_msubs
tanf
size_black
_cons

[95% Conf.

Int=rvall

L 00470497
Q0048

-5.81=-04

L02TEOT1
Q001806
Q035301
Q001356
Q016723
LOE81072
2. 0d=—-08
Q000162
« Q005801
4.282139

00128089
0010044
0000115
02684005
0001832

003505
L00ongea
0016018
0824305
1.02=-08
5.02=-08
0004794
1518636

00217926
L00150E6E
0000323
-. 078351
0005286
00287525
0002234
0014671
s 2296ETS
5.10=-D¢8
—.oopoze
-. 0003585
J.984451

LO0TZ398
0024235
0000127
0241369
0001745
0108598
Q000377
0048117
0934535
4.032=-08
-6, 38=-08§

0015197

4. 5797498

Lik=lihood-ratio t==t of alpha=0:

chibarZ (01}

Gz=naralized negative binomial regras=ion

Leg like=lihood = -277.04004

Humb=r of ob=

LR chi2il2
Frob = chi
Pm=uds R2

i
2

241
TT7.058
0.0000
Q.0421

alg_p=rc=n~d
w_alg
teachadu
pupil_spend
de=lta

nize
studsnttaag~o
total_lunch
adult_h=
bBlacks=
farn_=sub=
tanf

mize de=lta
_cons

Q0BLES2
- QOQTO52
-. Q000132
Q4TETIE
- Q0064
« QOQ305 5
- Q000512
- Q006475
- L TO4692
-l.68=-04
5. 4d=-046
-. Q01712
4. 5a0037

LO010566
0009632
.0o0ol1l
LO396144
LO001153
003454
Lonon4dve
0015484
LOE24033
9.88=-07
1. 70=-08
0001857
l4e0aaz

LO030%44
LOoollezT
LOO00z4e
LOS00EZ]
- 0Onzes
LODEdE42
Lanolede
0036822
2927775
-3.62=-08
-3.77=-08
-.0Ons35]1

4. 2859827

0072361
Q025931
L.41=-04&
« 1252227

. 000157
Q070752
2. 43=-06
« Q023873
0dela049
2. 55e-07
« Q000144
. 0001924
4.870366
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Hegat iwve binomial regression Humb=r of obs = 241
LE chiZ{ll} = T6.480
Frob > chil = O, 0aaa
Log likelihood = -877. 16491 Pszudc RZ = 0.0419
alg_p=rc=n~d | Comf SZtd. Err z P=|z| [95% Conf. Int=rvall
_____________ e
w_alg | 0054574 0011131 4.90 0. 000 .003275% LO0T6393
tzachzdu | . D006 294 LO009684 D.65 0,516 -.001z687 0025274
pupil_sp=nd | -, 0000114 L0000111 -1.04 0. 25949 —-. 0000334 . 0000103
d=lts | 0224549 LO2E2313 0.85 0,373 -. 0265576 0718073
size | -. Q002049 LO0017E4 -l.1l8 0,236 -. 0005547 0001367
studenttea~o | - Q000762 Q033773 -0.02 0.9582 - . 0066S5T 0065432
total_lunch | -, 0000537 Laoondva -2.07 0,339 -.0001%z4 -5, Ofe-08
adult_h=s | -, 0005733 LO015427 -0.38 Q. 707 -. 0036035 L 0024437
blacks | -.2031577 LAT80925 -2.57 0.010 -. 3581761 -.044813493
farm_subk=z | -l.E5d=-04 9. 76=-07 -1.58 0,115 -3.45=-08 3. T5e-07
tanf | 4. 7E5=-04 4.70=-08 0.99 0,321 -4.63=-08 . 0000141
size_black | . 0003674 004635 0.79 0. 427 -. 0005405 0012762
—cons | 4.BLE65 . 1475241 3l1.08 0. 000 4. 206508 4.48747492
_____________ e
flnalpha | -24.48159
_____________ s
alpha | 2.33e-11
Lik=lihood-ratio test of alpha=0: chikarzi{0l) = .00 Probs=chibarZ = 1.000
Hegatiwe binomial regressicn Humber of obs = 241
LB zhi2 (10} = 117.13
Frob > chi2 = 0. 0004
Log lik=lihood = -853, 80335 Fszudo R2 = 0.0642
rlec_percan~d | Cosmf. 5td. Err z Pxiz| [95% Conf. Interwvall
_____________ e
w_rlc | Q055375 0011705 5.07 Q.0a0Q LOO36427 0082322
t=achedu | Q002495 Laoloose 0.2 0.4a5 - 0017262 0022251
pupil_spend | - 0000375 Laonolle -3:.17 a.go2 - QoooeEnT -. 0000143
delta | - 0065567 0261894 -0.25 0.801 - 057%271 0447336
size | - QOQ092 LO001134 -0.81 0,417 -. 0002143 «Q0a1302
studenttea~a | Q029737 0035144 0.485% a.347 - 0035143 00586149
total _lunch | - 0000016 Laono4das -1.68 0.083 - 000L7ET . 0000135
adult_hs | Q023433 0015862 1.48 0,140 - 000TESE 0054522
blacks | -.16%7449 LO0Bd4d29 -2.63 a.004 - 2960235 - 0434663
farn_subs | -4.6%=-07 1.02=-08 -0.dé 0.847 -2.48=-08 l.E5d=-04
tanf | l.62=-08 1.81l=-08 0.34 0.734 -7.80=-08 « Q00011
_cons | d. 402663 1544812 2B.50 a.gaaq 1.09%BR6 4. 705441
_____________ S
flnalpha | -20.12639 .
_____________ e
I

Lik=lihood-ratic test of alpha=0: chibac2(0l) = .00 Probkr=chibarZ = 1.000Q



Hegative binomial regression Humb=r of obs = 241
LB chi2 {11} — 117.41
Frob > chiz = 0.0000
Log like=lihood = -853.66364 Fs=udo R2 = 0.0643
rlc_pero=n~d | Comf Std. Err z Pxlz| [95% Conf. Intzrwvall
_____________ e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
w_rlec | LODESZ2A3 LO011706 5,04 0,000 LOD3ES ooozl1a4
t=schedu | L0000z .ao1a079 0.4 O.a09 -. 0017318 O0Zzz1ak
pupil_mp=nd | -.0000384 .gooolz -3.21 0,001 -.0000EZ1 - . Do00151
de=lts | L 0095341 .04o07222 0. 24 0.807 -.DEIETES L0a%T4al
aize | -.0000742 .ao011az2 -0.63 0. 530 -. 0003058 0001574
studsntb=a~o | Q032843 LO035646 0.5z 0. 357 -.0037023 01027048
total_lunch | -, 0000817 .ao004as -1l.468 0.0492 -.00017e% - Q000134
adult_h=s | 0024042 LA015906 1.51 0,131 -.0007123 - Q05RE217
blacks | -. 173814 0649049 -2.68 0.007 -.301D02E53 -. 0466024
farm_subks | -5 3l=-07 1.03=-08& -0.52 0.607 -2.556=-D86 1. d5%=-04
tanf | 1. 40=-08 1.83=-08 0.2% o.772 -8, 06=-0§E LOD0G109
size_delts | -, 0001001 Lao0l1eoz -0.53 0,597 -. 0004705 LQD0z707
_cons= | 4. 395279 1546656 2E. 44 0,000 4.05614 4. 7024148
_____________ e o o e o e e e
flnalpha | -20.81483
_____________ e o o o e e o e e e
alpha | 5. 13=-10
Lik=zlihood-ratio tzst of alpha=0: chibar2{OLl} 0.00 Probs=chibar2 = 1.000
Sourcse 55 df M5 Hunkar of obs = 241
Fi 11, 229) = T.13
Hod=1l 4690, 46916 11 426.406288 FProb = F = Q.0000
Residual 136848, 82 229 52, 7765066 R-sgquar=d = 0.2552
Idj B-sgquarsd = 0.2154
Total 14375, 2802 240 TAH.GRBO3ITLS Root H3E = T.7315
graduation~= Co=f, Std. Err. t Prlt| [95% Conf. Int=rvall]
wW_grad L 35T E3ER L0ees5414 4.04 0.000 .18317Te8 . 5320887
t=achadu LD4483781 LOT0296 0.68 0. 492 -. 0901306 .lagaggg
pupil_sp=nd —-. D007 A&5T .ooog -0.88 0,327 -. 0023621 . DooT807
d=lts -2. 517456 1.828778 =1.34 0.170 -6.121239 1.085527
size -. 0007172 LQ0Te6RE -0.0%9 0.928 -.0l6a4z08 0149264
studanttes~a L 3102336 L2462553 1.30 0,196 -. 1659823 LAD44496
total_lunch -. 0100012 L0033961 -2.94 0.004 -. 01665827 -, 0033087
adult_hs= 1123456 1121413 1.00 0.317 -. 1086151 L A3A3062
blacks= -. 6178821 4.441265 -0.14 0. 888 -9, 36896 L.132876
farm_subs= . DO01596 .ooooTlz 2.24 0.026 LOo0o1ez . D002859
tanf -. 0011264 .0on3xle -3.38 0.00l1 -. 0017803 -, 0004725
_cons T1. 64708 10.65177 6.73 0.000 50. 65807 82,6351
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Source S5 df M3 Humk=r of ok= = 241
Fi 12, 2zey = 6.53
Hod=1l 4703, 58291 lz 391.265243 Prob = F = 0.0000
Residual 13675.T063 2z8 59.98l1674 R-square=d = 0.2559
Adqj B-sgquar=d = 0.2168
Total 183759, 2892 240 7T6.5803T71S Foot HSE = T.T448
graduation~= Co=f. Std. Err. t P=|t| [95% Conf. Interwvall]
w_grad L 35T4815 .0886934 4.03 0. 000 182728 . B32255
tzachadu .04847829 .0TO04168 0.68 0.482 -.0802716 .1a72293
pupil_sp=nd -. 0007246 .aooglz -0.a% 0.373 —-. 0023246 L DO0ATS3
delts -3. 503376 2.792543 -1.25 0.211 -2.005887 1.989115
size -.0018396 .0083368 -0.22 0.826 -.01l82661 .014587
studenttea~o L 3025T45 . 2492362 1.21 0.226 -.1lB85263 .TH26T54
total_lunch -.0100473 .0034033 -2.95 0.003 -.0167533 —-. 0032414
adult_hs= . 1083054 .lla5z08 0.87 0.332 —-.112403% L 3310226
bElacks -.366TO36 4.481204 -0.04a 0.835 -2, 196573 8. 463165
farn_subs .000le2e .0000717 2.27 0.024 .ooo0zls . 000304
tanf -. 0011136 .0003336 -3.24 0.001 -.001770% —. 0004563
size_delts . 0061389 .0131292 0.47 0.641 -.0197312 . 0320091
_cons TLl.8245 10. 67752 6.73 Q.0a0 50.79527 92.487373
Foisson regre=s=ion Humber of obe = 241
LR chiZ (11} = 57.75
Ereb > chil = 0. 0000
Log lik=lihood = —837.30603 Ezzuds R2 = 0.0333
graduation== T £, Std. Err. = Fx|z| [95% Conf. Int=rwval]
wW_grad . 0042968 .a012457 3.45 0.001 .0018553 067382
teachadu . 0005865 .oooesaT 0.59 O.587 —-.0013708 . 00254389
pupil_=spe=nd -5 66e-06 .0a0o1l1s -0.44 0. 400 —-.0000322 . 0000128
delta —. 032135 0261449 -1.23 0.21% —-.0833781 .0lsloael
size -7.37e-06 .0o01139 -0.08 0.948 —.0002308 . 0002158
studenttea~o .003814 .003503 l1.09 0.276 —-.0030518 .0106798
total lunch -. 0001232 .oooog4aes -2.52 0.012 —.0002151 —. 0000274
adult_hs= Lo0l4282 .aols902 0.80 0.369 —.00l6g8s . 004545
blacks -. 0038425 .0631624 =-0.08 0.951 =. 1276445 1189475
farm_subs 2.00e-06 l.02e-046 1.87 0.048 T7.66e-083 3. 9%e-06
tanf —. Q000147 4.868-06 -3.03 0.002 —.0000243 -5.15%-06
_cons 4.274719 .1519304 2g.18 0.000 I.9805941 4. 576497
Foisson regression Humbe=r of obs = 241
LE chiZ {12} = 57.85
Prob > chil — Q. 0000
Log lik=lihood = —837.25887 Eseudc R2 = 0.0334
graduation~= Coe £, Std. Err. = Fr |z | [95% Conf. Interwvall
wW_grad Q042205 00124589 3.44 o.001 Looledes LOD6T324
t=achedn . DoosaaT .Qoossgg 0.589 0.556 —-.00l136g2% 0025463
pupil_sp=nd -9.07Te-086 0000118 -0.78 0. 436 —.0000319 - D0DOL137
d=lta —-.Ddle322 0405068 -1.0% 0.304 -.1210242 D3TT597
mize —. D0O0OL1TT 0001189 -0.15 o.a81 —.ooozs07 . 00D2152
stude=nttea~o L D026306 0035478 1.03 0.305 —-.0033141 0105832
total_lunch -. 0001234 .oooo4es -2.52 0.012 —-.0Qozlez —. 0000275
adult_h= Q013255 0015936 0,48 0.381 —-.0Q1727R . DD45189
bBlacks —-. 016351 COE35626 -0.03 0.979 -. 1262154 1229453
farm_subs 2.048-086 l.02e-08 1.99 0.047 2.98e-08 4.048-08
tanf —. 0000146 4.888-08 -2.99 0.003 —.0oo00242 —-5.02e-086
size_de=lta .Dooos5el .oooles 0.31 0.7589 —-. 0003123 .QDoD4285
_cons 4.2808089 1520681 28.15 o.000 3.982861 4. 5T8957
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Foisson regression Humber of ob= = 241
LR chiZ(l2) = 59.21
Preb > chi2 = 0.0000
Log lik=lihood = -836. 57473 Pseudo R2 = 0. 0342
graduation~= Co=f. Ztd. Err. E Bx|z| [95% Conf. Int=cvall
w_grad L0047 097 .001z2a09 3.685 0.000 .0021796 Loo72392
taachedy L0004 .aolo044 0.4 0.847 -.0015088 LO024285
pupil_spend -5, 8le-08 .0000115 -0.85 0.383 -. 0000323 . 0000127
dalts -. 02768071 .0264005 -1.05 0.296 -. 079351 .0241369
mize -. 0001408 .aonleaz -0.98 0,324 -. 0005396 .Oo01Tes
studsnttea~o 0038901 L003505 1.14  D.255 —-. 0028785 LOl0as592
total_lunch -, 0001356 .000n0499 -2.72  0.007 -.000233d -, 0000377
sdule_h= LO016723 .00l&018 1.04 0.296 -. 0014671 .0048117
blacks -.QEal072 L0824305 -0.483 0.409 -. 2296679 LO834535
farm_subs 2.04e-08 1.02e-08 2.01 0.044 5. 10e-08 4.03%-06
tanf -, 0000162 §.02a-08 =323 0.0m -.000026 -6, 30a-06
size_black .000sanl L000479d 1.21 0.228 -. 0003585 .0015197
_cans 4.282139 1518636 28.20  0.000 3.984491 4.579786
Foisson regression Humber of obs = 241
LR zhi2 (11} — 40.73
Frob » chil = 0.0000
Log like=lihood = -877.47973 Frzzudo R2 = 0. 0440
alg_percen~d Cozf, Etd. Err. z Pz | [95% Conf. Int=rwval]
w_alg 0051872 L00lo638 4.4%  0.000 0031122 L0072823
tzachadu 0007094 0009631 0.74 0. 461 -. 0011782 0025969
pupil_spend -. 0000115 0000111 -1.0% 0.301 -. 0000333 0000103
d=lta L0184861 0250316 0.7% 0.427 -. 0281648 LOBAB5T]
5iz= -. 0000994 L000lo9g -0.81 0.364 -.0003x142 0001153
studanttes~a - 0002244 0033728 -0.a7 0.947 -. 0068353 LDO6385T
total_lunch -. 0000911 Loooodee -1.594 0.052 -.booleze T.0%e-07
adult_hs -. 0007504 L00ls5284 -0.4% 0.623 -. 003748 LoD22452
blacks - 1636625 0615531 -2.66 0.008 -.2843103 -, 0430267
farm_subs -1, 5%-06 2.74e-07 -l.63% 0.103 -3.50e-06 3. 1%-07
tanf 5.4%e-06 4.5%-06 1.27 0.204 -3.17e-06 0000148
_cons 4. 586179 1475844 3l.o7 0.0040 4.296919 4. 875439
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Poisson regression Humber of obs = 241
LR chi2 (12} = 41.61

Frob » chil = 0. 0000

Log like=lihood = -877.04008 FPeeudo R2 = 0.0445
alg_psrcens=d Comf, 5td. Err. E Pr|z| [95% Conf. Interwvall]
w_alg LD05168 L001064 d.86 0.000 LO030B06 LO0T2515
teachedu 000705 L0009629 0.73  0.464 -.oollezz .0025923
pupil_spend -. 0000132 .0000113 -1.17 0.241 -.0000354 &, 90e-06
d=lta 0475738 0386716 1.23 0.218% -.0282211 1232687

siz= -. 0000689 .0001141 -0.860 0.548 -. 0002827 LO001548
studanttaa~a 0003052 L0034226 0.0% 0.929 -.0064028 0070133
total_lunch -. 0000912 .oooodas -1.85 0.052 -.000183 6. 58e-07
adult_hs -. 0006471 .0015328 -0.42 0.673 -.0036513 LO023571
blacks -. 1704573 L0620114 -2.75 0.008 -.2919973 -.0449172
farm_subs -1. 68e-06 §.T78e-07 -1.72 0.085 -3.680e-08 2.33e-07
tanf 5.4de-06  4.61le-06 1.18 0.239 -3.680e-08 0000145
size_d=lta -. 0001711 .o00lez8 -0.84 0.349 -. 0005285 0001872
_cons 4. 580058 .1478208 i0.%8  0O.000 4.290335 4.869782
Poisson regression Humber of obe = 241

LE chil (12) — 41. 36

Prob » chi2 = Q. 0000

Log likelihood = -877.16491 Przudo B2 = 0. 0443
alg_p=rcen~d Coef, Ztd. Err. F1 Prlz| [95% Conf. Int=rvall
w_alg LOD54576 0011131 4.90 0.000 0032759 0076393

tzachedy L0024 . 0008684 0.65 0.5l -. 0012687 0025274
pupil_spand -.0D0ol1e 0000111 -1.04 D.25% - 0000334 0000103
delta L0224548 0252313 0.49 0.373 -. 0269975 0719074

size -, 000208 0001764 -1.18  0.236 -. 0005547 0001367
studenttaa~a -.000OTE2 . 0033773 -0.02 D.982 - 0066957 0065432
total_lunch -.000o0D%aT 0000478 -2.07 D.039 -.0001%24d -5, 06e-06
adult_h= -. 000578 0015427 -0.38  0.707 -, 0036035 0024437

blacks -. 2031578 0790925 -2.587 D.010 -. 3581762 -.0481394
farm_subs -1.54e-06 9.76e-07 -1.58  0.115 =-3.45e-086 3.758-07

tanf 4.75e-06 4.79%-06 0.9% 0.321 -4.63e-06 . 0000141

size_black LOD036TR 0004635 0.7% 0.427 -. 0005405 0012762

4. 54565 1475241 31.08  0.000 d.296508 4. 474782
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Poisson regres=ion Humber of ob= = 241
LE chiZi{ll) = 127 . 58
Frob » chil — 0. 0000
Log likelihood = —853. 80395 Fseudo R2Z = 0.0695
rlc_p=rcan=~d Co=f. Std. Err. E Px|z| [95% Conf. Int=rvall]
wW_rlc LDO593Te L 0011705 5.07 Q.000 0038437 LDDa2322
teachadu Q002495 .0oloog 0.25 0,805 -. 0017262 LOD22251
pupil_sp=nd =, 0000375 .oooolle =-3.17 0.002 —.0o0ao0&o07T -. 0000143
dalts - . DOEE98T .N261894 -0.25 0.e0l -.08TR271 0447336
mizs= =, 000082 .0001134 =0.81 0. 417 =. 0003143 LQool3oz
studsntb=a~o LDO2eT3T 0035144 0.4a5 0.397 —-. 0039143 Loosasle
total_lunch =, Q00gals Looo04es =1.68 0.093 =.0001T7&T LDO00L35
adult_h= 0023433 .aolseaz L4 0.140 =. 0007656 Q054522
blacks= =, 1697448 064429 -2.63 o.008 —-. 2960235 -. 0434663
farn_sub= -4, 6%a-0T 1.02e-06 =-0.46 0. 647 =-2.48e-08 1. 5de-06
tanf 1. 62e-06 4.81e-068 0.34 0.T736 =T.808-06 000011
_cons 4. 402663 1544812 28,50 Q.000 4.089086 4. 705441
Foisson regression Humber of obs = 241
LB chi2{l2) = 127.824
Frob > chi2 = 0. 0000
Log lik=lihood = —-853. 66368 Fs=udo R2 = 0.0697
rle_p=rcen~d Comf, Etd. Err. z Pz | [95% Conf. Int=rcwall]
w_rla LO0ES243 0011706 .08 o.000 00363 Looa2laes
teachadu LO00244 . 0010078 0.24 0.209 -.0017315 LO022195
pupil_sp=nd -. 00003288 Loooolz -3.21 o.001 —-. 0000621 -. 0000151
d=lts L 00559341 0407222 0.24 0.207 —-. 082287959 L0a5T481
mizse -, Q000742 .ngollez -0.63 0. 530 —.0003058 001574
ntudentteg~a L 0032843 . 0035648 o.82 . 357 -.0037023 Lalo2708
total_lunch =, Q000al1T .oooo48es =1.64 o.092 —=.000176%9 L Q000134
adult_h= LO024042 0015906 1.51 0.131 -. 0007133 LO0ES21T
bBlacks= -.17324814 0649049 -2.68 0.007 -.301025% -. 0466028
farn_subs= -5, 31la-07 1.03a-06 -0.52 0.607 -2.558-06 1. 4%-06
tanf 1. 40e-06 4.83a-06 0.29 0.772 -B.06a-06 L Q000109
size_delta -. 0001001 .ogolgaz -0.53 0,597 —. 0004709 LOo02TaT
_cons 4.39592743 1546656 28.44 o.000 4.05614 4.702418




Foisson ragression Humbar of obs= = 241
LE chil (12) = 131.62
Frob » chiZz = 0. 0000
Log lik=lihood = -851.77387 Fs=zudo R2 = 0.0717
rlc_pero=nsd Comf, Etd. Err. E Fxlz| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall]
w_rlec LO0E5a81 L0012137 5.43 0. 000 .0042103 LOOB9ETE
t=achedu LO000496 . 0010131 0.08 0,861 - 001936 LO020353
pupil_sp=nd -. 0000374 .Qooolls =3.15 D.002 -. 0000807 -. 0000142
delts L 0004647 0264016 0.02 0.986 -.0512@15 0522108
size -. 0003762 .0001el13 =2.07 D.038 -.0007316 -. 0000209
studsnttea~a LOD033605 . 0035179 0.98 0.339 -.0035345 L0102554
total_lunch -.0ooloz2 . 0000485 -2.086 0.03%9 -.00018%1 -4, 96a-06
adult_hs= L Q027506 001597 1.72 0.08s -. 0003793 LQD58806
blacks -.2T74014 L0B2d62d -3.32 0.001 -.4356374 -.1123905
farn_subs =3.40e-07 1.03e-086 -0.33 0.741 -2.35e-06 1. 6Te-06
tanf =1.21a=06 5.00e=086 =0.24 0.e09 =-. 000011 4, 60e-06
nize_black LO009616 L 0004787 2.02 0.044 LQooozTe L001e96
_cans 4. 403798 L 1543234 28,54 0. 000 4.10133 4. TOB2&T
Hzgatiws binomial re=gressicn Humb=r of obs= = 151
LE chiZ {12} = 34.76
Frob > chiZ = 0. 0000
Log lik=lihood —-514.T71784 Fse=udo R2Z = 0. 0837
rlc_p=roc=n=~d Co=f. Std. Err. = F=|z| [95% Conf. Int=rval]
w_rla LO049194 L Q014777 3.33 0.001 LO0Z0233 LOOTAL5E
adult_hs= L O031059 LO0Z0233 l.4% 0,136 —. 0008774 LOOT1l292
blacks —. Q011653 00098759 -1.19 0.232 —.0030781 - 0DOT 4T 5
farm_subs 1. 42e-07 1.25e—-06 0.11 0.50%9 —-2.31e-086 2. 60e-06
tanf =4. 9Te-06 T.25e-06 -0.69 0.493 —.0000192 9. 23%-06
d=lts .D19TE32 .03z2g001 0. 60 0. 547 —-. 0445337 0840402
size -59.75a-086 5.6Te-068 =-1.72 o.08s —.000020% 1.362-068
str -. 01348162 . 0085171 -1l.62 0,105 —. 0305085 0028771
lunch -. 0027145 LQ0QTTOE -3.52 0,000 —. 0042249 —. 0012041
teach=du —-. 0003486 LO01l2365 -0.28 0.778 -.Q027T22 LOO2Z0T 49
pupil_sp=nd —. Q000553 0000171 —-3.23 0.001 —.QQoo0ges —. 0000218
size_black 2.15a-07 1.23&-07 1.75 0.081 -2.628-08 4. 5Te-07
_cCons 4.853109 L2344619 20.70 0. 000 4.3935T72 S5.3212646
flnalpha -=148. 61939 149.5T70& =311.7723 2T74. 5336
alpha &, 20a-09 l.23e-06 4.0e-136& 1.7Te+lls
Lik=lihood-ratio te=st of alpha=0: chibarZ{Ol} O.0&8+00 FProbr=chibarZ = O.500

log closs
lag:

log typ=:
closed on:
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Source 55 df M5 Hunb=r of ab= = 241

F{ 11, 220) = 4, 1%

Hod=l T225.31134 11 &56.B46485 Frob = F = Q.0000
Fesidual 18451, 6674 229 BO0.5T496648 R-squar=d = 0.2814

idj B-sguar=d = 0.24689

Total 256876, 8787 240 108.5987411 FBoot HEE = 4, 9764
alg_p=rce=n~d Comf, Ztd. Err. t P=|t| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall
w_alg CATETAS L0917135 .19 0.00a L2950348 LBRE4653
t=achadu LOB4TATI .0816156 0.79 0. 428 -. 0960263 L2256008
pupil_spend -. 0010111 .ooo9zae -1.09 0.277 -.0028412 .oooals
d=lta 1.848873 2.11978 0.4a9 0,374 -2.287037 6. 066496

mizs -, QOA/ABLET L0092436 -0.93 0,352 -.026829] LO095aTE
studanbbag~a -. 0212129 L2884172 =0.07 0.941 -. 5036026 LB411667
total_lunch -. 00784865 .0039332 =2.01 0.046 -.015636% -.0001367
adult_h= - 0722362 . 1301515 -0.56 0,574 -.3206038 .1842114
blacks -14.42411 5.210471 -2.45 0.008 -25.09471 -4. 561518
farn_mubs= -, 0o0l13ag .0000al1s -1.72 0,087 -.0003001 0000204
tanf LQo0E294 .0003e3l 1.34 0. 1a8 -.0002254 0012943

_cons 7. 77587 12. 44636 T.48 0.000 T3.25184 122,.29989

rag rlc_percent_passed w_rlc teachsdu pupil_sp=nd d=lta size studsntt=ach_ratic total_l
* unch adult_h=s black=s farm_subs tanf

Source 55 df M5 Hunb=r of ab= = 241

F{ 11, 220) = 14.12

Hod=1 10523, 7188 11 95&.T01711 Frob = F = 0.0000
Fesidual 15517. 6583 229 6T.T626999 R-squar=d = 0.4041

Adj B-squarad = 0.3755

Total 26041, 3771 240 108.505T738 Foot HEE = 8.2318
rlc_p=rcen~d Co=f. Ztd. Err. t P |t| [95% Conf. Int=cvall
w_rlc L BOTSA5]1 .0894027 5.68  0.000 L33le28l L BA41421
t=achadu 017882 0748285 0.24 0,814 -.1297785 1851024
pupil_spsnd =, 0029387 .000es3l =3.44 0,00l -. 00461587 -, 0012577
delta -. 1685138 1.944185 -0.0% 0.831 -3.999291 3. 662263

mizs -, 0072537 .o0eqaTe -0.86 0,393 -.023983%9 0094645
studanttes~o L2613412 L2618584 1.00 0,319 -.2548187 LTTT73012
total_lunch -, DO8TE3T L0036006 =-1.47 0,083 -.013866 LO003sas
adult_h= . 190598 .11841 1.60 0,112 -. 0446836 L4258817
blacks -14.03439 4.783312 -2.93% 0.004 -23.45932 -4, 6094683
farn_mub= -, 0000401 .00ooT747 -0.54 0,502 -.0001872 L0o01a7l
tanf LO001386 .0003514 0.3% 0.694 -. 0005538 Loooasl

_cons a0, 62773 11.39805 7.07 0.00a 8. 16028 103, 0282
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Hegatiwve binomial regression Humber of obs = 151
LR chi2(ll} = 3346
Frob » chil = 0.0004
Log likelihood = -511.48T7272 Fs=udo R2 = 0.0316
grad_rats Comf. Ztd. Err. z P=lz| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall]
wW_grad L D035T34 L015207 2.35 0.019 LO000E929 LO0BE539
adult_hs= -. 0012715 .00Z0525 -0.62 0.538 -.0052%42 0027513
bBlacks LDO16106 0009244 1.74 o.081 —-. 0002012 0034225
farm_subs 2.0Te-06 l.24e-08 L.87 0.095 -3.60e-07 4.50e-06
tanf -, 0000134 6.87e-06 -1.84 0.052 -. 0000268 1.1%e-07
d=lta - D4z2e72l LD325859 =1.31 0.1%0 —-. 1065452 .o2llen
size -1.2Te-06 3.19&-0§ -0.40 0.689 -7.528-06 4. 9Te-08
str —-. 0016229 L 0083479 -0.1%9 0.846 —-. 0175845 0147387
lunch -. 0031238 L 0007682 =-4.06 0.000 -. 0046314 -, 0016162
teachedu L D004 5T2 012201 0.37 0.708 —-. 0015341 LO028486
pupil_sp=nd 4. 4le-06 L0000l6l 0.52 0.601 -.0o0ozzl . 00004
_cons 4. 545706 229T326 19.79 0. 000 4.095438 4. 995973
f1lnalpha -35.31524
alpha 4. 60a-16
Lik=lihood-ratio t=st of alpha=0: chibar2{Ol) 0.00 Probs=chibarZz = 1.000
Hegatiwe binomial regression Humb=r of obs = 151
LE chi2il2) = 33.71
Frob » chil = 0.00a7
Log lik=lihood = -511.74541 Fszudo R2 = 0.031%
grad_rats= Coef. &td. Err. z B-|z| [95% Conf. Int=cwvall]
w_grad LOD344807 0015318 2.27 0.023 0004788 LO0E4825
adult_h= -. 0013229 L00205586 -0.64 0. 520 -.Q05351% . 002708
blacks LDDle269 0005925 1.76 0.079 -.000Lasl .DD344
farm_subs 2.108-086 1.24e-086 1.68 0.081 -3.33e-07 4. 5da-086
tanf -.00oo124 6. 96e-06 -1.484 0.066 - 0000264 4. 45%-07
delts =, 0534714 L0390017 =1.37 0.170 =, 1299132 L02297T05
5iza -2.17e-06 J.65e-086 -0.5% 0.553 -9, 33e-06 5.0D0e-06
str -, 0019656 0083751 -0.23%  0.214 -.Qleze05 0144482
lunch -. 0031177 LOO0Ta94 -4.05 Q.000 -. 0046258 -. 0016086
teachsdu 0004766 LOplzzog 0.3% 0.696 -.00l18lel LO02ag692
pupil_sp=nd L ATe-06 L0ooolel 0.55 0. 582 =. 0000227 L Q000405
size_d=lta 2. 93e-06 5.80e-086 0.5l 0.613 -8.43e-08 0000143
_cone 4. 554059 2303052 19.77 0. 000 4.10266% 5.005449
flnalpha -35.31524
alpha 4. 6le-16
Lik=lihood-ratic tzst of alpha=0: chikar2(0l) = 0.00 Probs=chikbarZ = 1.000
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Hegatiwe binomial regrassicn Humber of ob= = 151
LE chiZil2) — 33,59
Frob > chil = 0. 00082
Log likelihood = -511. 80782 Fs=udo R2 = 0.0318
grad_rats Co=f. Std. Err. z Px|z| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall
wW_grad 0034493 0015594 2.21 0.027 . 000383 LD065056
adult_h= -.0014152 0020838 -0.68 0.4%8 -.0055232 L 002 6247
blacks . Q017108 0009656 1.77 0.076 -.0o001el7 LO036035
farn_suks 2.03e-08 1.25e-06 1.632 0.103 -4.11e-07 4.4Te-06
tanf -. 0000126 T.l6e-068 -1.76 0.078 —-. 0000267 1. 40e-06
d=lta -. 0448324 0331361 -1.356 0.176 -. 1087779 0201131
size= 4.71a-07 5.78e-08 0.08 0.935 —-.0ooolos .Qooolle
str -. 001711 0083505 -0.20 0.838 —-.0180776 LD146557
lunch -. Q030856 L000TTET -3.57 0.000 —-. 0046075 -. 0015634
t=achedu 0004523 .o0lz224 0.40 0.688 -.0018%066 .002Aa912
pupil_spend &, 42e-08 000016l 0.52 0.601 -.0000231 .Donod
size_black -4. 6la-08 l.28e-07 -0.36 0.718 -2.97a-07 2.05e-07
_cons 4.551158 230228 18.77 0.000 4.09%52 5.002387
flnalpha —35.31524
alpha 4. 60e-146
Lik=lihood-ratio test of alpha=0: chikbar2i{0l) Q. Probr=chikarZ = 1.000
Hegatiwve binomial regrassicn Humb=er of obs = 151
LR chi2 {11} = 54.826
Prob > chi2 = 0. 0000
Log lik=lihood = —526. 92724 Frz=udco R2 = 0.0485
alg_percen~d Co=f. Etd. Err. = Px |z | [95% Conf. Int=rwvall
wW_alg . DD3523 0012923 2.77 0.0086 .Qolos01 .Dogllse
adult_hs= 4.7 1le-06 00189485 0.00 0.9%8 —-.oo3ele2 LDD28256
bBlacks —-. 00059487 .ooogeTe -1.08 0.291 —. 0027084 D001l
farm_subs -1. 6% -068 1.17e-06 -1.44 0.1489 —-3.98e-08 6. 03a-07
tanf 6. 0% —-06 6.4%e-06 0.94 0.348 —6.63e-06 .Dooolag
d=lts 0354042 0305883 1.29 0.1%8 —-. 0205478 0993563
size -1.8%-08 2.97e-086 -0.62 0.538 =T7.668-086 4. 00e-086
st —-. 01358304 0020241 -1.74 0.0823 —-. 0296574 .DO1T965
lunch —-. 0018063 .00aT72R8 -2.47 0.013 —. 0032367 —.D0D3TSs8
t=ach=du . DOD2aTe 0011718 0.25 0.206 —.0o0zo0g8 L DD25247
pupil_sp=nd -. 0000256 .0ooolsse -1l.62 0.1086 —-. 0000587 5. d44a-08
_caons 4. 912736 2203207 22.30 0. 000 4.480915 5. 3445587
flnalpha —-24. 932454
alpha 6. T3a-16
Likelihood-ratio test of alpha=0: chibar2({0l) = . Probr=chibarZ = 1.000



Hegatiwve binomial regressicon Humber of ob= = 151
LR chiz(l2a) = 55.1%9
Freb » chil = Q. 0000
Log likelihood = =526.T7616 Es=udo R2 = 0.0458
alg_percen~d Coef 5td. Err - P |z [95% Conf. Interwval]
w_alg L 0026358 L00128E3 2.4l 0.005 .0010871 LO0ELT 46
adult_hs= LDo0oT21 0018523 0.04 0.8971 -, 0037543 L DD34986
blacks -, 0008644 .ooog9e3 =1.07 0.283 -. 002725 L DO0Ta62
farm_subs =1.Tle-086 1.17Te-06 =1l.486 0.145 -4 .00&e-08 5.4Te-07
tanf 5. 42e-0§ 6.60e-06 0.4z 0.410 -7.50e-06 .Qooolsed
delta . 0507317 0363509 1.40 0,163 -. 0205148 .1218782
size -9%. 008-07 3.38e-06 -0.27 0.780 -T7.528-06 5.72e-086
str -. 0135173 0080567 -1.68 0.083 —-. 0293081 L DO22T35
lunch -, 00leleg Loo0T7299 -2.49 0.013 —-. 0032474 -, Q003862
tzachadu . D002 887 0011724 0.23 a.220 —-.o0zo3l2 LD025645
pupil_sp=nd =. 000026 .0000l1549 -1.64 0.101 -. 0000571 5. 08e-06
size_delta =3. 15e-06 5.48e-06 =-0.57 0. 5668 -. 0000139 T. 60e-06
_cons 4. 902732 L2210281 22.14 0. 000 4.469523 5.335941
flnalpha -324. 92454
alpha 6.73e-16
Lik=lihood-ratio test of alpha=0: chibar2{0l) = 0.00 Probr=chibarZ = 1.000
Hagative binomial regressicn Humber of obs = 151
LR chi2(l2) = 58,17
Frob > chil = 0.0000
Log likelihood = -526.26929 Fseudo B2 = 0. 0507
alg_percsn~d Co=f, Ztd. Err. z P=|z| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall]
wW_alg . 0038597 0013138 2.94 Q.003 .onlzede 0064348
adult_hs 0004687 Q0188886 .24 0.814 -.003dzee 0043662
blacks -.D012286 00083 -1.32 0.188 -.0030613 . 0005841
farn_subs -1.52e-06 1l.18e-08 -1.29 0.19%8 -3.83e-08 7. 94e-07
tanf 3.76e-06 6.8le-08 0.55 0.521 -8.59e-08 . Q000171
d=lta . 0451075 . 0308705 1.486 0.145 —-. 0155534 . l05a08s
size -7.07a-06 5.488-08 -1.29 0.197 —-.QooolTe 3. 6Te-06
str -. 0135464 Q080348 -1.6%8 0.092 -.029254 Looz2012
lunch -.0019374 .000738 -2.63 0.008 -.0033838 -, 0004909
t=achedu .0ooles L0011751 016 0.872 -.00z1141 . 0024821
pupil_sp=nd -. 0000254 .Qpoolse =1.60 0.108 -. 0000565 5. 6ae-06
size_black 1.35a-07 1.18&-07 1.15 0.251 -9.5Te-08 3. 6Te-07
_cons 4.892519 2209757 22.15 Q.000 4.460415 5.226624
f1nalpha -34. 93454
alpha 6.73-16
Likzlihood-ratio test of alpha=0: chibar2(0l) = 0.00 Probkr=chibarZ = 1.000
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He=gatiwve binomial re=gressicn Humb=r of obks = 151
LE chiZ2 (11} = 91.72
FProb > chil = 0. 0000
Log lik=lihood = -520.23779 Fs=udc R2 = 0.0810
rlc_p=rcan~d Com £, Std. Err. = P=|xz| [95% Conf. Int=rvall]
w_rlo L 0044795 L0014574 3.07 O.o02 L0016229 LOO0T336
adult_h= . 0023933 L 0020471 1.37 0,242 -. 0016151 L O064056
blacks= -. 0007111 L0008413 -0.T6 0. 450 -. 002556 .001133%9
farm_subs -1.33%-07 l.24e-08 -0.11 0,915 -2.5Te-086 2. 30e-04
tanf =1.188-046 6.89e-06 =-0.17 0.263 =-.0000147T Q000123
delta .0l024T78 032385 0.32 0.751 -.0531e57 0737612
size =1. 62e-046 3.13e-06 -0.52 O.605 =T7.T758-06 4. 5le-046
str -.0l44282 .0og5034 =-1.70 o.a%0 -.0310925 .og22402
lunch -. 0025147 L000T&33 -3.29 O.a201 —-. 0040106 -, 0012187
t=achedu —=. 00015949 L0012333 -0.1% 0.874 —-. 002612 .Do22223
pupil_sp=nd -, 0000558 0000171 -3.27 O.a201 —-. 0000853 -, 0000224
_cons 4.883206 . 2337658 z0.49 Q. a0 4.425034 5.341379
Slnalphs =19.25415 16T7.5089 —-34T7.5656 A08. 0573
alpha 4.35a-09 T.28e-0T7 1.1lae-151 1. Ta+l34
Likelihood-ratio t==t of alpha=0: chibarz{0l) = §5.88-05 Probr»=chikbarZ = 0.4897
H=gatiws binomial regressicon Humb=r of obs = 151
LB chiz (12} = 8l1.87
Frob » chil = 0. 0000
Log lik=lihood = -520. 16534 Fs=udo R2 = 0.0811
rlec_p=reo=n~d Co=f, Std. Err. = Px|z| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall
wW_Tlo LO0452249 L0014617 .08 o.002 .0o0lesel L Q073877
adult_h= LO024336 0020493 1.19% D.235 -.0015831 LD064502
blacks -. 0007228 0008419 -0.77 0. 443 -.0025688 .0Dl1232
farm_subs -1.4Te-0T7 l.24e-06 -0.12 0.906 -2.58e-06 2.29%-06
tanf -1. 65e-06 T.008-06 -0.24 G.813 -.0000154 . 0000121
delts L0lazs5e6 .0385478 0.47 0.636 -.0572937 . 0934109
mize =59, 40&-0T 3.5%e-06 =0.26 0.793 =7.97a-06 6. 0%a-06
str -. 0141512 L 0085343 =1.66 0.087 -.030878R2 .DD25758
lunch -, 0025203 LO00TE33 -3.30 0.001 -. 0040163 -. 0010243
teachedu -.poD2112 Lol234 -0.17 0.864 -. 0026297 .DO22074
pupil_spend =, 0000561 .0oo0gl1Tl =3.248 0.001 -.0000gess =, Q000226
nize_d=lts =2.15e-06 5.668-06 =0.34 0.704 -.0000133 4. 95a-06
_cons 4. AT 6608 L2344 257 Z0. 80 0.0aa 4.417143 5.336074
f1lnalpha =19, 408828 185.5473 -383.075 344.2572
alpha 3. T2e-09 6. 91le-07 4.3e-167 3.2e+149
Lik=lihood-ratio te=st of alpha=0: chibarZ (01) 7.3e-05 Probr=chibarZ = 0.487
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rag grad_rates W _grad adult_hs black=s farm_subs tanf de=ltas size =tr lunch t=ac
* hadu pupil_=p=nd

Source 55 df M5 Humbkar of obe = 151

Fi{ 11, 138) = 5.23

Hod=1 2723, 63432 11 247.80312 Frob > F = 0.0000
Besnidusl 6541, 6ATTH 139 47.3502714 R-squared = 0.2927
Adqj B-squared = 0.2367

Totsl 9305, 3221 150 &2.0354807 Boot HSE = 6.4812
grad_rats= Comf, Std. Err. t P= |t [95% Conf. Int=rvall]
wW_grad L 2924043 956308 3.06 0.003 1033256 .48l483
adult_h= =. 1014685 Llzhgd464 =080 0.423 -. 3526663 .1l4a8294
bElacks « 1300061 .QET8078 2.25 0.026 Q18512 2445003
farm_mubs 0001629 .aaoeTTl 2.1%9 0.030 .o000l&d L Q003213
tanf -. Q010662 .oo04z223 -2.53 0.013 -.001%017 -, 0002319
deltas -3, 504811 2.013494 =-1.74 0.024 =T.485848 LATR22G
mizs =, Q000817 .ao0l9ze =0.48 0.635 -. 0004726 Looozeaz

str -. 1350513 .516871 =-0.26 0.794 =1.1568%97 L L8BA945

lunch -. 2531517 L04T6E26 =5.32 0.00a -.3473lae =, 1588247
t=achedu LD363TET .OThZA84 0.448 0.634 =.1144195 .18T71728
pupil_spend L0006Az2l .aoloo0l 0.64 0. 497 -.0012871 LD026614
_cans 93.27391 14.24186 6.55 0.00a 65. 11522 121. 4324

rag grad_rate w_grad adult_hs blacks farm_subs tanf
* hadu pupil_=pend =iz=_d=lta

delts siz= =str

lunch t=ac

Source 55 df M5 Humbkar of obe = 151

Fi 12, 13 = 4.80

Hod=l 2741, 43134 12 228.485%45 Frobk > F = Q.0000
Bemidusl 6563, 49076 138 47.5615273% E-squared = 0.2947
Adqj B-squared = 0.2333

Totsl 9305, 3221 150 +&2.0354807 Boot HSE = 6.A945
grad_rat= Com=f, Std. Err. t Pt [95% Conf. Int=rvall]
w_grad 2855106 .0964895 2,98 0.004 .0947215 L ATE2R94
adult_h= -. 1064571 1273848 -0.84 0.403 -.3687352 . 1450209
bElacks 1311823 Q58068 2.26 0.025 0163642 2460004
farm_mubs= LQ0alTo9 . QaoaeTTR 2.21 0.029 .gooole L Q003238
tanf -.001l024 .ooodzaes -2.39 0.01% -.001871% -. 0001761

d=lts -4.321105 2.4111%2 -1.78 0.075 -9, 088763 L A4B554

mizs -. 00015349 .ao0z17e =-0.71 0.4821 -.0oo5e4z2 LD002TES

mbEr -. 1835322 . 5200651 =0.31 0.754 =1.181858 LL64TR43

lunch -. 2524782 0477445 =-5.28 0.00a -. 3468036 =, 1540728
teachedu LD3TTO04 .OTH4685 0.49 0.623 =-.1134873 .18a8054
pupil_sp=nd L 000716 .aoloode 0.71 0.477 -.0012707 Loo2T028
mize_d=lts LD002246 .0o0363l 0.62 0.537 -.0004934 L D0094az27
_cans 9%, 98734 14.32143 6.56 0.00a 65 . 67852 122, 3152




req grad_rate w_grad adult_hs blacks farm_subs tanf d=lta size str lunch teac

* hadu pupil_spsnd =iz=_black

Sourcs 55 df M5 Hunber of aobs = 151

Fi 12, 13g) = 4.77

Hode1 2729, 24358 12 22T7.436965 Frob = F = 0.0000
Rasidusl B5TE. OTE52 138 47.652T429 R-mgquarsd = 0.2833
Adj R-sguared = 0.2318

Tatal 9305, 3221 150 &2.0354807 Foot HEE = 6.89031
grad_rats Comf, Ztd. Err. t Bt [95% Conf. Int=rvall]
wW_grad L 2848541 . 0984272 2.89 o.004 . 0902337 AT AT AS
adult_h= =. 1111549 L130122 =0.45 0,394 -, 3684858 1460952
blacks . 1356631 L 0603871 2.25 0.028 L01625455 L 25506862
farn_subs= .O00Ole64 L 0QaaTTT 2.14 0.034 .Qooo1aT .Qoo32
tanf -. 0010241 0004415 =2.32 o.022 -.0018971 -, 0001511

delts =3, 630786 2.053018 =1.77 0.079 =T.690222 LA286504

size L Q000151 LON03664 0.04 0. 867 -, 0007054 L QDOT396

str =. 1413455 L 5188437 =0.27 0.788 =1.16T7257 L A845859

lunzh -. 2506072 . 0483501 =5.18 0. 000 -. 3462099 -. 1550044
taachadu . 0384232 LOTET439 0. 50 0.617 -.1133222 .1a0la92
pupil_sp=nd L O0D6A2E .0nlo0d4z2 0.68 0. 498 -. 0013031 . 0026683
siz=_black -2.6Ta-08 T.T8e-08 -0.34 0.732 -.oooole . Qoo0127
_cons 93, 63197 14.32534 6.54 2.000 65.30642 121. 9575

r=g alg_percent_passsd w_alg adult_hs blacks farm_subs tanf d=lta size s=str lu

* nch teachedu pupil_s=p=nd

Sourcs 55 df M5 Hunb=r of aob= = 151

Fi 11, 138) = T.66

Hod=l 4905, 15584 11 445.926885 Prob > F = 0.0000
Basidual gOAa%, 35724 138 58.1968147 R-squars=d = 0.3T775
Adj B-sguar=d = 0.3282

Tatal 12994, 5531 150 86.6303539 Root HEE = T.6287
alg_p=rcen=-d Do=f. Std. Err. t Pt [95% Conf. Int=rwvall]
w_alg L 3294891 LORdE366 3.448 0.001 1423766 L S5166025
adult_hs= -, 0043827 .1407018 -0.04 0.872 -. 2831753 L 2732098
blacks -, DA453268 . 0650418 =1.30 0. 198 -.213131¢8 LO4406646
farn_subs =, Q001477 .Qoo0gis =1.77 0.07%9 -. 000313 L Q000176
tanf L Q00E3gl L 000467 1.15 0,251 -. 0003853 L 0014615

delta 3. 538465 2.209809 1.60 o.112 -.B307201 T. 80765

size -, 0001602 . 0002138 -0.75 0. 454 -.0005826 . 0002621

str =1.17737 L5T19207 =2.08 0. 041 -2.308158 -, 0465806

lunzh =, 1621929 LOB2TEES =3.07 0.003 e 111130 -, OETAa207
t=achadu . 0264299 .0Bd45141 0.31 0.T55 -. 1406654 .15835293
pupil_sp=nd -. 0021509 . 0011053 =1.85 0.054 -. 0043362 L 0000345
_cons 125, 4494 15.79036 7. 584 0.000 94, 22905 156, 6692
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reg alg_percent_passed w_alg adult_hs blacks farm_subs tanf d=lta =ize =tr lu

* nch teachedu pupil_sp=nd size_d=lta

Source 55 4f M5 Hunk=r of ok=s = 151

Fi 12, 13e) = T.05

Hodel 4936, 858951 1z 411.408282 Frob > F = 0.0000
Besmidual BO5T. 65358 l3g G5g2.3287541 B-squarsd = 0.3799
Adj B-sgquared = O.3260

Total 12994, 5531 150 @86.6303539 Root HSE = T.6413
alg_p=rcen~d Co=f. Std. Err. t P |t] [95% Conf. Int=rwvall]
wW_alg L 3343909 0950257 3.52 o.o01 1464961 . 5222856
adult_hs= L00lazog 1412358 0.01 0,950 -, 2774452 281087
Elacks= -, DAE9TET LO651Ted =1.32 0,189 -, 2148543 0428009
farm_mubs =, 0001451 . 0000837 =1.74 0.077 -, 0003147 L 0000165
tanf L 0004785 .0004748 1.01 0. 315 =, 0004603 L 0014172

delts 4. 5489113 2.632938 1.74 0.084 —-. 6170004 9.795226

mize -, 0000724 .oo02411 =0.33 0. 7486 -, 0005551 . 0003983

str -1.13731 5754371 -1.5948 0,050 -2.275124 . 0005041

lunch —. 1632425 .0528947 -3.09 o.o02 -, 2678313 -.05A&B53T
t=achadu 0249219 L0ed6T7Rl 0.29 0.769 -, 1425124 1923561
pupil_spend —. 0021886 .0011083 =1.97 0.050 —-. 0043801 2.848-06
size_delts -, 0002952 Loo0dong =0.74 0,462 -, 0010874 L Q00487
_cons 124,472 15.871% T.84 Q.000 93.0e848 155, 4556

reg alg_percent_passed w_alg adult_hs blacks farm_subs tanf d=lta size str lu

* nch teachedu pupil_s=speand size_black

Sourcs 55 df M5 Hupk=r of aobks = 151

Fi 12, 13g) = T.25

Hod=1 S024.262842 12 418.6E89035 Prob » F = 0.0000
Besidual TITO. 28466 lie 57.T7E56R6 R-sgquarsd = 0,386
Adj B-sgquarsd = ©0.3333

Total 125%4. 5531 150 @6.630353% Root HSE = T7.5987
alg_p=rcen=d Comf, Std. Err. t Prit] [95% Conf. Int=rwvall]
w_alg . 3550349 .0959413 3.70 0. 000 1653297 . 54474
adult_h= . 0378417 1433058 0.26 0.792 -, 2455169 L3212003
blacks -. 1091167 .06T0lBE -1.63 0. 1086 -, 2416333 . 0233998
farm_subs -, 0001324 .oooo0g3e =1.548 0. 117 —-.000z%E4 L 0000336
tanf . 00032293 .000487s 0.68 0. 501 -, 0006348 .0012931

delts 4.038771 2.228932 1.81 0.072 -, 3675033 &, 447046

mizs -, 000&E4T7 4 L0004005 =1.62 0.1lo2 -, 0014354 L 0001445

str =1.14213% 5702772 =-2.00 0. 047 -2.268749 -, 0145272

lunch =. 1745106 .0532831 -3.24 0.001 -, 2TRRETE -, 0691536
t=achadu . 0175702 084419 0.21 0.835 -, 1493517 1844921
pupil_spend -, 0021321 .oo01l1o1z2 =1.594 0,055 -, 0043084 L OO00453
size_black .Dooolz22 2.4%-08 1.44 0.153 -d.608-06 Qo002
_cons 123, 6933 15.77788 T.84 0.000 92.49587 154.891
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rag rlc_percant_passsd w_rlc adult_h= blacks farm subs tanf d=ltas size =tr lu
* nch teachedu pupil_s=p=nd

Source 55 df M3 Humber of obs = 151

F{ 11, 1z8) = 13,086

Hod=l TT26. 69745 11 702.427041 Frob = F = D.0000
B=sidual TAT 6. ATS5EQ 139 B3. 7904726 R-squarsd = 0.5082
Adj B-sgquacred = 0.46593

Total 15203, 5731 150 101.357154 Root HSE = T7.3342
rlc_p=rosn~d Co=f. 5td. Err. t Pxlt| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall
w_rlc L 3775502 .hogde6d 3.83 0.000 .1e2e253 L 5722754
adult_he .la54842 . 1357208 1.37 0.174 -. 08285896 . 453828
blacks -.0527131 0624648 -0.484 0. 400 -.1762171 . 0707308
farm_subs -7.5Te-0§ .aooopgo7 -0.09 0.925 -.0001672 .0oQl52
tanf -. 0001172 .0o0n4489 -0.26 0.794 —-.0olonge . 0007704

d=lts LBB03465 2.126831 0.42 0.676 -3.314776 5.0954689

size -.0oollesg .0o0nz0s3 -0.58 0.564 -.0on5z4e .0oo2872

str =1.023201 . 54984258 -1.46 0.0865 -2.105%514 L0831l

lunch -.2091514 . 0507465 -4.12 0.000 -.30%4863 -, 10RA1&S
t=achedu -.0217271 .ellses -0.27 0.788 -.1822711 . 128817
pupil_sp=nd -. 004084 .Q0l0605 -3.45 0.000 -.Qo06le0% -, 0018872
_cans 116. 8804 15.18488 7.70 0.000 86.85724 146. 2037

req rlc_percent_passed w_rlc adult_hs blacks farm_subs tanf delta size str lu
* nch teachedu pupil_sp=nd size=_deltas

Source 55 df M5 Hunber of obs = 151

Fi{ 12, lzg) = 11.82

Hod=l TT39.100689 12 644 .5925058 Frob = F = D.0000
Residual Ta64. 47245 138 54.0803801 B-squarsd = 0.5090
Adj B-sgquare=d = 0.4663

Total 15203, 5731 150  101.357154 Root HSE = T.3546
rlc_parcen~d Comf. 5td. Err. t Bxlt| [95% Conf. Interwvall
w_rlc . 3810533 .08980311 3.85 0.000 .lesz2387 . 5T6RETE
adult_h= . l455456 1363625 1.38 0. 187 —-.0en0e44d . 4591756
blacks -. 0538078 LOE2E66S -0.46 0.394 -.1775185 . OT0303
farm_subs -4, 5Te-0§ .ooooel -0.11 0.916 -.000l6e7 . 0001515
tanf -. 0001541 . 0004567 -0.34 0.736 -.0010571 . 0007 49

d=lta 1. 549098 2.537931 0.8l 0.543 -3.468162 6. 567357

size —-. 0000877 .poozaz -0.29 0.771 -. 0005264 . 0003911

str —. 55804 . 5534552 -1.40 0.074 —-2.092388 L 08630889

lunch -. 2097614 . 0509037 -4.12 0.000 -.3104135  -.1091082
t=achedu -. 0226494 L0el4474 -0.248 0.781 -.1836%57 . 1283968
pupil_sp=nd -. 0041056 L00l0644 -3.46 0.000 -. 0062103 -.0020008
size_delta -. 0001847 . 0003857 -0.448 0.633 -.000%474 . 000578
_cons ll6.262 15.28182 T.61 0.000 86.04523 146. 4788




reg rlc_percent_passed w_rlec adult_he blacks farm_subs tanf d=lta =ize =tr lu
* nch tz2achedu pupil_s=sp=nd siz=_klack

Sourcs 55 df M5 Humbk=r of abs = 151
Fi 1z, 138) = 12.65
Hod=1 TRE2. 34249 12 &63.528541 Prob » F = 0.0000
R=sidusl T241.23065 138 52.4T726859 R-sgquared = 0. 5237
Adj B-sguared = 0.4823
Total 15203, 5731 150 101.357154 Raoot HSE = T.2438
rle_percen~d Co=f . Std. Err. t P=|t]| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall
w_rlao L A131777 L 0987147 4.1% O.000 L21Taeee . BOAREEE
adult_h= 2440728 1368692 1.78 0.077 -. 0265594 L B14T045
Elacks -, D8TTO64 L O63RE6E =1.37 0.172 =.2139899 . 0385772
farm_subs . 0000134 .oooogo3 0.17 0.868 -.0001454 .0oo1722
tanf —. 0004053 .0004638 -0.47 0.384 -.0013223 .D005118
d=lts 1. 601011 2.127217 0.75 0.453 -2.605143% 5. 807166
size —. 000a028 .ooo3glz2 -2.11 0.037 -.0015564 -, 0000491
str -, 9703942 L 5432259 =1.79 0.076 -2.044517 1037282
lunch -, 225914 . 0507414 -4 .45 O.000 -.3262451 =-.1255828
t=ach=du -, 0336672 . 0803955 -0.42 0.676 -.1926335 .1252991
pupil_sp=nd -, 0040328 . 0010478 -3.45 Q.000 —-. 0061045 -, 0019611
size_black . 0003171 2.07e-08 2.12 0.0386 1.15&-0& . Do0o331
_cons 114, 359 15.04485 T.60 o.000 84 .61074 144.1072
log closs
lag: C:\DATA\regs.smcl
log type: BmSl
closad on: 21 Qo€ 2006, 16:2T7:44
Foisson regression Humbe=r of obs= = 151
LE chi2ill) = 33,46
Frob > chil = 0. 0004
Log like=lihood = -=511. 47272 Foaudo E2 = 0.031&
grad_rats [af=T_F N Std. Err. = P>z | [95% Conf. Int=rwval]
wW_grad . DO35T34 LQol15207 2.35 o.018 L5925 .D0E5539
adult_hs= =, 0012715 .00z05285 =-0.62 0, 536 —=. 0052942 LD02TS13
blacks= LD016l08 L0o0%z44 1.74 o.0821 -.000z0l12 LD034225
farn_mub= 2. 07Te-06 1. 24a-08 1.87 0.085 =3.608-0T7 4. 50e-06
tanf =. 0000134 6. 8Te-06 =1.94 o.052 —.0o00zee 1.1%-0a7
delts —-. 042867821 Q325859 -1.21 @.180 —-.1l065452 Lo211e9
size -1.2Te-08 3.1%e-06 -0.40 0.689 -T7.52e-06 4. 9Te-06
str =. 0016229 L. 00234789 =-0.1% 0. 248 =. 0175845 0147387
lunch -. 0031238 .0o0Te82 -4 .08 . 0040 =. 0046314 =.0016162
te=achadu L D0045T72 .0olzzo01 0.3a7 a.T708 -.0015%341 LO0zadas
pupil_sp=nd 4. 4le-06 .0ooolal 0.52 o.601 -. 0000231 . 0oa04d
_cons 4. 545706 L229T326 192.789 Q. 000 4.095438 4. 995973




Foisson regression Humbsr of obs=s = 151
LE chiZ (12} = 33.71
Prob > chi2 = Q. 0007
Log likelihood = —-511.T74541 Fse=udo R2 = 0.031%9
grad_rats Comf, Std. Err. = Fxjz| [95% Conf. Int=rwval]
w_grad 0033807 .0015316 2.27 o.023 .ooo47ee LD0G64825
adult_hs -. 0013229 .020558 -0.64 o.520 -.005351% L Q02706
blacks 00162689 .Qo0ezs 1.76 0.07%9 -.0o0lesl . Q0344
farm_msubs 2.10e-08 1.248-08 1l.88 0.081 -3.33e-07 4. 5d4e-06
tanf -. 0000128 6. 96e-08 -1.84 O.066 -. 0000264 &, 4%2-07
deltas —-. 0534714 .0390017 =1.37 0.170 -.1299132 0229705
mize -2.17e-06 3. 65e-06 -0.59 0.553 -2.33e-08 5.008-06
mtr =, 0019656 .0083T751 =-0.23 0.214 -.0l1a3g05 .0ldd4dez
lunch =, 0031177 .0007694 =4.05 a.000 -. 0046258 L Q0160896
teachedu .QO0DATES .golzzos 0.39 0.696 -.0019161 . DD28692
pupil_spend 4. 4T7e-08 .go00lsl 0.55 0. 582 —-.0oooozzT . 000040 S
size_de=lta 2.9%e-08 5.80e-08 0.51 0.613 -2.43e-08 L Q000143
_cons 4. 554059 2303052 19.77 0.000 4.10266%9 5.00544%9
Poisson regression Humb=r of obs = 151
LE chiZ{l2) = 33. 58
Frob > chi2 = Q.0008
Lzg likelihood = -511. 80782 Eseuds R2 = 0.0318
grad_rate Comf Ztd. Err. 3 P=|z| [95% Conf. Int=rval]
w_grad . 00344593 L0015594 2.21 0.027 LO0003593 0065058
adult_hs= -. 00141592 0020939 —-0.68 0. 498 —-. 0055232 0026847
blacks . 00171089 0009656 1.77 0.076 —-.0o01el7 0026035
farm_subs 2.03%e-086 1. 25e-06 1.63 0.103 -4.1le-07 4. 47Te-08
tanf —. 0000126 T.lée-06 -1.76 0.078 —. 00002687 l.40e-086
delts —-. 0448324 0331361 -1.35 0.176 =. 1097779 0201131
size 4.71e-07 5.78e-06 0.08 0.935 —.0ooolos . 0000118
str -. 001711 0083505 -0.20 O.238 -.0180776 .01l46557
lunch -. 0030856 LO00TTET -3.97 0. 000 —.0048078 —-. 0015634
teachedu . 0004923 001224 0.40 0.628 —.00l%068 . 0028912
pupil_spend 4. 42e-08 0000161 0.52 0O.601 —. 0000231 . DO004
size_black -4. 6le-08 1.28e-07 -0.326 0.71%9 -2.9Te-07 2.05e-07
_cons 4.55115%9 L230228 19.77 0. 000 4.0959592 5.002387
Foisson regression Humb=r of obs = 151
LE chiZ{ll} = 54.826
Prob > chi2 = 0. 0000
Log likelihood = —526. 92724 FPs=udc R2 = 0.0495
alg_percen~d Co=f Ztd. Err. 3 P=|z| [95% Conf. Int=rval]
w_alg 003523 0012923 2.77 0.008 .00105801 LO061158
adult_hs= 4.71le-08 00192495 0.00 0.558 —-.0038162 LO038256
blacks -. 0009487 .0oogeTe -1.08 0.281 —.0027084 .000e11
farn_subs -1, 6%e-06 1.17e-06 -1.44 0.148 -3.98e-06 6. 03e-07
tanf 6. 0%-06 6.49a-06 0.94 0,342 -6.63a-06 . 0o0o0188
delts 0394042 0305883 1.29 0.1%8 -.0205478 .O993563
size -1.8%-06 2.9Te-08 —-0.862 0,538 =-T.66a-06 4.008-06
str —-. 0139304 .ooe0zal -1.74 O.083 -. 0296574 .OO179&65
lunch -. 0018063 L0o0TzR8 —-2.47 0.013 -.0032367 —-. 0003758
teachadu .D0DZATH .0011718 0.25 0,208 —-.00z008%9 0025247
pupil_spend —. 0000256 0000159 -1.62 0.108 —-. 0000567 5. 44e-06
_cons 4. 912736 2203207 22.30 0. 000 4.480915 5. 344557
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foisson regression Humber of obs = 151
LR chiZ (12} = 55.189
Frob > chil = 0. 0000
Log like=lihood = =526.T761l6 Fseudo R2 = 0.04598
alg_percen~d Co=f. Std. Err z Pr|z| [95% Conf. Int=rwall]
w_alg . 0036358 . 0012853 2.81 0.005 . 0010871 LO0O61T 46
adult_hs= .0Doo721 .0018523 0.04 0.971 —-. 0037543 L D0389826
bElacks -. 0009644 .oopgsesl =1.07 0.283 —-.002725 . DDOT962
farm_subs =1.7le-06 1.1Te-06 =1.46 0.145 =4 .00e-06 5. 8Te-07
tanf 5. 4%e-06 6. 60e-06 0.82 0.410 =T7.50e-06 LoooDo1e4
delta . 0507317 .D3I63509 1.40 0.163 -.0205148 .l2leT782
siz= -9.002-07 3.38e-08 -0.27 0.780 -T7.52e-086 5.72e-06
str -.0135173 . 0080567 -1.68 0.083 -.0293081 .O022T35
lunch -.001al68 . 0007289 -2.49 0.013 -. 0032474 -. 0003862
t=achadu . 0002667 .0011724 0.23 0.820 —-.00z0312 L DO25645
pupil_sp=nd —. 000026 .000ol1s9 -1.64 0.101 -.0000571 5. 088-06
size_de=lta =3, 15e-06 5.48e-06 -0.57 0.566 -.0000138 7. 60e-06
—cons 4.802732 .22102981 22.18 0.000 4.468523 5.335941
Foisson re=gression Humber of obks = 151
LE chiZ(l2) = 56.17
Frob » chil — 0. 0000
Log like=lihood = -526.26929 Erzaudo RZ = 0.0507
alg_p=ro=n=~d Co=f . Std. Err. = Pz [95% Conf. Int=cwvall
w_alg . 0038587 .0013138 2.94 0.003 L0012846 LOD64348
adult_h= L Q004887 .onloags 0.24 0.814 -.0034208 L OD43E62
blacks -. 0012286 .00083 =-1.32 0.126 -. 0030513 L OD05941
farm_subs -1.52e-08& 1.12e-06 =1.29 0.198 -3.83e-06 T.94e-07
tanf 3.7 6e-06 6.81le-06 0.55 0.581 -9.59e-06 L Q000171
delta . 0451075 L0309705 1.48 0.145 -.0155934 . 1lD5a08s
size =7.07e-06 5.488-06 -1.29 0.187 -.0000178 3. 6Te-06
str -.D0135464 . 0020346 -1.6%9 0.0982 -.025825%4 .oD22012
lunch -. 0015374 .0o0T3e =2.63 0.009 -.0033838 -. 0004909
tz=achadu .Q00le9 LO011751 0.16 0.872 -. 0021141 . 0024921
pupil_spand -. 0000254 . 0000159 =1.60 0.109 -. 0000565 5. 68e-06
size_black 1.35e-07 1.18e-07 1.15 0.251 -8.57e-08 3. 6Te-07
_cons 4.893519 . 2209757 22.15 0.000 4.460415 5.326624
Foisson regression Humb=r of ob= = 151
LE chiZ {11} = 85.65
Freb > chil2 — 0. 0000
Log like=lihood = -520.23782 Fseudo R2 = 0.0842
rlc_p=rcen~d Comf. Etd. Err. z P |z | [95% Conf. Int=rval]
wW_rlo 0044795 .0014574 3.07 0.002 0016229 .O0OT336
adult_h= .D023933 L0020471 1.17 0.242 -.00161%81 0064056
Elacks -. 0007111 0009413 -0.786 0. 450 -.002558 0011339
farm_subs -1.33%e-07 l.24e-08 -0.11 0.915 -2.57Te-06 2.30e-08
tanf -1.188-06 6.8%e-06 -0.17 0.863 —.0000147 . 0000123
delts .DlozaTa . 032385 0.32 0.751 -.0531857 LOT3TEL12
size -1. 62e-08 3.13e-08 -0.52 0.8605 -7.758-06 4.51le-06
sktr -. 0144262 . 0085034 -1.70 0.0%0 —-.0310925 0022402
lunch -. 0025147 .000TE33 -3.29 o.001 -.0040108 -.0010187
t=achedu -. 0001949 0012333 -0.18 0.874 -.002612 0022223
pupil_sp=nd -. 0000558 L 0000171 -3.27 0.001 -.0000883 -. 0000224
—cons 4. 883208 . 2337657 20.49 o.000 4.425034 5.3413789
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FPoisson regres=ion Humbzr of ok= = 151
LE chiZ(l2) = 85.80
Frob > chil = 0. 0000
Log likelihood = -520.16538 Fseudo R2 = 0.0843
rlc_p=rcan~d Co=f. Std. Err. = Px|z| [95% Conf. Int=rwvall
w_rlao 004523 .0014617 3.0% 0.002 .00l6582 . DOT3878
adult_hs= 0024336 0020494 1.19 0.235 —-.0015831 L DD64502
Elacks= —-. Q007228 LO00a4l9 -0.77 0. 443 —-.00z5688 0011232
farm_subs= -1.47e-07 l.24e-08 -0.12 0.906 -2.58e-068 2.2%@-08
tanf -1. 658-06 T.008-06 -0.24 0.813 —.0000154 - DO00121
delta 0182587 0385479 0.47 0.636 -.05T2939 0938113
mize -9.408-07 3.59e-08 -0.26 0.783 -7.9Te-06 6.0%-06
str -.0141512 0085344 =1.66 0.087 -.0308TRZ .DD25T58
lunch -. 0025203 L000TE33 -3.30 0.001 —. 0040163 —. 0010243
tzachadu -. 0002111 LO001234 -0.17 0,264 —. 0026257 L D022074
pupil_sp=nd =. 0000561 0000171 -5.24 0.001 —=.0000886 =-. 0000226
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