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Preface

This is the third in a series of

publications on taxation by the

Department of Agricultural Eco-

nomics of MAFES and of the

College of Agriculture of Mississip-

pi State University. MAFES Bul-

letin 819 "A Letter to Mr. and Mrs.

Taxpayer" introduced the series by
sharing with readers the experi-

ences of other states and the

opinions of tax authorities as

abstracted from the literature.

MAFES Bulletin 820 "Property

Assessment Equalization in Mis-

sissippi: Effect on County Re-

venues, Millage Rates, Homestead
Exemption and the Costof Reeval-
uation" explored the effects of a

uniform assessment rate of 30 per-

cent on revenue, millage rate ad-

justments, and homestead exemp-

tion reimbursement in each county.

Further, the cost of reevaluation of

all real property in the statewas es-

timated. The intent of this publica-

tion is to examine another perti-

nent aspect of the general topic of

taxation—that of evaluating alter-

natives to the property tax as a

base for funding public education.

We trust that these efforts will

help acquaint the citizens and

public officials of Mississippi with

the current situation, some of the

alternatives available, and the

likely effect of these alternatives—

to the end that public decisions

concerning these complex taxation

issues will be made on a better

informed basis.

Verner G. Hurt, Head
Department of Agricultural Eco-

nomics
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Summary

Public education is a complex
undertaking that requires a high
level of financial support. This
support has been a shared respon-

sibility of local, state, and Federal

governments, using revenues from
various taxes.

As costs have risen and competi-

tion for scarce finances has in-

creased, public school administra-

tors and others have looked for

additional sources of revenue. The
main local tax source for support-

ing public schools is the property

tax—which has been severely criti-

cized because of the variability in

local property tax bases and the

consequent (presumed) variability

in the quality of education offered

students.

This study is based on at least

partial acceptance of the hypothe-
sis that quality of education and
dollar expenditure per pupil are

positively related. Further, expen-

ditures per pupil in Mississippi

during the period studied (1968-69

through 1971-72) were lower than
the average of other southern

states"-which establishes a min-

imum "target" level of financing

for consideration.

Correlating county data on retail

sales and taxable income with

assessed values ofproperty indicat-

ed that districts with low assessed

property values likely would have
low gross retail sales and low

taxable incomes. Thus, there ap-

pears to be little likelihood that

educational expenditures can be

raised significantly through local

funding.

The state sales tax and the state

income tax were examined to see

how much each tax rate would
have to be increased to provide the

desired additional revenue. The
state sales tax rate of 5.000 percent

would have needed to be increased

to 5.983, 6.345, 6.491, and 6.202

percent in school years 1968-69

through 1971-72, respectively,

produce the additional revenue

Deriving the same additional re

venue from the personal incom<

tax would have required more thai '

a doubling of income tax rates. Fo
'

example, rates in effect for 1971-7;

were 3.000 percent for incomei
j

under $5,000 and 4.000 percent fa

incomes $5,000 and above. Th (

calculated total rates for that yea
j

(to raise the desired additions

revenue) were 6.774 percent fo (

incomes under $5,000 and 9.031

percent for incomes $5,000 an(

over.

Many questions were acknowl

edged in this study with no attemp

made to resolve them due to thei

subjective nature. Hopefully, tb

objective nature of the analyse

reported will make the result

useful to private citizens, legisk

tors, and school officials in futur

decisions affecting public educ£

tion in Mississippi.

ii



Analysis of Two Alternative
Sources of Additional Revenue
For Financing Public Education

In Mississippi

Interest in the development of

ilternative sources of revenue for

local governments has intensified

iue to spiraling costs and increas-

ing voter resistance to tax in-

creases. This pinch has been felt

acutely in the financing of public

education. 1 The schools—although
'supported by local, state, and
jFederal funds—are caught be-

tween rising prices and increasing

Ivoter reluctance to approve tax

increases.

The main local tax source for the

support of public schools is the

^property tax. Although only 24

INTRODUCTION*

percent of the total revenue used to

support public education in Missis-

sippi in 1971-72 came from local

sources [19] ,2 93 percent of this

local revenue was derived from
property taxes.

By the end of 1972, 52 court suits

in 31 states had challenged the

legality of the property tax as a

means of financing public educa-

tion [6] . One case, "San Antonio
Independent School District V.

Rodriguez", has reached the U. S.

Supreme Court. The court refused

to strike down the use of the

property tax in a 5-4 decision,

stating that education "
. . . is not

among the rights afforded explicit

protection under our Federal Con-
stitution." However, the majority

opinion also noted that "The need
is apparent for reform in tax

systems which may well have
relied too long and too heavily on
the local property tax ..." [23]

.

In finding no constitutionally

guaranteed right to education, the

Court reaffirmed the principle that

matters relating to taxation and
education are reserved for the

legislatures of the various states.

The basic problem in Mississippi

Iwith regard to the use of the

Iproperty tax for funding public

•education can be seen by examin-
ing expenditure per pupil on an
javerage daily attendance (ADA)
jbasis. Expenditure per pupil for

current operating expenses in the

'highest expenditure district (Jack-

son Municipal Separate School

District) was $825.54 for the school

year 1971-72. This was twice that of

the Clinton Separate School Dis-

I trict, which had the lowest expendi-

The Problem

ture for the state ($408.61) [14] .

Although the Clinton district had a

28 mill property tax levy for current

operations while the Jackson dis-

trict had only a 21.30 mill levy for

current operations, the Jackson
district's 1971 property assessment
was $548,122,218 while Clinton's

assessment was only $15,790,108.

This difference in assessment al-

lowed the Jackson district to pro-

duce $11,584,629 while the Clinton

district could produce only
$407,285. On a per pupil basis, the

property tax for the Jackson dis-

trict produced $429 while the Clin-

ton district was able to raise only

$142.

If the quality of education pro-

vided by a school district can be

measured by the amount of money
per pupil spent by the school

district, these differences in expen-

diture reflect inequities in the

financing of public schools. Quan-
titative evaluation ofthis assertion

is hindered, however, by the fact

that educators do not even agree on

! *The material in this report is basedon an unpublishedMasters thesis ("CurrentMethods ofAdministering
and Financing Mississippi's Public Elementary and Secondary Schools— and Analysis ofA Iternative Sources
of Additional Revenue", Mississippi State University, May 1976) written by Mr. Robertson and directed by Dr.
Tyner.

^In this study, the term "public education" refers to public elementary, junior high, and high schools.

^Numbers in brackets refer to references cited.
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a good measure of quality of

education. The measure most often

used (achievement test scores) is

criticized as measuring only the

skills that a student needs in order

to attend a four-year college. How-
ever, even this criticism is of little

consequence to this study, since

Mississippi's schools do not report

the results of achievement tests

(even though all schools are re-

quired to administer achievement

The specific objectives of this

study were to:

(1) briefly describe the adminis-

trative structure of Mississippi's

public schools;

(2) enumerate the sources and

This study briefly reviews the

administrative structure, current

methods of funding, and current

levels of educational finance in

Mississippi's public schools. Next,

the adequacy offunding (relative to

other Southern states) is examined
to establish a level of additional

funding needed. Alternative sour-

ces of additional revenue are

considered next, and two—the
state sales and income taxes— are

analyzed as sources of additional

revenue.

These alternative sources are

analyzed almost entirely on the

basis of their revenue adequacy.

Several recently-completed
studies have dealt with the prob-

lems of alternative methods of fi-

nancing public elementary and sec-

ondary schools. One of the earliest

of these was by Paul Cooper [3],

who examined the possibilities of

equalization of educational expen-

ditures through a state takeover of

the financing of local public educa-

tests to certain grades each year).

Therefore, this study is based on
the somewhat tenuous assumption
that the quality of a student's

education is a reflection of the

amount of dollars spent on that

student. There can be little doubt
that this is true to some degree.

However, there is no way to show
an exact relationship.

Another aspect of the problem is

the question of "equity" in funding

Objectives

levels of revenue and expenditure

for public education in Mississippi,

by school district;

(3) determine a "target" level of

expenditure per pupil;

(4) specify alternatives for sup-

plementing current methods of

Scope and
Limitations

Certainly, considerations other

than revenue adequacy are impor-

tant to the selection of alternative

revenue sources. However, ch£irac-

teristics such as equity (whether it

be equal educational opportunity

for the child or equal treatment of

taxpayers) are exceedingly diffi-

cult to define and to get general

agreement on. The roles of educa-

tors in specifying criteria for eva-

luating educational quality—and
of legislative bodies in devising

regulations and obtaining
finances—must be undertaken

with a clear understanding of how
scarce resources can best be used to

Review of
Other Studies

tion. Cooper advocated the reten-

tion of control over the schools by
the local school districts even
though the state would supply most
of the money for the operation of

the schools.

The Extension Committee on
Policy (ECOP) subcommittee on
Community Resource Develop)-

ment and PubUc Affairs published

of public schools. The example
above comparing the Clinton and
Jackson districts does not neces-

sarily indicate inequity—unless
this issue can be clearly defined in i

terms of ability and effort as a t

percent of ability. The degree to

which the responsibility for fund-

ing public education lies at the

local, state, or Federal level is also a i

question of equity.

i!

financing public education; and
(5) evaluate these alternatives as

means of increasing the level of

expenditure per pupil in Mississip-

pi's public schools to the selected

target level.

achieve the public's goals. Econo-

mists and other scientists can

provide needed input through ob-

jective evaluations of the conse-

quences of alternative actions in

the context ofresource utilization—

where guides are provided by hard

evidence and stated majority pref

erences. Thus, in this study, ques-

tions of equality and equity arc

mentioned only to add greatei

perspective to the problem. Thf

reader who wishes further reading

on these issues is referred to severa

pubHshed studies [3, 18, 22].

a series of reports dealing with th(

choices available for financing

state and local governments [21

25, 27] . This series examined tb

question of which levels of govern '

ment should provide what service; i

and discussed the characteristic

of the property tax, the sales tax t,

and the income tax. The report thai

considered methods of improvini

2



he tax structure and, finally the

latter of how the Federal govern-

lent should participate in funding

tate and local services.

The Washington State Universi-

y published a series of reports on
'Taxes in Washington" [1, 2, 4, 5]

p. May 1972. These reports exam-
ined criteria for judging different

axes. They also included a study of

jhe effects of the property tax on
j;cononiic activity in the state of

lA^ashington.

Thomas Hady [6] analyzed alter-

lative methods of financing public

;ducation in 1973. He was mainly
concerned with questions associat-

;d with increased state aid, and
joncluded that the local income
and sales tax bases are likely to be

as variable as the property tax

base. He evaluated methods of rais-

ing the revenue needed for in-

creased state participation accord-

ing to Walter Heller's standards

[8] (i.e., their conformance to

generally held ideas of social

justice, consistency with economic
goals, ease of administration and
compliance, and revenue ade-

quacy).

A 1972 study by Perkinson and
House [20] examined the trends

and characteristics in public school

revenue and expenditure in Michi-

gan. Even though this study was
primarily an effort to evaluate

several changes in Michigan's
system of financing public schools,

it provides a look at some of the

questions that are likely to be faced

in an attempt to alter established

systems of educational finance.

These and other studies illustrate

the widespread nature of problems
associated with funding public

schools. The intensity and com-
plexity of these problems are influ-

enced by the relative ability of

various taxes to raise revenue and
by the differential impacts of the

various taxes on individual tax-

payers. Examination of the above
findings, opinions, and general

conclusions provides guidance in

this study—both in terms of taxes

to be considered and in pointing up
the difficulty of resolving the non-

economic issues.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
The public education system is

tiighly complex and it seems ap-

propriate to provide some perspec-

tive on its organization, to make
the ensuing discussion and an£jy-

ses as relevant as possible. Thus, a

briefreview of the public school ad-

ministrative structure at the state

jand coimty levels is provided here.

The U. S. Constitution has been
iinterpreted as leaving the opera-

Ition of public schools to the discre-

Hon of the individual states. Cor-

respondingly, Article VIH, Section

201 of the Constitution of 1890,

State of Mississippi, states:

"It shall be the duty of the

legislature to encourage by all

suitable means, the promotion
of intellectual, scientific, moral
and agricultural improve-

ments, by establishing a uni-

form system of free public

schools by taxation or other-

wise ..." [9]

.

The Mississippi Constitution

also established the office of State

An extraordinary session of the

Mississippi Legislature in 1953
enacted new statutes to govern the

operation of the public schools of

Mississippi. The first section of the

new statutes called for the estab-

!

lishment of a "uniform system" of

j

public schools, and set up the basic

framework under which the public

schools of Mississippi are adminis-
tered today. The new statutes

provided for the continuance of the

State Board of Education, State

Superintendent of Education, and

State Organization

County Superintendents of Educa-
tion as provided for in the Constitu-

tion of 1890, and established other

administrative positions.

The State Board of Education is

made up of three ex-offico

members: the State Superintendent

of Public Education (Chairman),

the Attorney General, and the

Secretary of State. The Board
adopts the course of study to be

used in public schools of the state

and regulates all matters arisingin

the practical administration of the

Superintendent of Public Educa-
tion, the State Board of Education,

and provided for a Superintendent

of Public Education in each county.

The legislature since has enacted
statutes that define the duties of

these offices and provide the frame-

work for the operation of a
"... uniform system of free pub-

lic schools ..." in the state. The
general outline for the administra-

tion of Mississippi's public schools

is shown in Figure 1. This outline

provides a useful guide to the dis-

cussion that follows.

school system not otherwise pro-

vided for. It establishes, under
legislative authority, rides and
regulations for the purchase and
operation of county-owned trans-

portation equipment and disburses

state funds appropriated for cur-

rent operation ofthe public schools.

The State Superintendent of

Public Education is the chiefschool

officer of the state. His duties

include supervising the public

schools, advising the coimty super-

intendents on all matters involving

3
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le welfare of the schools, approv-

ig all school budgets, and organiz-

ig and supervising the State

>epartment of Education.

The State Department of Educa-

on is organized into six divisions

ith a director for each: (1) Admin-
ptration and Finance, (2) Instruc-

lon, (3) Junior College Education,

i) School Building Service and
transportation, (5) Vocational Ed-

ication, and (6) Vocational Reha-

bilitation.

The extraordinary legislative

ession of 1953 also set up the State

Educational Finance Commission,
rhe legislation declared that:

".
. . the burden of providing

equality of educational oppor-

tunity can no longer be borne

entirely by the local taxing

units; and therefore that a
program of state aid therefore

should be instituted. The legis-

lature, therefore, declares and
determines that the mainte-

nance of the uniform system of

free public schools . . . is joint

responsibility of the State of

Mississippi and the local tax-

ing units thereof." [10]

In accordance with this intent,

the legislature established the

County Organization

"State Public School Building

Fund" which places the financial

resources ofthe State behind public

school construction in the individu-

al school districts. This fund is

administered by the State Educa-
tional Finance Commission. In
addition to disbursing funds ap-

propriated by the legislature for

constructing, equipping and re-

pairing school buildings, the Fi-

nance Commission also approves

plans for the location and construc-

tion of elementary and secondary
school buildings, and approves

plans for reorganization of all

school districts.

county superintendent is appoint-

ed by the separate school district

and acts as superintendent of the

district.

A county-wide district embraces
all the territory of a county exclu-

sive of municipal separate dis-

tricts. The county Board of Educa-
tion serves as the board of trustees

of the district and appoints a board
of trustees for each attendance

center in the district. These local

trustees serve primarily as guard-

ians of their respective attendance

centers. There are 68 county-wide
districts in the state.

The consolidated district is com-
posed of less than the entire county
and has its own board of trustees

who are elected by popular vote.

The authority and responsibilities

of the board include: erecting and
maintaining school facilities; su-

pervising the curriculum; and (sub-

ject to the approval of the County
Board of Education) selecting su-

perintendents, principals, and
teachers. This type of district does

not levy a district tax, but obtains

the tax contribution to the min-
imum program from a county-wide
levy. The consolidated districtmay
have a tax levy to supplement the

minimum program, provided the

The County Superintendent of

Education is the Executive Officer

cor the county. He is the director of

ill schools in the county except for

;he municipal separate school

|iistricts. The duties of the County
Superintendent include: signing

.contracts with each superinten-

dent, principal, and teacher under

his supervision; examining annual
and monthly reports submitted to

him by principals and teachers,

jand making certain reports to the

State Department of Education;

fissuing pay certificates for school

funds; and enforcing courses of

study provided by law, or by the

(rules and regulations of the State

Board of Education.

Each county, unless it is com-
pletely encompassed in a munici-
pal separate school district, also

has a County Board of Education.^
This board has jurisdiction over all

schools in the county except munic-
ipal separate school districts. Some
specific duties of the county school
board are: organizing school dis-

tricts and transportation routes;

acting as a central purchasing
agency for the school districts; and
fixing the dates and lengths of the

: school terms.

Under the laws enacted by the

1953 session of the Mississippi

Legislatiure, each county is organ-

ized into one or more of three types

ofschool districts : municipal separ-

ate, county-wide, and consolidated.

A municipal separate school dis-

trict includes all territory in the

corporate limits of that municipali-

ty. (In some cases the district may
include territory outside the munic-
ipality. If this added territory

contains 25 percent or more of the

educable children in the district,

the district is called a special

municipal separate school district.)

The administration of the two
types (municipal separate and
special municipal separate) are

identical except for the method of

electing the board of trustees.

There are 54 municipal separate

school districts in the state.

All separate school districts

operate independently of the

county in which they are located,

dealing directly with the State

Department of Education rather

than with the county superinten-

dent. Separate school districts do

not participate in or pay taxes to

county school funds. Ifthe separate

school district embraces all the

territory of a county, there is no

county school district and the

^The County Superintendent is executive secretary of the county Board, but has no vote in its decisions.
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combined special and county-wide state,

levy does not exceed 25 mills . There The
are 28 consolidated districts in the School

150 Mississippi

Districts in the

Public

1971-72

school year are shown in Figure 2

and listed in Appendix Table 1

.

CURRENT METHODS AND LEVELS OF FUNDING

This section examines the

amounts of revenue and the pro-

grams used to provide this revenue

to Mississippi's public schools for

The revenue figures used in this

study were obtained from annual
reports published by the Mississip-

pi Department ofEducation [11, 12,

17]. The revenue receipts for each
of the 150 districts included are

presented in total and by source

(i.e., local, state, or federal).

Total
Total annual revenue for Missis-

sippi's public schools increased

each year except for the 1971-72

school year (Table 1). However, the

increase in 1969-70 was only

$57,000, reflecting the effects of the

drastic decrease in ADA that year

(transfers of students to private

the school years 1962-63 through
1971-72. Then, the expenditures of

the public school districts are

examined to determine the finan-

Revenue: Sources
and Amounts

schools) and a resultant decrease in
Federal revenue. The decrease in

total revenue shown in 1971-72 also

was caused by a decrease in Feder-

al revenue resulting from a de-

crease inADA for the State's public

schools. Total revenue increased by
approximately $187,000,000 over

the 10 years.

Total revenue by school district

for five years (1967-68 through
1971-72) is shown in Appendix
Table 2.

Local
The "Annual Report of the State

Superintendent of Public Educa-
tion" lists the following sources of

1
cial support afforded on a per-pupil

basis.

local revenue: (1) ad valorem tax

fund, (2) mineral lease tax, (3) other

taxes, (4) tuition and transporta-

tion from patrons, (5) sixteenth

section income, and (6) other local

sources. The property tax (revenue

at the local level) accounted for

over 90 percent of total local re-

venues. In 1971-72, local revenue

was $82,732,000—almost twice

that of the 1962-63 school year

(Table 1).

State
For the 1971-72 school year the

150 local school districts received

$168,548,139 from the state of

Mississippi--more than double the

Table 1. Revenue for Mississippi's 150 public school districts, by source, 1962-63 through 1971-

72.

Source

School Year Local State Federal Total* Local State Federal

(1,000) •--percent-

-

1962-63 $46,632 $80,426 $3,298 $130,357 35.8 61.7 2.5

1963-64 49,750 86,167 3,432 139,349 35.7 61.8 2.5

1964-65 53,465 96,061 4,255 153,781 34.8 62.5 2.8

1965-66 58,676 95,644 23,553 177,873 33.0 53.8 13.2

1966-67 62,346 105,842 27,716 195,905 31.8 54.0 14.1

1967-68 66,141 107,449 38,324 211,913 31.2 50.7 18.1

1968-69 72,896 149,609 50,314 272,819 26.7 54.8 18.4

1969-70 75,793 151,716 45,367 272,876 27.8 55.6 16.6

1970-71 77,382 157,398 86,044 320,824 24.1 49.1 26.8

1971-72 82,732 168,548 65,935 317,215 26.1 53.1 20.8

*Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

Source; Ten Year Trend Study [17] and Annual Report of the State Superintendent of Public
Education [11, 12].
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(No Symbol) County-Wide Unit

^ Consolidated

Municipal Separate

O Special Municipal Separate

Figure 2. Mississippi's public school districts, 1971-72. (District numbers correspond

to those in Appendix Table 1.)



1
1962-63 figure of$80,426,000 (Table

1). However, State revenue actually

comprised a smaller percentage of

total revenue in 1971-72 than it did

in 1962-63. The State revenue was
provided to the local districts

through the following channels: (1)

Per Capita and Minimum Educa-

tion programs; (2) Vocational

funds; (3) Educational Finance

Commission funds; (4) Severance

Tax Refund; (5) Homestead Exemp-
tion fund; (6) Chickasaw funds; (7)

Driver's Education fund; and (8)

Adult and other funds.

Federal
Federal revenue in 1971-72 was

almost 20 times that of 1962-63

(Table 1). The increased impor-

tance of Federal revenue to Missis-

sippi's public schools is evident

from the fact that it accounted for

only 2.52% of total revenue in 1962-

63 and had increased to 20.78% of

total revenue by 1971-72.

The Minimum Foundation Pro-

gram (through which all state aid

is channeled to the local districts)

receives money from two separate

funds: (1) Minimum Program Fund
and (2) Common School Fund [15].

The Minimum Program Fund is a

joint state and local effort, with the

local share based on an index of

financial ability. The Common
School Fund is a flat grant by the

state to the local district, based on
the proportion of the total number
of the state's school-age children

that reside in the district.

Minimum Program Fund
The state's share of the Min-

imum Program Fund is the total

cost of the Fimd minus the local

share. However, the state share
must be at least 40 percent of the

total. Outline formulas for deter-

mining the local, state, and total

costs of the program are:

I. Total cost of the Minimum
Program Fund =

County Administration
+ Local Administration supple-

ment
+ Teachers' salaries

+ Transportation
+ Other costs

+ Incentive grant"
+ The employer's part of Social

Security and Retirement
II. Local Contribution toward

cost of the Minimum Program

State Funding
Programs

Fund =

Ad Valorem tax fimds
+ Severence tax funds

III. State's contribution toward
cost of the Minimum Program =

Total cost (I) minus Local contri-

bution (II).

Total Cost.
Each county receives an "admi-

nistrative expenses" allotment

that is used to pay the County
Superintendent's salary and other

expenses of the Superintendent's

office. The county receives $15,000
plus $25 for each teacher unit^

above 50 units, up to amaximum of

$20,000. In the event a county is

completely encompassed in a mu-
nicipal separate district, this allot-

ment is given to the district. In
addition, each school district is

alloted $150 per year for each
teacher unit for "local administra-

tion supplements" to salaries of

local superintendents and princi-

pals, and (under certain condi-

tions) teachers' salaries.

"Teachers' salaries" under the
Minimimi Program are paid ac-

cording to a statewide schedule,

based on the type of license held
and the teacher's experience. The
"transportation" allotment is

based on a formula in which
previous costs and the geographic
density of pupils actually trans-

ported are the determining factors.

Each school district is allotted $600
per teacher unit for "other costs".

This money is used for instruc-

tional materials, maintenance and
operation of the school plant, and
for advanced training of teachers.

Since 1968, "incentive grant

funds" have been allotted to a
district based on local effort. Local

effort is measured according to a

formula based on the local millage

rate. The allotment for the "em-
ployer's part of the Social Security

and Retirement" is the amount
actually paid by the county.

Local Contribution.
Local monies for contribution to

the Minimum Program Fund come
from the ad valorem tax and the

severance tax. The required local

ad valorem tax contribution of a

county or municipal separate

school district is determined by the

State Department of Education in

accordance with the following

index of financial ability (which is

set by law):

Index of financial ability =

[ (.245152) X (county's percent ofthe

total assessed valuation of public

utilities in the state)

+ (.044144) X (county's percent of

State total of motor vehicle

license receipts)

+ (.065110) X (county's percent of

State total personal income taxes
paid in the state)

''The Incentive Grant was added in 1968-69 school year. In 1973-74 an allowance for district administration
was added and the Incentive Grant was replaced by an allowance for supportive services.

^One teacher unit equals 27 students. In addition, one-half T.U. is allowed the district for each approved
vocational teacher and .6 T.U. is added for each special education teacher.
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+ (.222936) X (county's percent of

State total gainfully employed,

non-farm, non-government
workers)

+ (.282970) X (county's percent of

the retail sales tax paid in the

state) ] - 100

This index is multiplied by the

jstatutory total ($16,000,000 in the

1971-72 school year) to determine

the amount to be provided by the

local districts.

State Contribution.
The State's contribution is the

difference between the total cost (I)

, and the contribution ofeach county
and municipal separate district

I

Expenditure per pupil was deter-

mined by dividing the current

expenditures for each district by
average daily attendance (ADA).
ADA for a district is calculated as:

I

(II). In the event that state appro-

priations are insufficient, all items

in the cost of the program are

reduced on a percentage basis to

make the state's contribution equal

to the state appropriation.

The State Department of Educa-
tion uses actual records of teacher

training and experience, attend-

ance, transportation, and other

cost factors in computing the cost

of the program. Tentative notice of

the amount of funds it must con-

tribute for the coming year and the

amount the state will contribute is

given to each county and separate

district on June 1. Final notice is

given on January 15.

Expenditure Per Pupil

Common School Fund
The Common School Fund, first

established in 1890, is a flat grant

from the state provided to the local

school district for its unrestricted

use. The amount received by the

district depends on the proportion

of the state's school age children

that are in the district. This fund
provided about $7 per census child

or about 2.6% of total state aid in

the 1971-72 school year. The Min-

imimi Program Fund and the

Common School Fund combined
make up the state's part of the

Minimum Foundation Program.

Table 2 presents the ADA for the

state public schools and the total

enrollment for non-pubhc schools.

(No adjustment was made for the

length of term of the non-public

schools.) There was a steady rise in

ADA for the State's public schools

until the 1969-70 school year, when
private school enrollment almost

doubled. This shift in enrollment

influences per-pupil expenditure

importantly, as will be shown later.

Expenditure data used in this

study were obtained from the seven

major current accounts of the

school Budget and Finance Report:

(1) administration; (2) instruction;

(3) transportation; (4) operation of

school plant; (5) maintenance of

school plant; (6) fixed charges; and

(7) auxiliary charges.^

Per-pupil expenditures in each

ADA = Attendance ^ Length of term

Where: Attendance = the sum, over the school year,

of daily attendance

and
Length of term = minimum number of days required by law

or actual number of days school is in

session—whichever is greater.

Table 2. Public school attendance and private school enroU-
ment in Mississippi, 1962-63 through 1971-72.

Type of school

School year Public Non-public

ADA* Enrollment**

1962-63 515,244.6 18,633

1963-64 527,143.0 19,396

1964-65 530,884.0 19,398

1965-66 536,201.9 22,217

1966-67 528,681.7 22,004

1967-68 539,615.2 24,227

1968-69 541,975.7 24,119

1969-70 524,622.9 46,981

1970-71 495,491.0 65,707

1971-72 491,402.4 66,667

*ADA = Average Daily Attendance
**Total enrollment—including State supported and Indian
schools.

SOURCE: Statistics for Mississippi's Public Schools; State
Department of Education [16].

^Source: State Department of Education

9



account are unweighted arithmetic pupil in 1968-69 through 1971-72 each school district in Mississippi
'

averages, obtained by dividing the were $431.54, $459.80, $578.48, and for 1967-68 through 1971-72 is
;

total ADA into total expenditures $585.03, respectively. Total annual given in Appendix Table 3.

in each account. Expenditures per current expenditure per pupil for

POTENTIAL FOR ADDITIONAL LOCAL REVENUE

The possibiUty of raising addi-

tional revenue at the local level is

State and local governments
levy—in addition to the property

tax—sales, income, luxury, and
severance taxes. A detailed exami-

nation of these taxes is beyond the

scope of this report. However, a

briefdiscussion ofthe main charac-

teristics of the property, sales, and
income taxes is in order, to provide

some perspective on the possibility

of supplementing property tax

revenue with revenue from either

the income tax or the sales tax.

Evaluation of taxes has gone on
for as long as taxes have been used

as a means of raising revenues for

government. In 1776, Adam Smith
set forth four principles for the

evaluation of taxes: equality, cer-

tainty, convenience of payment,
and economy in collection [24].

These principles have been widely

used every since. In 1964, Walter

Heller provided a modern restate-

ment of these principles, saying
that taxes can be evaluated on the

basis oftheir conformance with our
ideas of "social justice, consistency

with economic goals, ease of ad-

ministration and compliance, and
revenue adequacy" [8].

These principles have beenmuch

Sales and income taxes together

produced over 65 percent of the

total General Fund receipts in

Mississippi for the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1972. Since no
other single tax produced over five

considered in this section, follow-

ing a general discussion of the

Difficulty of
Evaluating Taxes

discussed, without any one of the

three taxes (property, sales, or

income) showing a clear advantage
over the others. However, it is

generally agreed that state income
taxes are the most progressive and
that the sales tax is regressive. The
property tax correlates poorly with
incomes of the people on whom it is

levied. Income and sales taxes are

more income elastic than is the

property tax. Hady [6] points out

that this relatively high income
elasticity of the income and sales

taxes can be both an advantage
and a disadvantage. (An elastic tax
is not stable—it can be very helpful

when a state's economy is expand-
ing or can present problems when
the economy is contracting).

Criticism of the property tax is

perhaps bestsummed up by Ronald
Welch:

"If California is typical of the

nation, the property tax is the

most unpopular of all major
taxes now employed in the

United States. It is under
attack from all sides. It is

denounced by welfare econo-

mists, ... by business-
men, ... by farmers, ... by

Relations Among
Taxes at the
Local Level

and one-half percent oftotal Gener-
al Fund receipts, sales and income
taxes appear to be the only taxes

with the potential to supplement
the property tax in increasing
support of public education.

difficulty involved in selecting the \

"best" tax.

the aged, ... by guardians of

the law, ... by students of
|

government, ..." [22].

In the face of such criticism, one
might wonderwhy the property tax *

continues to exist. A paramount
reason is the difficulty of replacing,

the revenue produced by the proper- \

ty tax. In 1967, the property tax'

provided 87 percent ofthe total tax\

revenue of local governments in the'
^

United States [1 ] . As stated earlier,

the property tax provided over 90

percent of the local revenue for the

public school districts in Mississip-

pi. Another reason for the con-

tinued reliance on the property tax'

is the lack ofunanimous agreement i

on an alternative—both income^

and sales taxes have received their

share of criticism.

No one ofthe three taxes seems to

be clearly the most compatible with
established economic goals such as

price stability, full employment,

and optimal allocation of

resources. Readers desiring a more
detailed examination of the subject

are referred to any of numerous
studies published on this topic (e.

g., Hady [6], Wyckoff [27], and »

Florea[4]).

Potentials of sales and income
taxes as instruments to be used at

the county level were examined
where appropriate data could be

obtained. In order to determine the

ability of either the sales tax or the

10



income tax to provide additional

local revenue, the tax bases for

each were correlated with the

jproperty tax base.

Since no income tax data were
available for mimicipal separate or

iconsolidated districts, the first

correlation analysis of the three

taxes was limited to the 33 counties

with a single school district. Varia-

bles correlated were retsdl sales,

taxable income, and assessed value

iof property.

A second correlation used only

the assessed value of property and
gross sales. This correlation in-

cluded all county unit and munici-

pal separate school districts. There
was no way to adjust gross sales for

the actual amount of sales in

consolidated districts. This caused
the gross sales to be overstated in

counties with both county unit and
consolidated districts. However, it

was judged that this overstatement

was likely to be small and would be
more than outweighed by the

greater reliability that the addi-

tional number (120 total) of dis-

tricts provided.

A high degree of positive correla-

tion was found in both analyses.

Both sales and income taxes were
found to have coefficients of .92

when correlated with the assessed

value of property in the 33 counties

with a single school district. In the

second correlation (assessed value

of property versus gross sales in

120 school districts), the correla-

tion coefficient was .95. These high
degrees of correlation indicate that

districts with a low assessed value

of property are likely to have low

gross retail sales and taxable in-

come. There seems to be little

likeUhood that educational expen-

ditures can be raised significantly

through local fvmding alone.

STATE SALES AND INCOME TAXES
AS SOURCES OF ADDITIONAL REVENUE

The high positive correlation of

j
county property tax bases with
both sales tax and income tax

collections rules out the possibility

that counties with low property tax

bases and low per pupil expendi-

tures could use the sales and

The amount of additional re-

venue needed was ascertained by
comparing expenditure per pupil in

Mississippi with the average ex-

income taxes as effective revenue
producing supplements. Thus, the

use of sales and income taxes at the

state level are examined here.

There are three major questions: (1)

How much additional revenue
would be needed to raise expendi-

Additional
Revenue Needed

penditure per pupil in all southern

states^ for 1968-69 through 1971-72.

Mississippi was found to have
lower expenditures per pupil for

Table 3. Estimated additional revenue needed to raise Mis-
sissippi's expenditure per pupil to average for all southern
states, 1968-69 through 1971-72.

Year

Item 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

Increase in

expenditure

per pupil $66

(dollars)

$107 $136 $127

Additional

revenue needed $35,770,350 $56,134,661 $67,386,776 $62,408,054

SOURCE: [16, 17]

ture per pupil in Mississippi to the

average of all Southern states? (2)

How much would the sales tax

have to be increased to raise this

revenue? (3) How much would the

income tax have to be increased to

raise this revenue?

each of the four years. The amount
that Mississippi's expenditure per

pupil would have to be increased to

equal the average expenditure for

the other southern states is shown
in Table 3. These figures were mid-
tiplied by the state ADA for

each of the four years to obtain the

needed increases in total revenue.

Required Sales
Tax Increase

The next step was to determine

how much increase in the sales tax

rate wovild be needed for the sales

tax to produce the required addi-

tional revenue. First, it is impor-

tant to recognize that, although the

stated sales tax rate is five percent,

the effective sales tax rate (ratio of

sales tax collected to gross sales)

''Data published by the Mississippi State Department of Education [16].
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ii

was only about three percent in the necessary to calculate an increase procedure is described below, usinj
j|

four years analyzed. Thus, it is in terms ofthe "effective" rate. The 1968-69 as an example.

Needed
increase in

effective rate

Additional revenue

needed $35,770,350

gross sales $6,226,619,145

sales tax collected

= .00574
i

«
"Effectiveness ratio" _

for 1968-69 gross sales x stated rate
= .58384

Needed increase

in stated rate =

Needed increase in

effective rate .00574

This result shows that a stated

sales tax rate of 5.983 percent

(rather than 5 percent) in 1968-69

would have produced the addition-

al revenue required to bring expen-

diture per pupil up to the average of

all southern states in that year. The
needed increases in the effective

and stated sales tax rates for 1968-

69 through 1971-72 are shown in

Table 4.

Required Income
Tax Increase

The Mississippi income tax has a

split rate structure (three percent

on incomes under $5,000 and four

percent on incomes $5,000 and
higher). Therefore, it was neces-

sary to calculate two rates for each
year. To eliminate any subjective

judgements about where the grea-

test burden for the increased re-

venue would be placed, it was
decided that the additional rates

X, =_ needed revenue
75L + I,

X, = .75X2

I

These equations were solved for

each year under study. The addi-

tional rates would result in a total

effectiveness ratio .58384
= .00983

Table 4. Estimated effective and stated sales tax rates to

provide additional revenue for raising Mississippi's expen-
diture per pupil to the average for all southern states, 1968-
69 through 1971-72.

Year

Item 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

(percent)

Effective rate

Actual 2.860 2.980 3.320 3.260

Increase

needed .574 .822 .994 .774

Total 3.434 3.802 4.314 4.034

Stated rate
Actual 5.000 5.000 5.000 5.000

Increase

needed .983 1.345 1.491 1.202

Total 5.983 6.345 6.491 6.202

shovdd be in the ssime ratio that The rate increases were calculat-

existed for the actual rates. ^ ed from the following formulas:

where: X, - the additional rate for incomes imder $5,000

X2 - the additional rate for incomes of $5,000 and over

I, = Mississippi's total amount of taxable income taxed

at 3%.

I2 = Mississippi's total amount of taxable income taxed

at 4%.

rate approximately double the

current rate (Table 5). This raises

serious questions about political

feasibility. Again, the answers to

such questions are beyond the

scope of this study.

The rate on incomes under $5,000 should be three-fourths of the rate for incomes of $5,000 and over.



Table 5. Estimated income tax rates to provide additional
revenue for raising Mississippi's expenditure per pupil to the
average for all southern states, 1968-69 through 1971-72.

Year

Item 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

(percent)

Income under $5,000

Actual rate 3.000 3.000 3.000 3.000

Increase needed 3.131 5.075 5.037 3.774

Total 6.131 8.075 8.037 6.774

Income $5,000 and higher
Actual rate 4.000 4.000 4.000 4.000

Increase needed 4.174 6.767 6.716 5.032

Total 8.174 10.767 10.716 9.032
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Appendix Table 1. Mississippi public school districts by type and home county, 1971-72.

liber tScnool i-iistnci 1 ype oi uisirici Home County

i Natchez-Adams Special Municipal Separate Adams

2
A 1

Alcorn J. T T 'J.County Umt A 1Alcorn
qo Corinth iviumcipai oepcurdte

4 Amite County Unit Amite

5 Attala County Unit Attala

6 Kosciusko
TUT ' ' 1 CI J.Municipal Separate

7 Benton County Unit Benton

8 Bolivar #1 Consolidated Bolivar

9 Bolivar #2 Consolidated

10 Bolivar #3 Consolidated

11 BoHvar #4 Consolidated
1 o rJoiivar ffo Consolidated

J. Kj RolivaT W5 ConsoliHatpH\_>/ \Jx 1.0 \Jx XvACA XjKj yjL

14 Calhoun J, T T * ±County Umt Calhoun

15 Carroll County Unit Carroll

16 Chickasaw County Unit Chickasaw
1 n1 / Houston iviunicipai oeparaie

18 Okolona Munirinal SJenarate

1 Q Choctaw County Unit ^^nocidw

20 Claiborne County Unit Claiborne

21 Enterprise Consolidated Clarke

22 Qmtman Consolidated

23 Clay County Unit Clay

24 West roint Municipal Separate

25 Coahoma County Unit Coahoma
ZD ^w^iarKsaaie iviunicipcu isepardie

97 Lyopian County Unit
28 Hazlehurst Municipal Separate

9Q V^UVlllg tUXl \^uu.iiiy uiiii/ flrwiT* cHtitiV^U V 111^ Lwll

ou ueooio L/Ouniy umi

Oi r orrest i^ouniy umt
32 Hattiesburg Municipal Separate

33 Franklin County Unit Franklin

34 Opnrcrp Countv UnitW U.XX vjf XXX V George

oO Vjrreene

36 Grenada Special Mumcipal Separate Grenada

37 Hancock County Unit Hancock
38 Bay St. Louis Mimicipal Separate

39 Harrison County Unit Harrison

40 Pass Christian Municipgil Separate

41 Long Beach Municipal Separate

42 Gulfport Municipal Separate

43 Biloxi Municipal Separate

44 Hinds County Unit Hinds

(Continued)

15



Appendix Table 1. Mississippi public school districts by type and home county, 1971-72,

continued

Number School District Type of District Home County

45 Jackson Separate Municipal Separate

149 Clinton Municipal Separate

46 Holmes County Unit Holmes
150 Durant Municipal Separate

47 Humphreys County Unit Humphreys

None None Issaquena

48 Tftawam Via Count.v TTnit Tttawamba

4y Jackson County Unit Jackson
sotJXJ

51 Moss Point MunicipEil Separate

52 Pascagoula Municipal Separate

53 West Jasper Consolidated Jasper

54 East Jasper Consolidated

55 Jefferson County Unit Jefferson

56 Jefferson Davis County Unit Jefferson Davis

57 Jones County Unit Jones
58 Laurel Municipal Separate

59 Kemper County Unit Kemper

60 Lafayette County Unit Lafayette

61 Oxford Municipal Separate

62 Lamar County Unit Lamar
63 Lumberton Line Consolidated

64 Lauderdale County Unit Lauderdale
65 Meridian Mimicipal Separate

66 Lawrence County Unit Lawrence

67 Leake County Unit Leake

68 Lee Countv T Init. Lee
69 Nettleton Line Consolidated
70 Tupelo Municipal Separate

71 Leflore County Unit Leflore

72 Greenwood Mimicipal Separate

73 Lincoln County Unit Lincoln
74 Brookhaven Mimicipal Separate

75 Lowndes County Unit Lowndes
76 Columbus Mimicipal Separate

77 Madison County Unit Madison
78 Canton Municipal Separate

79 Marion County Unit Marion
80 Columbia Municipal Separate

81 Vyouniy uiui/ TV^QvoV* all

82 Holly Springs Municipal Separate

83 Monroe County Unit Monroe
84 Aberdeen Municipal Separate
85 Amory Municipal Separate

(Continued)
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Appendix Table 1. Mississippi public school districts by type and home county, 1971-72,
continued

Number School District Type of District Home County

ivionigomery L/Ounty umi Montgomery
O 1 vv iiiuiid

OOOO JNesnoba County Unit XT I- 1Neshoba
89 Philadelphia Municipal Separate

iNcWl/OIl v^ouniy unit i>ewxon

91 Newton Special Municipal Separate

92 Union Special Municipal Separate

93 Noxuhpp Countv Unit. Nnviihpp

QA v^'Ounxy uniL UKtiODena
vo iVlUillCipcU Ot^pctidU;

9b iNortn Fanola L/onsondatea Panola
Q7 OUULIl X^ctllUlcl V_/UIloUllUd Lt; U.

no9o Pearl River County Umt Pearl River
QQ Picayune Municipal Separate

iUVJ Poplarville Municipal Separate

lUl Perry County Umt Perry
109 IViCllLUIl iviuiiicipal oepardi/e

iUo JNortii r^ike Consolidated Pike
OUUtXl i llitJ oonsoiicidi/eci

105 MeComb Municipal Separate

106 Pontotoc County Unit Pontotoc
107 Pontotoc Municipal Separate

108 Prentiss County Unit Prentiss

109 BaldwjTi Municipal Separate

110 Quitman County Unit Quitman

111 Rankin County Unit Rankin

112 Scott County Unit Scott

113 Forest Mimicipal Separate

114 AnguUla Line Consolidated Sharkey
115 Sharkey-Issaquena Consolidated

116 Simpson County Unit Simpson

117 Smith County Unit Smith

JLXO oLone County Unit otone

119 bunflower County Unit Sunflower
190 Drew Municipal Separatem Indianola Municinal Senaratp

1 99 TT'cia+ Toll qVifjasi 1 auanaicme Consolidated i aiianatcnie

123 West Tallahatrhip on Qnl 1 H tpHV-/*WlAO l/C/ \A.

194 v^ouTiLy Unix 1 ate

125

126 North Tippah Consolidated Tippah
127 South Tippah Consolidated

128 Tishomingo County Unit Tishomingo
129 luka Municipal Separate

(Continued)
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Appendix Table 1. Mississippi public school districts by type and home county, 1971-72,
continued

Number School District Type of District Home County

130 Tunica Coimty Unit Tunica

131 Union County Unit Union
132 New Albany Municipal Separate

1 QQloo waitnaii County Unit W aim all

134 Warren County Unit Warren
135 IN^imiP'i'nfil Spuflffifp

LO\J rlrillj^Tiri s^Ig
V>'011oUi1LICl l/C tl VV dOlllIl^tUIi

137 Leland Consolidated

138 Western Line Consolidated

139 Greenville Municipal Separate

140 Wayne County Unit Wayne

141 Webster County Unit Webster

142 Wilkinson County Unit Wilkinson

143 Louisville Municipal Separate Winston

144 doffippvillp ConsoHflatpH Yalobusba

145 Water Valley Consolidated

146 Yazoo County Unit Yazoo
147 Holly Bluff Consolidated

148 Yazoo Mimicipal Separate

149 (see Hinds Co.)

150 (see Hinds Co.)

Source: Annual Report and Recommendations of the the State Superintendent of Education
[11].
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Appendix Table 2. Total public school revenue by school district, Mississippi, 1967-68 through
1971-72

County District

School Year

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

^uoiiars^

Adams Natchez-Adams o,oo /,y /o 0,obi,U4U K KCQ Q/CV0,0bo,o4 /
c Q01 01

Q

0,oZi,Zio

Alcorn Alcorn 1, loZ, /Ob 1,0 /u,o /y O Q 1 O QQI^z,oiz,yoo O 1 KO KQ1Z,iOZ,Ool

Alcorn i^onntn l,Uio,doO i,ZoZ,o / Z 1 OOQ /l£!rki,ZZo,4bU 1 OCQ KTQl,Zbo,o / o 1 OC7 Q^/<l,Zb /,yo4

Amite Amite 1 7Qfi OOQ 1 ft«9 Qf5t=ii,oo^,yDO i, 1 00,ZoO 1 fi97 4fi7i,bZ ( ,'tb /

rVltdld /\ttdid 1 4«S "^90 1 404 Rf^ft 1 1^40 01 ^ 1 AKd IKRi,40b, / Ob
QQ1 QQQi70l,000 Q87 991 1 AftSX 7A^ 1 1 f^9

nmiiwii iJtJIl LUIl 799 1 Q01 9f;^ c/00,00 /
1 04Q 1 Q7 QQQ Q4i^

i7t>0,0'tO

IjUIIVdl ouiivdr ttj. 1 1 (in "^09 1 "^Qft 9'^4 1 9Q1 fiJ^lR 1 Ql t^i Q40 1 f^47 K9fi1,01 1 ,O^D

IDOllVdr DOllVdr ttZ SPiS 1 7*^ fti 9^f;OiO,ZOO Q'=\9 Q47 7Q1 fiQ7

DOUVdr DOllVdr no oOD,j7Di 1 040 SSfi 1 OQI Rr\R 1 919 t^ARi,ziz,0'ib 1 0P;9 Qf;4i,uoz,yb4
l-C^~t 111 Vxjoiivar r>oiivar tt'i

1 7QR QQ1 9 AQQ 7Ci7Z,4yo, ID 1
9 QQ4 ftOfiz,oy4,oub 9 KQA QP;QZ,0o4,o0y 9 f;oo ooo

ooiivar Bolivar ^^5 QQQ t;9Q 1 OQ/1 117 7C1 QQO/bi,yoU QQ7 1 lAyo/,i /4 QQ9 1 qf;yoZjiyo

Bolivar Bolivar U6 QKd Ql /I lAQ aao<4o,boZ QQQ fiOOoyo,ozz Q01 FiQIf5Zi,0oi

i^dinoun 1 /1/lQ Ql 7 1 Ql O 01

9

1 f;qi 7QCi,ooi, < yb 1 7/19 Q.OAi, / 4Z,oZ4 1 7QF; QQCi, /yo,oob

v^drroii Q'=;7 fiRAvO 1 ,OD4 1 QQ1 Q(^ft 1 1 QO Ql R 1 AWR QQ1i,4 (b,yoi 1 94fi 97Qi,z4b,z / o

V_>'Illd\.cloclW 1 r\i t ci o ci H7
V-'l 11CK.dodW DOi, lOZf ( i70,Uoo OZo,Ool7 t^iQQ 070OOj7,U I\J

AQf^ QQfiDOO,oi7b
1^ ri 1 It c £1 \X7 inULlotUll 4*^7 7R7 QQQ 4f^4 1 99fi 1 OQ 1 1 7f5 4fi0

\^1 11C J\,dodW W JvUlUIld f5Q9 f547 fiOQ QQO 7Q1 "^OQ QQfi 109

V^llUCldW vyIlUCLdW fiftf^ 77ft 7QQ 049 7P\Q 7Q9
1 oy, ( oz 1 1 99 f^l 1l,iZZ,011 1 9'=;9 07fii,ZOZ,U (b

^idiuuriic v_/idi[jorne i,ozo,oyo 1 /IQ9 1 01 1 i=;ciO fiQIi,OOU,boi i,oo4,obb

v_/idri\.c 11 1t;rprioe iJOO, <Di PiOQ 1ft9 471 440 4QQ 7Q94c5y, 1OZ FxQQ 9Q1ooi7,zy i

v^icii JVC? V^Ul tXXldXl 1 440 1 ^7 1 4fi7 f^^91,40 ( ,<jOZ l,000,DoO 1 49*^ KA K

v^idy ^idy 494 1 91 4Q4 QQfi OUO,OiO OOt,OtD f^09 971

Clav Wp<af Pmnfvvc^ot X unit 1 41 1 OQI 1 7Qfi 40Q 1 791 Q41 1 Qf^4 90fil,0<J'i,OUD 1 88^1 1Q8

^UdXlOXIld 9 971 9fi7 9 f^l 7 '=;4<^Z,Oi 1 fOHiO 9 fi40 409 Q 401 744 9 Q04 47Q

vyUdllUlIld V_/ldrKoU.dlc 9 riQft ft77 9 4QR 4fifl 9 QQ9 Qfi9z,oyz,c5bz 9 Q09 f^7fiz,yuz,o / b Q OQQ 40Q

V_^OjJldll v-/OpidXl 1 n9f5 fi71 1 9flQ Ql 7 1 970 77Ai,Z l\J,l lO 1 Qfi4 700 1 Q97 1 Ql

v^upidn ridzienursx oyo,UoD 1 OQQ 1 OQ 1 91 7QCi,zio, ( yb 1 add <?Qii,bbb,byi 1 QQf; Ql Oi,oyo,oiu

V^UVlIlgLOIl v^ovingxon i,ouD,DOO 1 7f;i AQOi, /0i,4yz 1 QOQ A 1

A

i,yuy,4 /4 9 01 R 97/1Z,Uib,Z /

4

1 Q74 99Qi,y /4,ZZO

jjeoolo o,Uo / ,UOO 4,iuu, /oy A Q<?7 09Q4,zb / ,uzy /I QQ7 7fIO4,yo / , <bu d Ofil Q91b,ubi,oZi
J. LlllCOt r orresi 1,0 / i,ZZO 1 Ql Q Qyl /<i,yio,o44 1 Q99 9t^/li,yzz,zo4 9 1 OQ dAd.z,iuy,b4b 9 QQQ Qfi7

L UllCOt narciesDurg 0,lDO,DOU Q QCiA QDQo,yU4,oUo Q net.A 91o, <b4,zi0 A OAQ Q7/14,Z4y,o (

4

A ddK 9QQ4,bbO,ZOO
1 IdlllvXXIl r ranKim QQ7 /1Q1 1 r»OQ 1 t;Q 1 9CC; 9/IQi,ZbO,Z4o 1 ft7Q 90Qi,b /y,zuy 1 Q07 947

vjreorge i,UZo,ZoO 1 QRI 0/(Q 1 QQQ QCQi,oyy,obo 1 IKK QQQi, / oo,oyo 1 fiQI f^9fii,byi,ozb

vjri t!tJiit; »jrreene yybjooy 1 OQQ OCQ
i.Zoo,Zoo 1 1 C9 t;i Ci,ibz,oib 1 Q/19 KdQi,o4Z,0bo 1 OQfi QQQi,zyb,ooy

VJTI ClldU-d Lirenaaa 1 RAO. nr;o Z,iD <,4o0 9 OC^C^ 1 1 Qz,uoo,i ly O A^d Q7QZ,4ib,o /

O

9 949 47QZ,Z'J:Z,'J: ( 0

lldllCUCK Hancock IQA Q/o4,Oio Qf;o 70<iyoz, /ub 1 O/IQ /IQOi,U4o,4oU 1 OQI 41 Qi,UOi,4iO

jjdy oL. j-iouis 1 nQ9 rtHQ Q71 "iKRy / i,O0D Qcc ncAybo, /bi 1 Q9l=; 1 QFii,OZO,ioO 1 Ql 4 4QQ

1.XCLL LLoKJIL Fidrnooii 9 1 74 OR^^,11 4,ZOO 9 Qft4 7QftZ,yo4, ( Oo 4 Q74 70Q 4 09f; Qf^fi'i,UZD,c50b 4 90Q 779

X XCAX 1 Biloxi 4 7fit=; 0Q8 4 QQ'^ 9*^0 f^ 1 4Q 9Qfio,± to,oou K fi90 741

LXCLL 1 iSUll vjruiipori o,40o,UOo 4 OCQ QQO4,ZOO,you 4 fi04 KQO 4 Qfi4 ftOfi'l,yb'l,oUb 4 7f^fi QQQ

1-iOiig ijtjdcn i,UDo,yoo 1 490 Ql P\i,4ZU,OiO 1 c;qq 1 ^(Kl,OOo,iOb 1 ftOf^ KR^i,oUO,00 /
1 QQO 004

Harrison X dOO V>illlOl/lClXl Q41 fiQ5 QfiQ 380 1 035 537 1 074 75Q

Hinds Hinds 4,106,243 6,298,393 6,128,918 6,389,678 6,488,546
Hinds Jackson Separate 15,755,051 11,412,362 10,050,809 13,426,347 12,096,725
Holmes Holmes 2,430,647 3,315,476 3,101,959 3,517,151 2,990,204
Humphreys Humphreys 1,919,126 2,656,921 2,537,675 2,803,818 2,639,743
Ittawamba Ittawamba 1,061,054 1,422,997 1,416,629 1,637,892 1,591,000
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Appendix Table 2. Total public school revenue by school district, Mississippi, 1967-68 through
1971-72, continued

County District 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

(Dollars)
Jackson Jackson 1,380,869 1,956,150 2,190,820 2,778,403 3,086,574

Jackson Moss Point 2,105,931 2,744,509 2,716,550 3,126,511 3,272,347

Jackson Ocean Springs 1,037,506 1,407,128 1,485,699 1,747,431 1,936,382

Jackson Pascagoula 2,326,286 3,178,433 3,643,831 4,070,036 4,678,918

Jasper East Jasper 832,129 1,011,539 811,667 1,097,825 960,685
Jasper West Jasper 602,274 728,447 792,299 1,088,321 1,026,013

Jefferson Jefferson 774,650 1,082,082 1,067,827 1,784,299 1,470,969

Jefferson Davis Jefferson Davis 1,179,704 1,302,857 1,342,070 1,950,296 2,232,767

Jones Jones 2,676,395 3,580,302 3,484,151 4,027,386 4,140,457

Jones Laurel 2,493,764 3,087,713 2,883,415 3,456,615 3,260,294

Kemper Kemper 1,260,152 1,702,223 1,787,457 1,652,562 1,614,740

Lafayette Lafayette 781,664 1,018,710 970,013 1,270,801 1,347,318

Lafayette Oxford 1,133,312 1,439,234 1,384,260 1,748,675 1,711,787

Lamar Lamar 1,012,684 1,259,352 1,318,637 1,769,804 2,006,506

Lamar Limiberton 386,582 328,811 333,387 523,696 497,923

Lauderdale Lauderdale 1,720,196 2,289,541 2,236,370 2,540,939 2,829,108

Lauderdale Meridian 4,970,797 5,835,209 5,866,530 5,629,812 6,285,914

Lawrence Lawrence 869,293 1,278,832 1,201,630 1,442,330 1,505,258

Leake Leake 1,791,756 2,204,610 2,119,933 2,428,848 2,174,945

Lee Lee 1,629,094 1,974,215 1,978,891 2,150,378 2,294,641

Lee Nettleton Line 390,172 519,601 613,056 582,693 588,416

Lee Tupelo 2,796,231 2,974,663 3,155,418 3,613,200 3,924,440

Leflore Leflore 3,551,967 4,243,889 4,251,023 4,846,229 4,612,149

Leflore Greenwood 2,684,132 3,163,407 2,997,904 3,390,797 3.330,165

Lincoln Lincoln 817,730 1,047,392 1,148,146 1,206,544 1,236,306

Lincoln Brookhaven 1,255,213 1,614,637 1,514,174 1,974,879 2,011,527

Lowndes Lowndes 1,374,850 1,496,416 1,510,581 1,979,325 2,256,223

Lowndes Columbus 3,335,073 4,184,200 4,056,780 4,792,938 5,048,474

Madison Madison 1,786,996 2,491,397 2,385,397 2,928,994 2,541,653

Madison Canton 1,623,732 2,132,785 1,930,561 3,090,927 1,990,097

Marion Marion 1,300,855 1,768,334 1,920,399 1,638,383 1,605,686

Marion Columbia 983,304 1,380,039 1,276,258 1,395,779 1,433,851

Marshall Marshall 1,209,295 2,005,928 2,063,218 2,377,626 2,237,044

Marshall Holly Springs 724,471 1,081,423 1,129,290 1,319,509 1,145,533

Monroe Monroe 750,510 986,628 1,029,613 1,195,658 1,189,419

Monroe Aberdeen 1,084, 507 1,511,076 1,467,790 1,851,272 1,572,997

Monroe Amory 881,438 1,060,976 1,109,524 1,302,030 1,486,641

Montgomery Montgomery 709,447 1,091,569 970,018 1,048,289 967,341

Montgomery Winona 540,950 580,540 699,876 917,772 1,078,554

Neshoba neshoba 1,024,024 1,373,008 1,349,717 1,386,194 1,562,025

Neshoba Philadelphia 649,291 829,793 785,087 862,914 817,841

Neshoba Newton County 713,184 824,764 863,953 1,117,854 1,116,284

Neshoba Newton Separate 622,201 726,536 745,122 1,085,515 956,924

Newton Union 362,542 349,396 347,836 528,785 459,992

Noxubee Noxubee 1,166,816 2,255,333 1,925,868 1,963,632 2,127,313

Oktibbeha Oktibbeha 944,063 969,321 1,218,801 1,866,550 1,498,364

Oktibbeha Starkville 1,439,967 1,674,142 1,904,669 2,549,902 2,212,057

Panola North Panola 1,267,683 1,721,056 1,718,241 1,876,465 2,061,783

Panola South Panola 1,601,935 1,784,880 2,020,187 2,386,571 2,294,527
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Appendix Table 2. Total public school revenue by school district, Mississippi, 1967-68 through
1971-72, continued

County District

ochool Year

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

(Dollars)

Pearl Kiver Pearl Kiver ODD, (if 1
AQQ Qrtfi4yy,ouu AQd QOO4yb,uzz 7AO QQA<uz,oy4 dKO QAAbOo,oUU

Pearl River Picayune 1 KKf^ OKUi,000,ZOO 1 891 9'=iQi,ozi,zoy 1 idQ K,Qr\ 0 C\OiK 1 Qr»z,uyo,iyu 9 1 cc f;qqZ,lbb,OUo

Pearl River Poplarville KQ'7 OQn 7r;c QAQ
1 OD,ouy QCA QCOoou,yoz 1 1 04 Q4nl,lZ4,o4U 1 1 9n Q97l,lZU,oZ 1

Perry Perry CO A QOCD<j4,c5ZD CI c 471DiO,4 / i
dAQ onnD40,0 / (

1 C\dO ROQi,ubz,bzy 1 1 QQ 94 Ci,iyy,Z4b

Perry Richton Z0o,4Ul7 OCQ n7QOOU,\j IV 407 4 1

Q

4Z / ,4i<j Kr\0. QddOUo,ODD 4Q4 QC74y4,yb 1

rlKe iNortn r^iKe /lOQ QCI Qn7 FiOft OQdOZo,Zob CI Q dAObio,b4o KOQ AK^0oo,401

rlKe ooutn rT.Ke i700,Zo4 i,ZDy,DZO 1 9Q7 QK4 1 K[\Q KQdl,OUc5,OyD 1 CC9 ft4Q1,DDZ,040

xlKC ivicv^om D Z,Di ( ,J7l7U 9 7^9 t^ftQZ, / oZ,Ooo ^ Oflft Q9fiiJ,UUO,l7ZD Q (\0K OOiK0,UZ0,Zl70 9 4Qfl 97nZ,40U,Z / U

r onioxoc X onioioc iw/Ouniy c5Zy,OOD i,ODZ,Zoo 1 Q1 4 QC4 9 C\1C\ OOdZ,U l\j,^^<0 1 7Q4 Q1 9
1, /y4,oiz

r OniObOC i oniOLOC separate Ann fil 1^ /IOC QAO4ZD,y4Z K4A CQA04U,bOU 1A1 ftl A
( 4 / ,OlU QOn 097OZU,UZ 1

rrentiss xTeniiss i,Zi7D,DOU 1 747 ftl Ki, /4 / ,OiO 9 ni n ftfi"^Z,UiU,ouo 0 010 OQnZ,Z 1 Z,Uc>U 0 OKQ 4Q1Z,ZOr7,4y 1

jjciiQwyxi 9fi9 9ftQZDZjZoo 9QQ 000,401 f=>fi4 ^97OD4,OZ (
KAd Q9Q04D,i7Zy

v^uiinian ^c^uitman i,yiD,4ZO 9 74Q Omz, / 4y,yui 9 f^fil^ <^71Z,ODO,D ( i Q 1 AC AQQ 9 fiQf^ 41 7Z,DOO,41 /

Rankin Rankin O,i40,4DD A KOR AQQ.4,0OD,4yo 4 QftQ 49Q4,000,4Zy 4 QAC A774,yub,u / /
K HQQ nft4o,uoy,uo4

ocott oCOtt i,44o,UaU 1 70rc QOQ
i, /uo,yzo 1 ddO Oili,bbo,z 1

1

9 9C7 QQ/(z,zb/,yo4 9 Q/IA 1 OAZ,o4U,lo4

oCOtt Forest 17QQ OKA<oy,b04 Qr\A KdO{5U4,ObZ 1 A'70 Q'71
1,U /Z,o /

1

Q'TO QOQy / z,ozy

Sharkey Anguilla Line AO A aao4d4,DDZ F;rv7 OACiOu < ,o4d KK^ 71Q001, < iy QAK 1 KAo40,104 r;QQ QA 00oo,y4o

Sharkey Sharkey Issaquena i,UZU,UDD 1 K1 K C9Qi,OiO,DZo 1 1 Q7 A QQ 1 QQ7 7/iQ1,00/, /4y 1 1 70 QA7
1,1 /Z,ou 1

Simpson Simpson i,4yo,yD4 1 QQQ 709i,oyo, /uz 1 QQQ KK.1i,yoy,oo/ 0 CI A QQ1z,biu,yoi 0 dOd COOZ,bob,bZZ

oniitn omitn 1 979 1 QQi,Z /Z,loo 1 /tQ7 /)QC 1 QQO KdOi,ooZ,ObZ 1 QCO QKKi,ybz,c500 QCC 1 C7obb,lb 1

oione oione D4D,yUD IKQ KIO100,010 QCI A Q1 1 1 OQ QC4l,lZo,ob4 1 1 71 ni

c

1,1 / l,Ulb

Sunflower Sunflower 1 QQr» 791ijOoU, /Zl 9 777 79Q^,111, IZO 0 QQ7 IdAZ,Oy / , (b4 Q AQQ A AOo,Uoy,44Z 0 QACk Q1 QZ,o4y,olo

Sunflower Drew 1 f»Q/t Q1 Ki,uy4,oio 1 Q1 1 QOK 1 OAQ QQ1 1 OQA AKQl,ZoU,40o Qr:o e;QQyoz,oyo

ouniiower Indianola 1 Q1 7 QQQi,oi < ,oyy 1 QQQ KAQi,yoy,04y 1 d(\0 Ar\Ai,bUZ,4U4 1 7MC C\0(\
1, /Ub,UZU 1 IdK dAd

1, <bo,b4b
T'Qll'aVlQf/->Vl1Q1 diidnai/Cnie Hiasi 1 aiianarcnie 1 1 til Q1 1 i,4DO,DUO 1 Qf57 91 n 1 KKd K(\1i,OOD,OU /

1 KKC\ 171l,OOU, 1 ( i

1 alldilaLCXlie west 1 diidndLcnie oOljO (

o

i,loy,044 1 ^QF^ K^ 0 1 441 ft4n 1 ftQ7 1 97

1 die 1 are 1 OA^ AOKi,o4i,4o0 1 QQH 1 9Q 1 IKK AftAi, 1 00,UoU 0 1 ftQ 499Z,ioy,4ZZ 9 (\K\ 1ARZ,UOi, / 4D
1 die Senatobia C)0o,4 / i Aid ion4/D, /ZU K1A 1 Qn0 1 4,ioU 7P;C KKA

1 Ob,004 ccQ e:4Ab0o,04U

iippan iNortn iippan 401,ooU CQQ AOQoyy,4Zo KQr\ QAQoyu,oUo 7Qf» QQ7
/ ou,oy 1

CCQ CAQbbo,bUo

1 ippan &outn Iippan yio,oUo Q'TO QKQo/z,yoo 1 ACQ 9F;/Ii,Ubo,Z04 1 OQK Q97i,zyo,oz /
1 1 77 QCC1,1 / / ,obb

Tishomingo Tishomingo oUZjlzl QQQ C /< "7
yyo,D4 /

1 Q'TA IQdi,0 /U, IVX3
1 A KA KCsA1,404,0U4 1 QQQ OQAl,ooy,oo4

Tishonungo luka ooy,o4 / 41o, /Oo A OQ 1 CO4Zy,ibZ A QQ A AQ4yo,44o A QC CIA4yb,biU

1 unica Tunica i,iy / ,uuy 0 QAO CO'7Z,c5Uz,DZ /
1 dKd dKdi,bOb,bOb 0 1 Q7 QCCZ,iy / ,obb 1 Q94 QCCi,oZ4,ybb

Union Union o /D,ozy 1 1 /IQ lOdi,i4y, /Zb 1 1 K1 CAA1,10 <,buu 1 OdK 1C\di,ZbO, /Ub 1 QCQ OQOl,obo,ZoZ

Union New Albany QQQ A1Q 1 OAK A1Qi,ZU0,4 /o 1 fiOQ r\A(\i,uzy,U4U 1 CI n ftooi,biu,oZZ 1 K'iQ. 0411,000,U41

wajinau waitnaii 1 f\A A Qr\r\i,U44,yuu 1 OCC C01i,ZDD,bZl 1 O/) A 01 Ql,Z4U,Zlo 0 AQA 1 QCZ,UoU,lob 1 7C1 of;7
1, ( bi,zo /

Warren Warren 1 nQCC 10AI,yo0,lz4 0 QAQ QAQz,duy,ouy 0 CI 1 CQQz,bii,byc5 Q OQA Q1 Qo,zou,oiy Q 744 OOQ
0, / 44,ZZo

\A/ o v*Y*^v^vv drren Vicksburg z,yDy,yuu Q QCO Addo,obZ,4by Q OAd QQ7o,Z4b,oo/ Q KCkK QHQo,oyo,ouo Q CI C Q1

C

o,blb,olb

Washington riolianaale '71 O i2Q 1/lo,DOl ooo,4o4 1,1 / l,o»0 1 QQA KOQl,i3oU,0oo 1 OQA Q01l,Zo4,oZl

Washington Lieiand 1 ACT nr\o 1 OCQ 0'7Ql,oOo,z/o 1 K1 K 1 Q1l,010,lol 1 QQQ Q1 0i,oyy,oiz 1 QOA QdAl,oZ4,ob4

Washington Western Line 1 OQO /1 1 r;i,zoy,410 1 AQA QQ1l,4o4,oyi 1 QOQ QCQl,oZy,obc5 1 A10 A10
1,4 /o,4 16 1 OKCi OAdl,oOU,o4b

Washington Greenville A Ql A Aid d 01 0 AAAb,ZiZ,UUU K CkQK 7QQo,yoo, / 00 d OkKQ Q1 Qb,yOo,olo C 4AC dAIb,4Ub,b4 1

WJa \i t'\ c\vvciyne Wayne i,Z IV, /oU 1 KAQ 7QQi,OUo, IVO 1 r^Qi 1 04l,0ol,lZ4 1 Q1 7 OOAi,yi / ,zo4 0 OQO dKIz,uoz,bo (

WpIisIpt D / yjjU^V ftl 1 9Qn 830 1 73 1 Q94 QQO 1 389 889

Wilkinson Wilkinson 1,299,170 1,950,379 1,713,158 1,679,082 1,469,453

Winston Louisville 1,861,680 2,452,460 2,361,985 2,850,092 2,987,449

Yalobusha Coffeeville 636,172 621,102 701,049 891,297 916,170
Yalobusha Water Valley 494,043 544,144 555,985 725,304 800,969
Yazoo Yazoo 1,674,248 2,385,652 2,152,954 2,142,995 1.917.468
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Appendix Table 2. Total public school revenue by school district, Mississippi, 1967-68 through
1971-72, continued

County District

School Year

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

(Dollars)

Yazoo Holly Bluff 243,021 398,036 355,414 360,866 363,373

Yazoo Yazoo Separate 1,280,138 1,822,266 1,759,592 1,899,829 2,017,538

SOURCE: Ten Year Trend Study [17] and Superintendent's Annual Report to the Legislature,

1970-71 and 1971-72, State Department of Education [11, 12].
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Appendix Table 3. Total annual current expenditure per pupil by school district, Mississippi

public schools, 1967-68 through 1971-72

Home
County

School

District

School Year

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

A n5i rn < 379.54 480.15 550 50 669 23 644.75

Alcorn Alcorn a /4.DU AQ.Q. dA400.D4 oDo.oo AQf^ PiQ4yo.oo

Corinth 346.91 445.73 486.55 517.22 559.12

AmifP Amitp 307.03 423.23 483.38 629 25 642.17

Attala Attala 348.87 479.78 477.39 692.19 660.93

Kosciusko 343.35 381.53 417.93 580.58 622.55

Benton Benton 334.16 425.23 497.37 624.71 571.47

Bolivar Bolivar #1 360.54 484.63 510.08 676.84 616.71

Bolivar #2 361.89 549.69 590.29 732.85 700.53

Bolivar #3 404.52 504.29 575.62 665.23 601.55

rJolivar M 41f5.Uz Ad o^y.o4 00 / .40

LJKJILVCXL tfKj 409 Ifi 532 59 484 96 631 42 600 42

LjyjLiv <XL tt\j 305 48 409 87 475 46 565 29 558 53

L/ainoun Uamoun ooZ.oo 4 /y.iy 4oD.bU Oio.b /
i^c;i OQooi.zy

uarroll uarroii ODZ.OO A OA A A4o4.44 oob.yi nOA Q.A
1 Z4.o4 7QO p;i

Chickasaw Chickasaw QCQ Q1obo.yi KQA QQ b4U.oO boo. /o

Hnimfon 333 30KJtJtJ* CIV/ 466.11 429.58 556 03 606 55

Okolona 302.36 417.90 378.44 540.49 562.91

CVioptaw CVioptawV^XXV/V'UCl vv 348.67 397.57 392 95 588 89 609.47

Claiborne Claiborne o iV.vO AQO K^ AQCi RQ4yu.bf5 boy. IV FiOn CQoyu.bo

Clarke Enterprise 438.14 496.53 641.05 580.60 627.45

Quitman QQQ Q1 A IK Qn4 /O.oU 4yu.uo KQr\ OA 0 /U.ZO

Clay Clay 359.07 604.24 651.51 664.37 673.49

West r^oint Q1 1 COOil. DC) 4Ui. / / 4oi.UU ouo.zz f^QO 71OoZ. < i

Coahoma. Coahoma Q10 CKO iZ.OO A CO AQQ r\Q4yy.uo 71 "7 OQ ftcn Q1bbU.oi

Clarksdale 347.56 422.68 471.13 649.50 692.69

9fiQ 88 XJKJiJ .O -L 346 1

7

569 16 581 62

Hazlehurst 272.03 336.17 346.10 617.43 618.56

Covington Covington 350.08 440.04 485.96 597.04 534.60

DeSoto DeSoto 297.32 388.86 371.39 461.84 470.46

Forrest Forrest 317.53 394.21 424.38 442.56 452.86

Hattiesburg 370.11 469.01 482.30 566.85 640.01

Franklin Franklin 372.85 456.01 512.63 625.77 691.93

Greorge George 290.94 407.01 420.37 469.17 483.64

Greene (T-yppi-iPVJIX ^^xx\z^ 364 67 478.54 481.06 554.08 570.02

Grenada Grenada 288.02 368.99 376.59 554.88 505.84

Hancock Hancock 480.77 532.84 554.73 642.46 602.77

Bay St. Louis 423.44 493.41 457.23 610.51 628.02

Harrison Harrison 317.75 367.47 474.24 440.76 457.98

Biloxi 374.65 492.42 505.05 564.63 625.38

Gulfport 358.61 429.24 468.79 560.00 547.38

Long Beach 353.41 441.48 439.08 482.74 524.81

(Continued)
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Appendix Table 3. Total annual current expenditure per pupil by school district, Mississippii

public schools, 1967-68 through 1971-72, continued

Home
County

School

District

School Year

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

Pass Christian 417.25 461.44 547.36 609.07 721.44

Hinds Hinds 284.30 414.05 401.51 580.53 557.28

Jackson Sep. 385.81 495.95 527.63 773.23 825.54

Holmes Holmes 371.31 476.27 494.96 650.06 618.03

Humphreys Humphreys 354.19 513.74 540.93 642.26 661.04

Issaquena None

Ittawamba Ittawamba 332.80 424.02 404.25 519.70 494.40

1 nn \t c% r\dacKson oacKson oUZ.Dl o /Z.DO

Moss Point 298.10 370.27 371.63 434.65 482.17

Ocean Springs 301.31 419.08 388.56 447.50 473.77

Pascagoula 310.35 387.07 409.01 491.14 548.84

Jasper East Jasper 323.14 421.37 384.58 597.54 624.66

West Jasper 259.41 322.60 339.05 531.32 542.41

Jefferson Jefferson 260.58 340.76 372.88 676.18 582.41

Jefferson Davis Jefferson Davis 287.95 354.90 375.25 543.32 540.71

Jones Jones 306.36 365.43 406.64 493.53 494.23

Laurel 353.78 465.34 442.80 550.78 560.22

Kemper Kemper 374.66 503.34 538.79 733.00 741.60

Lafayette Lafayette 371.77 441.37 475.25 518.96 594.45

Oxford 333.74 427.09 425.08 558.06 550.02

Lamar Lamar 294.25 360.98 378.88 484.20 488.31

Lumberton Line 315.41 317.38 369.08 536.04 476.06

Lauderdale Lauderdale 325.88 449.72 425.22 500.78 523.40

Meridian 389.89 492.40 522.65 636.68 618.56

Lawrence Lawrence 284.71 402.45 407.75 492.51 499.89

Leake Leake 354.77 497.25 480.92 629.15 587.92

T iPp T 305 00 415.76 414.25 452.10 469.40

Nettleton Line 219A4 373.19 472.07 428.36 463.43

Tupelo 418.91 522.65 509.95 600.12 639.78

Leflore Leflore 393.25 521.43 327.75 807.69 805.48

Greenwood 393.03 483.55 509.95 676.26 673.81

Lincoln Lincoln 309.80 413.12 452.94 519.91 543.60

Brookhaven 285.47 364.83 364.72 496.13 511.16

Lowndes Lowndes 306.71 348.81 342.89 463.89 521.20

Colimibus 346.78 434.34 434.27 504.83 562.78

Madison Madison 354.48 477.92 481.17 604.13 595.32

Canton 264.62 375.15 438.80 524.00 477.35

Marion Marion 342.90 481.87 621.08 614.64 574.93

Columbia 355.84 483.65 532.37 592.04 623.86

Marshall Marshall 261.70 392.32 444.36 560.86 535.48

Holly Springs 278.23 410.95 534.70 668.22 593.11

(Continued)
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Appendix Table 3. Total annual current expenditure per pupil by school district, Mississippi

public schools, 1967-68 through 1971-72, continued

Home School School Year

County District 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

Monroe Monroe 320.16 409.12 436.97 501.29 471.77

Aberdeen 318.87 419.00 448.77 596.24 561.43

Amory 4CQ 7Q AAA A^ c:77 07o / 1 .yj i
coo 7Qozz. to

Montgomery Montgomery 309.76 443.41 479.23 607.13 577.41

Wmona 282.47 328.14 398.68 468.77 548.77

XT 1 I-Neshoba XT 1_ 1Neshoba 313.02 403.44 389.31 513.58 523.10

X nUdUcipiUct Ol7 i .OO AAA 09 OOu.UO f^fiO 91

Newton Newton 324.35 oc >l CO354.58 413.62 coo £?A588.60 619.79

i>icwi/on OOtJ.'lO '^7Q 98 J^*^! 9Q t^79 9fi

Union 328.37 346.25 375.29 529.75 554.06

IN OXuDee i>oxuDee OIK ftfi p;7fi 94 DcJl.iD

Oktibbeha Oktibbeha 316.93 319.02 358.78 621.94 546.84

StarkviUe 308.66 366.72 404.06 562.67 530.11

Panola North Panola 308.81 444.35 492.05 704.75 693.45

South Panola 304.18 363.74 433.50 560.40 554.78

Pearl River Pearl River 333.11 420.51 399.64 502.09 507.02

Picayune 354.54 387.77 388.39 527.50 539.58
"T* 1 '11
Poplarville 339.09 406.13 427.96 568.96 597.85

Perry Perry 391.09 407.61 423.16 634.99 727.83

Kichton 272.44 398.57 431.41 503.41 521.38

Pike North Rke 307.90 399.37 441.75 514.23 483.43

South Pike 299.51 389.41
Af\ A C\C\
404.29 468.91 494.79

McComb 484.26 619.49 676.15 741.72 624.01

Pontotoc Pontotoc 302.11 512.87 443.01 578.20 579.05

Pontotoc 351.43 393.60 346.52 441.11 487.10

Prentiss Prpntiss 308 39 437.61 424.56 488.09 518.39

Baldwyn 246.28 312.04 321.05 543.35 491.14

Quitman Quitman 379.68 542.09 268.26 761.22 701.12

Rankin Rankin 295.40 390.21 410.56 484.58 467.95

Scott Scott 298 65 326 65 338 65 480.97 506.17

Forest 328.26 386.12 400.59 612.97 609.04

Sharkey Anguilla line 436.60 551.76 545.50 684.55 583.58

Sharkey-Issaquena 348.15 477.19 488.99 700.64 557.48

Simnsnn ULl.±HJOyJLL 275 61 346 16 371 44 554 01 542.90

OIIlll/Il dmitn Q77 fI7 OO / .O i A7K HA

Stone Stone 332.39 381.29 430.09 529.57 543.50

Sunflower Simflower 393.85 538.10 518.05 661.29 710.36

Drew 411.59 586.09 645.41 871.96 805.39

Indianola 303.77 497.20 470.45 591.25 549.32

Tallahatchie East Tallahatchie 350.88 467.47 432.22 574.40 612.05

West Tallahatchie 304.11 357.58 372.93 558.57 673.03

Tate Tate 327.64 450.07 465.71 618.84 572.91

Senatobia 264.70 334.60 389.60 583.15 581.56

(Continued)
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Appendix Table 3. Total annual current expenditure per pupil by school district, Mississippi

public schools, 1967-68 through 1971-72, continued

Home
County

school

District

ochool Year

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-71

Tippah North Tippah 319.36 462.98 395.91 561.35 517.19

South Tippah 305.31 374.00 413.67 530.00 473.87

Tishomingo Tishomingo 342.99 449.96 451.44 569.23 591.69

luka 282.16 364.84 339.18 418.18 454.78

Tunica Tunica 321.68 599.89 572.16 718.21 611.36

Union Union 354.27 451.63 437.39 528.19 537.32

New Albany 337.40 498.71 459.73 578.49 734.78

Walthall Walthall 339.20 336.35 381.22 599.42 613.92

Warren Warren 309.48 ACi A C A424.54 465.DO 568.55 566.49
V/ li^ Ire r\n i*rfV icKo uur^ 499 10 0\J 1 .ou JO 17.to C9Q RQ DOO.Dl

VV ctoIllIl^l/UIl rTrtl 1 £) Tl /I 1 £kinUllclIlUcllt:! Q4Q n« 477 41'ill .t J. DDO.OO fi97 no

Leland 294.15 365.41 432.49 621.00 610.44

Western Line 402.59 524.15 540.76 655.63 703.85

Greenville 385.26 457.75 465.78 600.85 602.40

Wayne Wayne 287.72 323.60 327.85 432.09 483.18

Webster Webster 297.69 360.95 364.64 525.08 610.23

Wilkinson Wilkinson 310.05 442.74 476.16 651.10 681.21

Winston Louisville 334.32 440.68 473.41 573.58 592.16

Yalobusha Coneeville 354.41 353.59 381.01 781.22 688.43

Water Valley 278.75 338.57 342.00 456.25 531.37

Yazoo Yazoo 412.26 559.20 661.32 807.44 772.15

Holly Bluff 352.76 518.44 627.95 867.72 799.25

Yazoo 314.35 412.75 512.56 529.85 522.59

SOURCE: Ten Year Trend Study [17], and Current Expenditures Per PupU by School Distric
and Related Information, 1970-71 and 1971 [13, 14] State Department of Education.
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