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Abstract

Due to tic relalively poor pcrlbtmance of nrany public schools in Arkansas. the

issue ofpublic school pernnnancc appears !o have atkrncd pcrnanent agenda stalus at

tie shte and local levels. Comparcd 10 ot|er states, Arkansas schools rank exremely low
on perfornance nleasufes. It isjuslas inpoflant, howcvcr,10 recognize that there is widc
vrriaiion lrtli, ,nc tar. in public school perlumancc. The recent Arkansas Suprcmt
Courr rLrling in l,a*?r/." SchooL Disttict No.25 r. Hu.l4r?? and the resultant nrandale to

rhc s1a!e legisldturc increases significandy tnc probability that nrtc and local govemment

insliturions will lbflnulate and idopl policies designed 1o addrcss (1) the general problenr

ofunder fundcd pLrblic schools md (2) the issue ofvariadon in public school
performncc wifi in Af kansrs.

To incfease our undcrstanding of these issucs. se seek 10 answer thc following
rcsearch queslion: What are the delerminints ofpublic school perfon ncc in tlre Stale of
Arkansasl The prinary hypothesis we lcst is rat school dislricls thal spend morc money

per studeni pcrtbrm belter on measurcs ofsludent achievcmcnr Alhough our analysis

lails to find support lor t|is hypot|esis, we find thal district-level sludenl performancc is

relarcd to polery, the tcachctpupil mlio, and avcrage teacher salary

tntroduction

Despitc thc iacithal dre reladonship between public schoolexpendilufes and

public school pcrfbrnunce is ofthcorerical and pncticalinlponance, felativellr few
stales gcncrally the Iargcr oncs-have been subjcctcd to systenulic emp;ical tnalysis
that i$latcs the etfecls of spcnding and olhef laclors on pcrfbrmance Re.en y,

educalrcn and public policy scholarsbave devoted grcatcr, and increasinSly tuphisdcal,)d
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arcnrion 10 lhese felationships- Ihese scholars find that selerul fictors contribulc to
lcvels ofpublic school performance. but the primary assumption ofmany studics in this
body ofrcsearch-and an assumption of many proposais ro refofm public schools is
drat thcre is a dircct causal relaliorship belween educalion spending and school
pe'fornance (anong othcrs scc Wcndling and Cohen l9E1: Mincr 1983: Dayton 1993:

Hcdges. Laine, and Creenwald 1994; Thonpson 1994: Burtlcss 1996: Addonizio 19971

Adams 1997: Clark 1998).

Alrhough wc discuss the literalure on lhe delerminants ofschool performance
below, we can do littlc in this paper tohelp sertle lhe broader debale about whetllef there
is a causal felationship betwccn sp-nding and pcdornance. The purpose oflhis paper is

quite natrow as itfocuses on a singlc statc. Wc scck 1o add lhe Satc ofArkansas 10 the

list ofstntcs tbr which tlerc hale been systemalic, rigoftrus empiical tesls of thc
relationship bct$cen spending and performance. Ihus, our prinrary research qucstion is
how dcs thc lcvcloftunding i. Afkansas schooldistficts affeci public school
pefformancc I Or casr a bit lrore bfoadly, whal afe the delerminanls of public school
performance in Arkansas?

To be surc, lhcsc qucstiods are imporLant in each of the 50 stales. but in poorly
p€rtbmring, resourcc-poor slaes like Arkansas answers 1o these queslions arc ofcrucial
importance. Syslcnadc analysis of lhe delerminant ofpublic school pefornancc in
Arkansas can contriburc ro the developnrent ofeducalion policy reforns in thc slatc by
suggestinS to poUcy nrakers (1) the level of nrputs necessary to rcach a dcsircd oulpul and
(2) how ro targerspending in ordef to prcduce thc dcsircd outcome(s). Only by verilying
empirically the effecls ofvarious faclors on school pcrfbrnrance will srab and l€al
policymakers be in a posiiion 1o draft wcll-inlbrmed, etfeclive proposals designed 1o

inprovc significa.lly the perfornmncc of Arkansas' schools and to be8in t{r brcak lic
Frsisenl pattems which brivc rcsulted in Arkansas' extremely poor ranking among U. S.

slale educatio! systems. Furthermore, policy initiatives focusing on intcr-disrict
rcsource disparitics rypically srem irom concem ibout$c rclalivcly low acadenric
performancc of disric$hchools seNinS high conccntrations of economically
disldvan€ged children (Clark 1998). Thus, one ofdre undeflying questjons supporling
$is line of research is whc$cror nol increased spendinS in re$urcc poor school disllicrs
will increase dre perfon rnce ofsludenrs in those disticls.

l,itcrarure aDd Th@ry

Rcsearch findings on thc rclationship berweeD education eipendilurcs and school
p€rformance are mixed. Sonrc studiesrepona positive relalionship bctwccn exPndilures
and studen t acbielencnl (Wcndl in g and Cohen I 98 I i Hedgcs. Lainc, and Grcenwald
1994; Thompson 1994: Cramplon 1995), wbile olher studics rcport a very limited or no

rclarionship between thcsc lictors (Coleman et al. I966r Hanushck 1986, 1989i Clark
i998). Hanushek(1986, 1989). based on extensive revicws of thc liltratu.e. mannains

thar thcre is no slrong or slstcinalic relationship belween school cxpcnditures and student
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performancc. Burtless (1996) areues lhit lhis is the prevailing view anrong cconomrsls,
who frequcndy study school performance using whal is relen€d to as the P/rdz.rio,

Many researchers lionacademic disciplines other thrn ccononrics dispu!e lhe
gencralizaron drar there is norelationship bclween expendilufes and Pcrlbrnrancc.
Anrong ficsc researchers are educalion scholars who lend 10 use the 3r calledrr/o..sr
autcone approach.an approach t|et lends 1{r enphasizc organization oflhe cud.ulum as

wellas relationships berween and among sludents,lcachcrs, and adnrinjstrators
(Hanushek 1989). Indccd, nranyeducalion scholars repoft thal nudenl achievement js

relaled !o spending (fd rcvicws of $e literatufe see Hedgcs. Lainc. and Greenwald 1994i

Burdcss 1996. Haddernun 1998). Hcdges, Laine, and Greenwdld (1994) find rhat, on

avcragc. an increase in spending of $500 pcr siudent(of aboul l0 Pcrccnt) r'ill lcad to an

increasc in eudent achievement lest scorcs ofabout 0.7 ofone stmdard deviition.
weglinsky (1997) urds that mati aclricvcmcnt aDong,fi and 8'r' graders wrs posirivcly

as$cialcd wi$ expenditures on insrucdon and lower sludentleacber ralios. Wcndling
and Cohcn (1981), based on an empirical study of New York State schools. mainlain thal

fie dinributlon ofadditional funds to low spcndnrg schooldislricls willlcad lo a gcneral

incrcasc in Icvels ofacadenic achiclcnrcnt.

Facrors oher lhan education crpcnditures have also been found to bc associated
rvith lclcls of public school prfonlance such as the p€rcentage ofcthnic minority
srudcnN, fie Ffcentaee ofsludcnN belo$ dre polerty levcl, fanily background (e.9.

education and incomc lcvcl), school size. teachercxpcricncc. and sludent leacher ratios
(among others scc Wcndling and Cohen l9E L: Hanushck 19tj9i Ferguson l99l i

Thompson 1994: Hcdges and Gfeenwald 1996: Wcglinsky 1997). 1be Colcnan (1966)

repon. a rcpon based on iindings fron data on 600,000 sludents in 3000 schools afioss
thc countly,lbund t]ral soci@conomic/timily background and thc racialrc$nic
composition ofthe sludenl body sere nrore likely to be relitcd lo studenl perlbrmance

than were varidrs tcachcr and school characteristics. Ccnctally, lhese findings are

consisrenl wiih rhc findings oflhose economins Gcc Hanushek 19E6: 1989r Chubb and

Hanushck 1990) who mainlain ftat no slstemalic relationship exins bctwccn school
inpuN (e.g. spending per pupil. teacheFpupil falios, teacher qualny. leachcr salariet and

sluden! achievemenr (Burlcss 1996).

Previous rcscarch lends to focus on school disricls (or countiet in larger stalcs
(wendling and Cohcn 19E li Ferguson 1991: Suilh and Nleier 1995r Clark l99E:
wrinklc, Stcwar! and Polinard 1999) or in very large uftan areas likc Ncw York Cily
(Cranrpron I 995 ). ln facr. no sludics of taclors assoc iated wilh public school
p€rlbfnrance in Arkansas hale elerbeen published in pao rcriev.d a&l.,ti. fu"nats.
This is not surpising bccause, as wendlinS and Cohcn ( 19E1) nxrinlain. rural s.hools are

extremely undcr rcscarched. lvliles (196E), in i nastcrs ficsis. fbund lha! two lnclds
school districl size and flnancial capacilyiability wcrc rclrtcd lo public school
pedormance in fic Statc ol Arkansas; however, ftcsc findings are based solely on

bivariare analysis rnd corclation coeffic ients. I ackson (200 I ). in an undergraduale
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honors thesis. finds fial in rhe Shtr ofArkansas two factoF, pupil/leacher ratio and
percentage otAfricrn Anrcrican srudcnts, are associaled wit| districl levelaveraSe ACI
scores. Jackson (2001) rcports thar thcrc is no iclationship berween per pupil spending
and public school perfornrance in the Sktc ofArkansas. In anoherhonors lhesis Cox
(2002) finds rlar in Arkansas teacherqualiiy, poverty. rnd p.r pupilcxpcndhurcs arc
relaled 1o sludcnt tcst scores.

One shoncoming shared by nrany cmpirical sludies is t|altle variable used to
mcasure schoolspendinB aggregdtcs spcnding on insructional and non ins$uclional
itc rDs/scr! ices (notable eiceptions includc Childs rnd Shakeshali I 986: Adams | 997 i

weglinsky 1997). More nroney may noi lead to highcr pcribrnrancc in all inslinces
becauk schools difiar in $cir spending priofities. sonE favoring
instruc!ional/educational progranrs and olhers lavoring non inslructional pnrgrams. The
bcstavailable variable with which to dctcrnine fie eiieci ofsludent spending on
pcrlbirnance would measure th. rcsources arailable to ?dr.de rr!./.,'ls. 1bus.we
cll)plol as ou| measure ofexpendilurcs spcnding on insl,action per sludenlwit|in the

The primry hypothesis wc rcsr is drat school distncls that spcnd r]lorc nroncy pcr

studcnr on instuclion pe (trm bctlcr on measures of studenl ichicvencnl. Wc lbcus on

he dislriclmlher than on indi!idual schools because it is atlhc dislrict level lhat nrany

decisions regarding rcsource altocation afe made. Though, ibr other purposes il is
impon^nt 1o focus on individual schools. lhc issrc offunding is most approprialely
addressed rt thc distic! level becau* political and lcgal issues tocus on dkparilies across

districts sithin dre state mther than on disparilies between schools wifiin districts. ln
ordcr to isolale t|e independenl cllcctofpercapita spending on pc brmancc, sc conrol
for a nunrber of olher iactors fiat are typically ;ncluded in nodcls tionr fie educaiion
policy literalure. Olhcrfacbn r'lal may be felated io disricl-lcvelschoolperiormance
are dre p€rccnrage ofsudents in gilled/hlcntcd programs,lotll enrollmenl in lhc disrict,
poveny (c.g. plrcentage ofstudenb in ftc tice/reduced lunch progrant. thc tcacher,pupil
rario, and average teacher sahry. $t hyporhesize thal dinricts wllh higher enrollments.

highcr pcrcertages ofstudcnls cniolled in 8ifled md hlcntcd programs. h'ghef rverage

tcacher salafies, and largcr tcachetpupil ratios (i.€. snallcr class sizes) will Perform rt
higher levels on sludcnt achievemenl tesrs. we ilso hypohesize that dktricts with
higher percenligcs ofsudents enrolled in thc frcc and ieduced lunch Progranr will
pedornr at blcr lcvels on sludent achiclcmcnl tesls.

A ratorilr ofsludies thrt scck lo idenrily the dclcrminants ofsludeni
perlormancc nrcasure pedornnncc by cnploying standnrdizcd achielement tesl scores
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We employ as our dcpcndcnt variablc thc pcrccntagc of l0'n grade students in the district
who score above thc 50'h pcrcentilc nationally on ftc 1999-2000 SAT9 test.L The
educalionhchool dislr'icl dnla for oulanalysis were obhined fron the following websites

Narional CerGr for Education Slatistics http/nces.ed.lovlccd/inder.asp
Arkansas School hfomation Sile - htlptr/*ww.alis.org/

Districts for whic| all of lhe variables were rolavailablc wcrc droppcd liom this
analysis. Oureror diagnoslics did not indicai,e any multicollinearily problenN with the

Our muhilariatc rcgrcssion modcl is:
PERFORM = b!+ biEXP + bzcIFTED + bTENROLLMENT+ b4LUNCH +bTTEACH/PUP+
b6'IEACIJSALARY

PERFORM = Peformance (measured as lbe percent of l0r" gradcrs in the disrr'ict
scoring above the 50ri percentile nationally on the SAT9 lcsr in 1999-2000.

EXP = Expenditures devoted 10 insEuclion per sludent by disiricr lbr 1999-2000

GIFIED: PercentaSe ofstudenls enrolled in gitled and ralenied programs for
1999 2000

ENROLLMENT - Total enrollient in the district lbr 1999 2000

LUNCH : Percentage ol sludents ;r the fiee and rcduccd lunch program in I 999
2000

TEACH/PUP = Average Teacber/Pupil ndo i. dre dislric! for 1999-2000

TEACHSALARY - Mean teacher salary in thc districl for 1999 2000

Weahoran onrnnrldvariate nrodel using dala fion thc morc rcccnr 2L!O 2001SAT9 test: however, these
dau $eE n0ch moE incomplele than lhe dah for l999'2nO0. nrc 2000 200ldara s.r wxs missing resrlls
lor 40 school disdcts, while ihe 1999-24100 daL ser was nrnsing dara lor onl! l? di(ricls. The 1? misinE
dinnct are: Founuin llill schoolDislict, souti sidc Bcc Brdch. Bcremd, Cenoa, Hamony 6ro!e
School Dl$nc( Benronville Publi. s.hook, whitc llall schoolDndct PulaskiCo. Sp€c. School Dl$nd.
Brymrhbli. schoots, Hunrphcy sclml Disoici, Marion CounlyRuql Schools, tihelieBSchool
Dishct, Cotun Plrnl Sch@l Disficr, Rose Bud S.h@l Drlnct- So Miss CounN S.hool Dk!icr. Oseoh
School Dilticr. md Canden laituiew School Disricr.
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Our findings are rcported in Tablc I . Thc paranrclcr cstimatc fbr instrucdonal
expcnditures per student, our primary variable ofinrerest. ptuvides no support for the
pfopositun $at school spending (as measured in this analysis) is related to public school
perib.mnce in Arkansas. Rather.lhe mosrpowerful predicior ofpublic school
pcrfornrance in the full model is thc pcrccnragc ofstudcnts enrolled in lie tiee and
rcduced lunch proglan. our operadonal nrcasurc ofpovcrty in fic districi. Thc paranrctcr
eslirmtc indicales thatforeach one percentage point increase in studcnts cnrollcd in $c
free/rcLluccd lunch program. the percent^Be of l0'" eraders in the distict scoring ibove
t|e 50'r' percentilc on thc SATS goes down by almost one halfof one percenlage point.
The standardized b€ta C0.51) indicates thal this variable explains mo.e variance in school
pcrlbrnrance dnn do other varirblcs in thc nrodcl, a flnding that is consislenl wilh a

numbcrofsiudies in the liierature showing fiit socio-cconomic background is much

morc inrportanttban eilher schools or p€er infiucnccs in prcdicdng the pcrlbimancc of
studcnt! on siandardized tesis.

Table 1. D€terminlnrs of Public School Pc.fornance (All Dislrich)'

Variabl€ Coeficient Standard Enor T-Scorc Sl,Bcta

Expend. per student -0.00002 0.00005 0,43 0,02

Td cifte Talentcd -0.13217 0.2:1619 -0.56 -0.03

TotaiEn.ollmcnl -0.00003 0.00005 -0.59 -0.04

Free/reduccdlunch 0..17111

Te.cher/pupilratio 2.19E63

Ave.teachcrsaldy 0.00001

N

0.2335

AdjustelR squde 0.21

2tl

*x* p<.01: *+ p<.05: + p<.10 (foraone oiled test).

"Model was al$ tun vlthour obseNarions for thc Little Rock School Districq lhis did not rcsull
in any chatrges in thc statisricalsigrifi.ance ol unstandudiz.d .oeficienis.
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Dres the facl ftat instll]clional sperding is insiSnificanl (and i\e ntasure of
povenyhighly significanl) mean t|al schools and school resoufces afe unrelaled to school
pcribnDancc and do nor malrer? Noinecessarily. The estimales rcponed in Table I aho
indicare thar highcr avcragc teachcr salaries are associaled with highef ]e!els ofafgegale
student performance on the SAT9 cj(a r. This tlnding, howclcr, docs not lcnd ilself to
sraightibrwafd interprelatioD. Higher rvcrrgc tcachcr silaries ruy thcnxcllcs bc rclatcd
to sone co nbination of ( I ) higher levels of dislrict wealth, (2) lower lelels of teacher
tumovcr, (3) highei lelcls of eacher experience, and-'or{4) higher per.enlaSes of
cenificd tcachcrs. Wc also find that school distiicls wirh large. teachetpupil teacher
rados (i.c. morc tcachcrs pcr nudents'nallef class sizes) lend 10 pertbrm belte. on the l0'"
grade SAT9 exanr. The paft rctcrcstimatcs tbrfte other variablcs in fie model-
pefcentr8e ofsludents enrclled in gil|cd and alcntcd programs and total cnroll'nenl-
irdicale tial t|ese faclors rre notrelated to disirict lcvelstudcnt perlormancc.

Because small and large school districis n y diUer on a number of inponmt
dimersions (see Maranlo, Milliman, and Srevens 2000). we Srrp€d th. data so thltrvc
could test ourhypodreses Ior low enrcllment vs. high cnrcllncnl disticts. Rcalizingftal
any curolT poinls for districr size are arb;trary. wc sclcctcd a cutoff of 1500 studcnts.
primarily because in the education litcralurc this sizc district hrs bccn proposcd as the
optimalor monefficient size for thc dclivcry ofcducadon s$viccs (Morphcr, Johns, and
Reller I 959). Coincidend y, this was thc cutotl poin t in ftc Arkan sas Colernor s firs1
school consolidation plan proposcd in 2002.

Tablc 2 rcpons dc paranrerer estimates ior two models one iof disrich wilh
lcss $an I500 studenls and lhe oiher for districts with eredter fian or eqtral ro 1500
srudents. h the low enrollnrenl model thc sa c thrcc varilblcs. frcc lunch, alcragc
leacher saliry. ind percent enrollcd in giiicd and lalcnred, icmain signitlcanl widr itee
rnd rednced lunch haling thc grcatcsrimpacr on studenr penb unce (sbndardized beia

= -0.'13). It is i,i]ponan|. however, !o nole dral fie imfact ofthe frce and rcduced lunch
variablc is smaller fian in the model reported in Tabte l. By contrasl. jn the hjSh
enrollment model the paramelef eslimate indicrtcs r much st(rnger reialionsbip betwccn
freel feduced luDch and school performancc. Thc csrimarc rcportcd in Tablc 2 for lrrgcr
dislricts indicrtcs rhlt for cach onc Dercenu!e ooin! ilcrease in studenrs enrolled in fie
frcc/rcduccd lunch prograr,. d'e peicenog" 

-or 
i 0"' e.aden scorins above the 50'i

percentile on the SAT9 go€s down by over two tb;ds olone percentage poinl. Ahhoueh
these tlndings slrorgly suggest t|at socio econoInic bnckground (e.g. poverly/educati{rn
leveloffie parenrs) is the nrost important factoi in studcnt pcrfbrmancc in both lo* and
high enrollmenl districrs, schools still raucr in dctcnnining pcrlbrmancc, cspccially in
low euollment districls (which happcn to consrirLrle the overwhelming nrajority of
disticts in Arkansat. Thc paramctci estimale ior average leacher salary is sigrificanl in
thc low cnrollmcnl nodcl, once again suggesting tnatdistricts dul pay higher teachef
salarics pcrlbrm athigher levels lhan those lhat pay hwerarera8e salaries. The
tcachctpupil ratio is significant in dre pfedicled direclion in the low enrollmenl nrodel,
bur is insignillcanr in the high enrollmenl nrodel. Why does the teacher/pupil l.lltio (or
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class sizc) mauer in smailer distdcls. but not in larger districll? This lnay b€ causcd by
the fact that there is much more variance in thc ieacher/pupil ntio in smaller dishicls dnn
in larger ones. Although rvemge student perfornance varies a great deal in larger
dislricls, average class sizes do nol. These pattems in the data are lhe most likely cause

of the insignificant parameter estimale for teacher/pupil ratios.

Do6 sptdr| or s.hook tt'nt1 rtu tukdiatu! oI
Prbtb ehd P4mttu ir'|t stuoJ^rbnss

48



_2

.9
o

€

ae

:P9:1ac
--q---;tso
9?9?-ooor

ccc+1=

ir"ias9xq {
?9c9d-

35EE:r: * 6 -+ig..j:ddl

E:FEEC ;ji i = Zzi :
+; !: - e i t2 z! 4 2 E 4 i+o: & F 9 E:=q6FtrF<Q<Z

Doa s,aiirg or s.hoo^ }iolt: Th? Ddtni|o"6 aJ
Ptbr. s.haot Pqmdw in tht stuk aI A.korsts

il-1

il

EI

..:f alEE ;I

,P 'r :l

=>l



Wc also spln be sanrple ofschooi districts near the median lbr lotal enrollment
(i.e. lcss than 700 and grcater ihan or equal to 700) and lesled the sanre hypotheses we
tested in Tables I and Tabtc 2 (rcsOlts not shown). In d'e larger d(!ricts we ibund that
two lariables free/reduceLl lunch and alcragc tcachcr salary werc associalcd with
school performance. ln the smallerdisldch. we found that frcc/rcduccd lunch dnd ftc
teacher/pupil mtio wefe associated (in tne hypofiesized difeclion) with public school

Conclusion and Discussion

Will spcnding more on public schooh in rtre Strle ofArkansls increase levels of
school perfornancc? Thc etLc1s of sc|ool erpenditufes on student achievement may
never be fully undcrsbod. burlhe resulls repo(ed here sugSest that, by far. dre mosl
serious problen1s associatd with sudenl perfomunce are fooled in povefty,

disadvantaeed frrily backgiounds, ard the like. Nevetheless, our resnlts do call into
queslion the!sscnionsof economists who mainlain thatschool resources/erpenditures
are unrelalcd to srudcnr perfbrmance. Our fesulls suggest drit in Arkansas highcr
reacher saldri.s and high$ teache/pupil ralios (i.e. snaller cliss sizes) are ca.h
associated with bcltcr dislricl'level school pedormance on slindardizcd lcsts. Thc good

news is that policy nakcrs do have some levelofcontrol oler rcsourccs thalcan bc uscd

to achicvc thc gmls ofhigh salaries and smaller class sizes, goals that will likcly improvc
studcnr pcrlbnnance. To be surc. however, unlilthc Statc ofArkansas addresscs the

problcms of poveny. school perfumancc willrcmain poor and alfie boltom ofU. S.

stale educational f ankings.

Policy makcrs clcrrly nccd !o know more about dre rclationship bclwccn
expenditures and pcrformance. Some promisins areas for fururc rcscarch arc: (1) conducl
multivariarc rnalysis a!the level of individual schools rathcr than di(rictsi (2) using as

units ofanalysis boft schools and districls. cxaminc the possibilily of interaction effecls
bctwccn a Dumber offaclors such !s innrucdonal spendiDg per caprta and class size.

t€acher salaries and class sizc. and inslrucrional spending per cdpitu and tcachcr salarics:
and (3) identify districts ftat are relatilely homo8enous llong fic nrost rclcvan!
dimensions, and thcn, arlernpt loexplain variition in sludcnN' pedbrmance in the set of
homogenous districts.

Having said his, we are st uck by how Iiltlc conte mpor.ry education policy
dcbatcs have fbcused on the prcblc r oiincreasing ihe quality or performtncc oipublic
schools in Afkan\as. Rheldic lhat lbcuses on lhe lypical school rclonn issucs

consolidalion ofdistricls/schools, questions ofefficicncy (whcrc cfiiciency, tbrerample.
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is vicwcd as a flxcd sclofresources used to reach a goal). andor localcontrol has the
effect ofshifting fic dcbatc away iiom the 

'nost 
important queslion ofsludenl

perfornance/achievcmcnr and toward issues ftaiare politically iess risky (Baumgarlner

and Jo'es 1993; Rochefort and Cobb 1994; Cobb and Ross 1997). To cite a reporl
published one generarion a8o, by not focusing on the problcm oflow pcribrmance in
Arkansas schools '...we are cheating our childfen and our future" (Rckefeller
Foundadon 1982). Thc Leadership Contirence on Civil Rights (LCCR). a well respected
or8anizltion with broad social/etbnic rcprcs.nlaton, recenily explored the issuesraised
by the No Child L€ft Behind Act." Wrdc Hcndcrson, ftcir dnecbr, noled tha|.'"The
dispafity between low incone schooldistricls and ficirich. suburban countcrparts is a

civil righrs issue. one that nustbe ad.lressed by thc statcs tharcnatcd thcsc incquilics as

well as the tederal governnrent- This nation is Iounded on ihc principlc fial everyone
rcgaidless of income - deseNes access to a quality public educadon." (PA Times 2003)-

Ar the same 1inre, i! is worlh recognizing that state polilical institutions in
Arkansas tace a classic political dilemma. a dilemma tlnt nrust be considered alongside
tcchnical/enrpirical analyses thal attempt 1o idenlify the deternrinanls ofscbool
pertbrnrance. Any serious (i.e. less than incremental) altempts 1o reform Arkansas
schools are likely tohave cosls that are imnediate,largc. and rdccablc to thc clcctcd
otllc ials who proposed./voled for the reforms. The bcncfib. on thc othcr hand, will nor bc
itDmedialely evident, perhaps occudng generations liom now. and furtiermorc, ftcrc
may not be a cledcausalchain that links reforms |o bcttcr out oncs/pcrtbrmancc
(Amold I990). These political facbrs will continue rc oveishadow any incenlives $a!
elected represenhdves mighr othcrwisc have to address lhe pfoblen oflow Ievels of
studcn t pcrrbflnance in Arkansas schools.
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