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•  
 

Should State and Local Governments Be Funding a ‘Brain Drain’? (cont.) 
 
 

• People will return. Although areas may lose a significant share of their college educated youth, 
the long-term loss is often substantially less than the initial outflow. Studies in Minnesota6 and 
Nebraska7 confirm that people in their prime earning years with children age 10–18 are moving 
from metropolitan areas to rural areas. Rural regions that have been experiencing a “brain drain” 
do look alluring to families in search of a simpler pace of life, greater safety, and lower housing 
costs. The accelerating growth of telecommuting as a viable option also makes rural living much 
more feasible. Nonetheless, if regions are going to attract highly educated people, they must 
maintain or improve the quality of their schools because the quality of education is one of the 
most ─ if not the most ─ important quality-of-life indicators. 

• It’s the morally and legally responsible thing to do. Under state and federal laws, all children, 
no matter where they live in the United States, should have access to an equal and adequate 
education. Even when a child is educated in the K–12 schools of one community but might 
possibly move to another community or state upon graduation, that child should not be denied the 
quality education needed to compete effectively in further formal education or gainful employment 
in contemporary society. 
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