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aliapcer :Intended as a self-contained report

th cI:u this study describing the nature

7 -itic rozardh!,7 the tlistribution of funds,

tne highlihts of Chaptr and 3 concerning

utona] issues and alternative posibilities. This

is derivcd f'rem the Congressional mandate for a study

the various lorovisions involvcld with the Title I grant

-dlrmination and distribution process. The description of

Title I pr isions emphasices the process relating to the

dllocatin funds for local educational agencies (LEAs).

The maximum LEA ranr is described as the product of the

num)Pr of c Igible children and the amount oz the basic grant

child; the allocation actually received oy the LE

however, results from the application of a procedure that

mo ,;t11.L.4444. t=1 Er17777'°' L. S 6 sum that can be

covered by the apprriation. The practical problems of

and-ddiA.L._.4y .IL4 and doutin. the eligible children for annual

These include attempting

to' maintain an accurate, comprehensive, and up-to-date data

base. In addition some of the issues associated with the

seiection of an at;propriate grant per child are mentioned.

:These include whether the basic grants should reflect zegional

-'eterminatioY, are defined.



ccncstieAs of iDLC childror_

7,--sfderazion of a:rernative susssts

-creser, enumeration of cb13 can be improved

_ -callsd Orshansky 7;everty data from the 1970
--e

ansus aria ty a.sa as a multi 'lea-aye ratio

ocunt, o chlidren annually, Inclusion of a term

t.i Sic 6rat per child to effect a concentration of

funds Lccordinq to .g:hel concentration of dig Ct is shown.4

rssult in a distriution of funds at the county level that is

a::-; more closely cop4 -n7 with the intent of

Title I than does the oresent distribution. Finally,

peforentalfunain, practices em,ployed while reducing

anti,-lements are questioned as being- without adequate justi-

fication-while unconstrained proportional reduction of the

entitlements en t ad -oorMitting a seemingly better

reazation of the distributional intent perceived for Title I.

The summarization contained in this chapter excludes much

or the eecaei and almost all of the technical basis for the

F-:.a'c_ement=3 Made concerning the analyse..

,7>r,r17.".

Tf the reader

more-thorou ,-technical understanding, he is

read the entire report.

Aid to Families with Dependent Children.



,:ncntary Scconeary

was :na'-7ecl in recoc,:niion

cation Act

poverty as a

Pr3bleni 1:euei:ing extensive action L3r dinatet at

eaeral One among several national antipoverty

1:_rcrams, Title = is intended to break tn seal _erpotuati.

rarce by supplementary

coportuniries to scca!aec educationally -rived"

preschc elementary school and secondary school

iron whose zeneral and economic backgrounds Put thein at

a. with respect to learning, as compared to the

The declaration of National policy in Title I (Sec. 101)

ieshti2ies two undenying motivations, the special needs of

the children and the fiscal burdens of the educational

agei.dies serving these children. The proposed remedial

as to provide 17 deral financial assistance to the

Local agoncis, not for general educational needs but for

sup-31amental programs designed to meet the specialized

-i-':ement5 of educationally deprived children:

sc. Tn recoulition of the special educational
needs of children. of low-income families and the
rn,oact that concenra÷ions of low-ncome families
h.ave on the abty of local educational agencies to
5uPPOrt adequate educational programs, the Congress
heroby declares it to be the policy of the United
States to provide financial assistance (as set forth
in- the foUowing parts of this title) to local
educational agenoies_serving- area with concentrations
of children from low-income families to expand and
improve their educational programs. by various .means,



is evidonce the odaed in the law and

Logisloive history. _T,ar't, the Title

at ed-,:cationally disadvantage_ children

s-r..udies* have shown a strong relationship

ottarme-rl.t and family personal income .

ie possible therefore to aoproaci the problem of

of eligible children Zrem the Point -f view of-
.

o:other cCuoational attairment or
_ o income. However,

jno a.:-,:senco of a uniform measures of

auhiovemene:* limits i

dig hi-c cWdren based on

program t D tire selection

mic measures available on

Notional scol The provisions of. Title I therefore provide

for usineconomic measures as the _ determining the

grontc, to be made to educational ,...'encies on behalf of the

e children.

See. for examPle, Col,eman's Equality of E ,ucational_
ortunitv (lki(3) or its later extension.oy Mosteller

Cr Eouaiitv c.f. facatco'a ODportunity (1972) .and sloyni_

This measurement deficiency as it relates to the development
T-itle, I iq aisessed in House RepOrt 89-1_31, Part 2

Augu,-; 22, 7_956, pp. 23-33, .The status of an,evolving effort
to remedy the situation, the National Assessment o± Educational
.:ogress, is reported in the February 1972 is: ue of _c_agaEt
CVo. 6i No. 1), a ,s1.1blicaion of the Education Commission
of the States. It is noteworthy that the assessment, haaas
one of its goals to make available -the -first comprehensive
data on the educational attainments of young Americans."



The ions LL Ccrormirie

Si :C2 calls for study of the lccazion of sums

od for tne, i3urpeses of Title . and of the

_2:ecvenose a the varicus provsions a such title in

o Sza.te and local educationald,aaa,f_ e

red :-:tudy as it has been oursued., has had

fae'ets .fAsa, -t-has been concerned with the identi-

fication, description, and evaluation-of the allocation

ocnanisms and procedures used for distribution of

Title moniez from the National level to the local level.

Second, it has sought to address 'and review the implementation

of the law and its dmini-trition as it relates to distri-

butiOnal matters. Third, the study _as considered alternatives

to anistug processes and procedures thLt might improve

exist:- appTcaches and resOlve present problems. the first

two facets of tna s '16), were completed previously and have

.

,t.L.oad e," acoolea.* The last facet has been the main

=.7s of the analysis effort during the past- year and is

subject of this interim report.

"The Process of Funds-Allocation Under Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965," An
interim Report submitted to the U. S. Office of Education
by the Technical Analysis Division in March 1972.
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gran

Incentive

ral Schools vith

Th 4..

unty

e

from-Low-incom

tie--

Families,

ueation. CU OE)

ids for each state

county.- equivalent --litiCal subdiVision.

ion- of L.ds to school districts witin each state

then -coldputed

most a prop

the &tate educational agency (S A),- using

and ods in t e particular state.

nistrative procedu

in case of under

provides fOr reimbUr ,,,ment of the stat

_tive exp ses.

The BaSic Grant Formula, The form ula specified in the

-ed ins

A is s--sitple iii concept.,- Each state may

its local edUcatiOnal agencies and for its state-

t1,1 imam grant equal tb the number of

lai-ge in tie -m .up and number of she Na ion's
schoel is 47- made:annually. determining grants to the

practical imposSibility for the USOE-. For
-xample, while the fall of-1967 there were 22,010 school
stricts, by_the- fall o1 1970 there were 17,995 distriCts---
,LS had "disappeared" in only three years. Thus, although
Jaw stipulates school districts as the basis for grant
-777mination, neither the-USOE nor the analysis of this

siders-- a Nat_onal -distribution below-the county..



e ula

in

the

Less

by

cost factor pe

two groups of eli

cost fac tor-
per child).

_e children:-

e locai educational ..,gen 4 s (LEAs)

, s t operaL d

administered d by the local gencies,
to 17 years old in fermi lies having total

Shan
a- to w-dncome-factor,

_g annuaJ. AFDC 14.ents,of more

f,!zczar, rhos v5 n n local n institutions

-uent chila- A and nos e who are being

fos ter homes on public funds.

secona group

comno ed

d E3 the grant formula- for Pa

a children served by ate-0 eratd'insti
tu , and programs. -These roil neglocted and delinquen-

Ilan dica ppo and migrato-,7y children. The formula for this

up :i_ 1._ -, same s for the first gr up. ,A discussion

sta e programs wilwill be a part the final .report and i- not

covered in thiS report.

The 1 income factor refers to a Y hreshol d,leve

Dove

_ation

in t rms o annu

LS :11:

income. The

t h2,000 FY66 and FY67; $3,000 for

.. through FY7 and 4, 000 fo -J. i7.-Y73.- low - income

cta is subject to modification, however, depending on

amount oA, appropri tion, and, in fact, has remained

000 since FY66.



70S r is n i& e u-') of two ar

Tier f I expentiture

iS

1- t zn

(2) t
(1) the average

:percentage .

1-awe annual aggregate expenditures of

rtit 3lr state ---

7-1 di ture st te =

i.,---13
nu, hi dren daily att ndancc., _

1.-is comvutaL,, o is done. for each -state and al se for the-

, --4-s as-as a whole, To- ct lute the maximum grant for

don-

direct

ch agencies,

a particular state, the average

used.

a expenditure for

7ze or- the-United States, whichever is .greater,- is

Fede% percentage 61.1
presenting a

per of-th large enough to Provide for a

Izicient rem erf

out the intent of theAct.- This percentage', establishe&

by the legislation- t_ SO cent_ ha- never been changed.

Approximatell) 90%

eligible child to carry

the lases few iisca

-ca--

Title I prCr

LEk_, under

Title l appropriations, or

ears, about $1. 5 billion, is

A. As such this is

is also the focus for this report.

The to ul and c puta on for determining the .maximum.

= merit for this group is tills strated as follows:

Using FY7-3, data for the state of elaware, the
enumeration of the eli i le Children in each
category -for each of Del Ware's three-- counties
is shown in th. 'following table.



Kent 1159 689 0 224 2072

New Castle 4204 4161 76 618 9059

x 2059 .361 0 157 5077

7422 5711 76 999 14208

on the selected and delinquent

The a i ron riate cost factor is selected: -509v

APPE is $4.98'and SO% o the: National
average is-$429;therefore, the star APPS- value
'sed., The maXimum grant to which the LEAs in
Delaware arc...! entitled is Z7,075,584 which is obtained
y-multiplying the total nun be= eligib'es, 14,208,.

by ..'c.he cosZ faat $493.

B of -prOvides

r which c Yat e may qualify=fo

t-ind x" exceeds the "national effort index,"-

-ne s tostate effort index is defined as the ra io of the total

incentive gran

ional. funding if th

--bli

1 non-Fe_e rc funds in the state for

ltaTy and secondary education to the-to _1

income in the state. one National effort index

the ratio of total non - Federal expenditures i states

The effortthe total peg nal income in-all states

(-.exec are expressed as percentages.

The formula for Part B specifies-that the maximum

itiernent for a st shall be $1 per eligible child for

0.01 percent-by which the state effort index exceeds

the National effort index. As an example, if a state had

effort-index-a= 6.50 and the National effort index

were 4.50 that state would be entitled to a maximum grant



under '.7Par B of $2.00

ef.ible. under Part A.

each of the Idren counted as

There is a z_t_11.1,a n that no single

state may receive more than .1s percent of the funds available

for the part S grants.

a special grant for urban and rural school

serving areas with the highest concentrptions of-

chi-lc-ran from low-incom

LTC features.

families. This part incorporates

The first feature-pramarily-benefits the-rdral--

ischools by -qualif ng an LEA if it has .eligible children, as

counted in Part A, amounting: to at least:20percent of the

total of children of school age-- The .0 0. -FLE atu

Drimarily benefits 1-16urban schools by qu ing an LEA

if it has at least 5,000eli i_bles who constitute at_least-

5 percent of the total of children of school- age. An LEA::

c1afyi nder citner feature-may-receivea maximum special.

rant

under

under this part equal-to40.portent-of-what it received

Part A.

The states are to be reimbursed for Administrative

expenditures-involved-in_ the_-oroper and efficient perfor

state is tomance of their duties under Title

receive 1 percent of the amounts received under Parts A and

or $150,000, whichever Is..greater. The funds required

for tnese administrative grnts are deducted from the LEA

grant S



th=-- program is fully runclod. Only in the _first

DTO gram, FY 6, , the funds sufficient- to meet

ements t.-very year since then the _funding has been

the entitlements, and the disparity has been

The Act includes -a section in PartE) covering

by which the grants are to be reduced when_

riation i less than total entitlements..

t,=4
i. fully. The grants

As are to be recomnouted with the low-income factor

to -$2,000. --'41e sum for the LEAs is then ratably

king into_account_certain complexities involved with

auctions for Parts and C With the.Presentlevel

this provision restricts Parts B-and C to

mall share of le I funde.- in view of their

these varts are not considered further in the

that follows.* Thus, after the SEAs have been

ad, the remaining appropriations are distributed

antitiements of the LEA ,grants of Part A, the sta-

)(0=.7t-r414
-.1 and the LEA grants of Part C.

-----
E Title I-is- discussed in 'detail in Appendix B of
Lously referenced report of March 197. Part C is
in Appendix A of the preset report. The extent
Lmitations identified in both appendices .suggests
;e Darts. of Title I would be less.than_,satisfactory
they were to receive. more funds.

i

,
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th-

-f_ement, ea-1 ta

ii um (its floor v

If

allot ±Ants

The Ac

nrovisi_

LEA itS reduc she

some eclilea

ate pat - LEA alletment.

its allotment must be

-ftionaL-ly reducing the .

make. the difference,

floor prevision

s e shall receive Part A LEA grants.

it received in FY67. The annual

t receive

r its

7 rant i below the_

the floor va by p

states

as it now stand ,

that eac

least

a diff

FY71 the floor- year

usua y eon c.7.1 4 I. overridin

floor year to e used. For example,

1. pistr- eutie al issues and Alte

was FY

(.-

i-.3, Time for Change. -umeration o . eligible children

e_ ds upon the deo-, nn .L census s. 1-

sus base with 1970 census which became available

In ember, 1972. The total nu:

time to replace the

i ible children as

from the -1950 census was 4,947, 5Z5. This was the

number in familie with incomes under

re from the'1970-cenSus is 645-8' .children-

.The comparable

families

with incomes below '00). When a 0,000 income level 71..c

be children increases to 4, 211,888. The

compar ble totals when the appropriate AFDC data from 1972

are are:



b hi

216,71_ om 4 947 children in families with
incomes bel 000 c7r , 1960 census)plus 3,269,187

41dre, in AFDC, families above :$2,090;

5,915 from 2,545, 3 children in fatilies,
incomes--elow $2-,opp (f2 om 1.970 sus) -plus- 3,269,187
children --, AFDC famil:ies above 000;

268,776, from 4 21 ±,888 chi7idren-in fa flies with
comes- be_ COO l'from -1970 census) Pius 2 056,888
ildre n. in AFDC r f -lies above 83,000,

are substi,ut

Thisimpr,-

lists the

fit the obsolete-qu

sorae

of he 1960 date

changes are likely when the new

,...in'.the allocatiOn .process.

is by reference to Table 1.3.1

t A LEA allocations state using the data

assoc. ted with numeration possibilities (1), (2), and -(3) .

The allocations are tho e that result from a total a propria_10--

''ior for SEAs d LEAs under _a A when ere are

otective. floors. Ilese condition resUlt in allecaLions'

ctly reflective of the changes in the National distribution

4, 1 e -ble en which may be ected regardless of

--ome level used to determine eligibility. This-state of

rs, in which many cnanges are likely to occur, suggests

this an opportune. situation in which to give

consi eration makin a variety of adjustments In recognition-

o problems previously experienced. Much of what f _lows

s_.,.ered accordingly.

has been discussion and public controversy over

ration of the target population for-Title I. -Issues.



J.

State Allocations Resulting from Three

Different Enumerations of Eligible Children*

1960 Census 1970. Census 1970 Census
z22000 floomo $2000 Income $3000 income

ALA-5AMA .
1-8537t)04# 27367023.

. 22877720 3131438uALASKA 2926\74o

ARIZONA. . 8974479. - 8994729#

A'S -S 20846714. 9923436. 15990080.

CAL;F-ORNIA- I:0990950o-- !922°310o --. -. !32709°54o
COLORADO 10:60790 120,327i330 109379130o

CONNECTICU. I :671A70,.----- --- 158E0128o ----_ 153789650

DELAARE.. 22940754 2568469. 2213113o

FIDRIDA 24182928o -- I

OEORGIA q03-971.50-..
2699219I4.

.
28211u65.

-__
q2501350_

IDAHO 2591A3Do .

i5979690 2909475.

-INOIr# 6936577y,, -- -- 02904724. ....-__ _74"8901. -
;%DIANI, 186659920 184ti3t7So 155797A70

100531480 _ _ 10074;93.

:4ANSAS 4704',00g 84739290
9056P034

`;"401941. ---,; 22884747.._

L00151AN4
. 31298162. 254157064 324544°6,

MAINg 5wislao ----__ 5827924. _j___ -1261.495a

MARYLAND odo,, . .., 22404,45_ :
2090In38.

MASSACHUSETTS- -2975S480, j & 9 -- 291639.06o

MICHIGAN , 51977460o 899424210 , 87033750o

M!NNE501 6 2078046# -7' 1780e2154,--__ _15654c7l1
MISSISSIPPI 357227974 18563"4Io 2727I °24.

!DA44c,16#
Y. I SSOUR I

ONTAA 27.90f 7
2939902.

----- 7076(1#170 ---.LA .-.::.;j21.2:.- 5899n65.
MN4.,
NzV HAripsHIRE- _

1243111.NEVP0A 781u83o 12299660

NER JERSEY
------. 2280A4113. 2329q 1

53961q21 o

NLH mEgico 2209Amq. - -- --- 7999996
---.

7o7c3.
NEU YORK 258763922o
NORTH CAROLINA--

)957.387810
52265947. -- 26705r230. 30815763.

N0 R7H DAXOTA
972:01: _____:. q720571022):53: =392896154;7' 642E : 1--- .

OKLAHOMA 3232747. :395970.,

----- ORCGON
16555481#
eago:AA0,-------- 102929-88o_____ =71::944:_

INDDL ISLAND - 7=N:q

PUANIYLvANIA 611630nos :

SOOIN 4'AROLINA 145031942. 20014C4007---
SOUYH

216544009.

7ENNE3sEc
__

=%47297470, ---__.51493943o__
1s7,;9tsa6-.11098763 .,
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um. er_ the Eligi e Children. The law

statement of intent cites children in, lei
the ta,et population. The present forMula calls for the use

ot census data identify the number-of children

wnose income Below fixed amount. Based on the census,

the

n families

data are reasonab uPi_foTm, complete, and -relia:c. 3)
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-economic anc aese ,data-do not re
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data do not reflect _di: - in family circums to 1co s,
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ent formula .r el

curren Y.

on AF DC data as the basis for

--ness is the major advantage

of these data, which otherwise ient with regard to

other att

for us

des red-
r- e formula data. The AFDC

I are recorded for a sin-de- Il onth every

year ogramS that vary from state to state.- _In- addition,

the dare, are subject to annual perturbations within states,

and the v statistical -el iabiJi y is unverifiabl

combination i the formula of both the-census-

determined loW-inCome famil, count and AFDC coUnt- i.e.

adding -4m t a iotential source of problems.

Fi t sty
x itpermits possibility of.double-count g; that is

ildren counted during the census year as being in families

with incomes below the _pecified amount -ight-in subsequent

also be counted within the AFDC tally, as their family

,.;tus-chan t Second, there are possibl e err_ ors 7-of- omission



ex.--;;; e ic is possible th

bov the low---1.cr)me level durin

famil/ whose income

the census year suffers

income reductions in subsequent years but fails to receive

AFDC -)ayMents above the low-income level, and thus children

in such families fail to be included in either data count.

it i nor possible to estimate to what extent the errors of

fer,counting), balance the errors of omission

30M0

TheTa arc some alternatives that might tend to ameliorate

of these problematic conditions. First, instead of

:adding the countof children in AFDC families, the updating,-

annual adjustment- effect can also be achieved by using -a

aC_Itiplying factor whiCh-is a-ratio-of-the current year-.AFDC

. data for the state. divided by the census year-AFDC data for
same state. This wolld avoid some of the difficulties

. derailed f.irom the additive method of combination and also

tend to suppress the influence of interstate programmatic

differences. Another possibility veuld..be-to Control the

entire updated total by limiting the national total to the

values estimate, annually by the Census Bureau for the

national levelof poverty n the United States.

The ,_-,_e of an AFDC ratio adjustment for enumeration

data might be thought to accentuate the annual perturbations

evidenced by the AFDC data as they are currently collected for
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This index is recognized as the official

eas -and-has the dvsntage. that it

de ne poverty according to family circumstances, e.g.,

the hum }her of children in the family, and family subsistance-
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erence to the AFDC data of three rep resentative states, for

ars in -succession,-reinforce the notion of year -to-

r - r ari ion Idaho typifies states with relatively modest
percentage change-over the years FY66 to FY72; NeW Jersey,
moiderate change; and WeSt Virginia, extreme change. The year-
to-year- fluctuations for each of-these cases is evident.

piscal Year
66 1967 1968. 1969 1970 1971 1972

2403 2372 1609 4165 3197 2815 5587

_5496 06- 31283 64696 85992 129407 165912

82 0 2 12203 10353 15661- 14684
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esent method

The second and third columlis of Table I.

however t both reflect the use AFDC-ratio adjustment

cad of

al tota

in

LAlt additive adj

4+

).-and the-use of

control t_t Ts. Column two .differs.

based ©n 1970 census _00 low-

from 1970 censusincome data, while column three is der iv

Ased data which. total o &,383, 602 .for FY73--after

hods although different .n-
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result in enumerations whose state-by-state

tions _arkabl similar for FY75. This

seen by comparing the last two columns of-Table

lich rcenta -- by state of the eligible

each of the five meth-ds of enumeration. The

.nsky -based enumeration appears

es --

be advantageous- in

te?ms of, the desirability criteria mentioned earl_ and-

C a in emainder of the analyses presented.
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- 3 L& C pc oroac.

sponsored by itle I funds are to provide for

t:le special oducaional needs of children living in poverty.

:he 1-)roprams are to supniement, not supplant, the regular

eCucational program. As such the programs in some areas

:)rbvie for basic material needs of these children including

cloninc:,' dental care, and the like. More often, however,

-2,and5 are used to provide remedial programs in reading

r-ndathematics. Nevertheless, the children s needs vary,

and al)propriate Programmatic responses are diversified.

rends to complicae the already complex matter of

ascertaining that adequate financial resources are being

stipulated in the amount specifid for the basic grant per

Questions roaram effectiveness remain a matter

of considerable discussion.

estblish appropriate cost

Additional problems cc

Satisfaction of the need to,

estimates must await their answer.

e the cost issue. It is

desired to represent geographic differences in the cost of .

odu ation. These differences are evidently reflected both

in interstate and intrastate differences. Other difficulties

are introduced when it is suggested that cost differences

reflect not just diz erences in the cost or providing

education for a child, but that the differences in cost

in quality as well. Finadly, related

to this quality aspect of cost differences is the notion

reflect differenc
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scat dif nces reflects

cos a.is the abili tq., of 1- al areas to nay

for Title I to _ifferences

'orkiilenss- ory) education wo'

intent of 'Title

sic issue

bas

contentration S

_id in selected areas,

requirement for a

sha e of ids than would otherwise result from a

share used en the relativere -ative. umbers of eligible

A coronary issue is whether'het he degree of

aTea need is more earl y evidenced by its level i f

in terms of per capita income or in terms of the

C-071CC ' of poor among the total resident popu-

Llon.

Jnfortunate
breu

accepted empirical evidence

to bear esolving these issues

The legislation, as stated in Section 101,

such emphasis oe given to areas serving high c -_en-

tratio s of advantaged 4ahildren. he present implementation

gge

or tnis en_ t _7 the National level as been largely restricted

Part relatively minor part of it

areas S

numb

-vial needs are defined

iible child en

1. In Part C,

those with.eith.er

a s gni-icant m =action

total school age population consisting of eligible



3efc:e the a;:-.0unt per child can be adjusted for reasons

cencotratioh, t would be useful nave established an

arepriate qrant Ter child based en relevant cost consid-

e-:ations. The breadth of program coverage, however, makes

The estaiishment of such a value difficult, especially in

view of the fact that, rcr some any amount of funds is

vfewed hPi g useful. It suffices to state, nevertheless,

a critical amount has -not been demonstrated such that

above this value the chances for effective programs are

considerably enhanced, and below, considerably reduced.

is noted that $500 has gained some acceptance for this

7;urpose, but there appears to be little empirical justifi-

ion for selecting this amount.

The importance of emoirical information can be somewhat

overemphasized, and the matte, can quickly become one of.
princ DIC With appropriations of about $1.5 billion and a

count of eligible.children of about 8.4 million, the use of

cost factors above $165 per child results in LEA grant

entitlements which cannot be fully funded and reduction, of

the maximum grant amounts must occur. The issue then becomes

whether to divide the limited funds equally among all areas

or to discriminate among them according to some notion of

differences in costs or perhaps- in needs.

Although equal distribution of the funds appropriated

It

for Te T can be achi V by specification of any ba
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feasonable'

because disa
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its somewh t general

PaYt A th

illustrative

cc as a

dC

actu. l _value cho significant

ldro roistered to by SEAS

their maximum -714- 4* the LEA

tably reduced. The effect of

-sovision is to decrease slightly the amo ,r1t- allotted

for a disadvantaged LEA child from $:i55

arc e floors from

ese -re is = f 'to:achieve

1De-2-eh ild bas'

The other extreme

stril. udion.s are

(Note

equal distribution

distr utiona principles, base

on cost scrimination, can be by usi ng 50 percent

of the stat- APPE, for each sta:.e, if _ t is assumed that it

its s , -by-state differences. The extent these

differences is seen in Table 1.3.4 which presents state APPEs.

L__1411 it does reflect interstate differences, it is not

wet

4h at differdifferences are being seated. Because of

difficulty, Y e present formula incorporates a compromise,

y the recognition n

'ride the same q

ficlent use of reso

subs ate

e

low APPE does not mean

ty of education or more

but probably signifies les

-al education, the compromise

-r cent of. National APPE when



Alabama
Alaska

a

_Lxernia
Coloraco
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Idaho

.,owa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hamps
New Jersey
New Mexico
N York
N o ,h Carolina
North Dakota
Ohic
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Dist. of Columbia

$ 529.38
1452.28
745.96

385.44
312.60
1009.48
996.42
781.56
644.72
983.74
610.16
992.62
785.42
864.84
787.22
571.88
716.30
709.60
985.52
894.22
972.08

1005.92
469.60
7')2,12
801.60
807.28
788.18
.770.92
1135.26
689.08

1487.34
611.72
685.'34
762.84
623.77
957.12
909.56
951.86
571.12
719.04
552.80
667.80
664.:!8
797.14
738.56
893.96
644.10
950.56
852.00

-1116.94

National Averags 859.88
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iminating- shares,

can

en

const

variable

observed whei

per .ritagcd c ild a-re averaged for

a nd leas poor coun ie s in the Unit-__States

;=30. the counties n the U. S. are divided into five

crro contain like number of

income the poores_ groul

Lities based on per

an allocation

-117!_d when 50 percent of the state APPE is' used,

ild when- theprepresent (st Lional). cost

used and $165 p child when e sa e ($300) value

for al7, the other hand, (20 percent)

group Count er ex e r iencing the highest per capita income

eve receives on the aver -ge $192, $175, and $165 per child

tivel' Thus, there is a significant difference

distributional outcomes -pe., -Ted at the county. level

accord-1_ to

amoun

choice 11ace for a re Presentative grant

data esu from analyses in d 15 ch SEA s.. receive a .

share, and protective floors are not imposed on
aggregate of LEA grants.



-,lis Is a Liscrna ry

funds see - - - -

of LO increase amounts made

oasec on considerations need. That

is necessary or desired is a matter for judgment.

is the intent of the discussion that follows to indicate

winvt di Lbutional results might be achieved if it were

cc be desirable .:7o intensify the concentration of

funds made available iounty level for Title 1

pu7poSes beyond what is presently being accomplished by

...ruction

For the purposes of this discussion the sal

or porcenta definition as used to measure concen-

t7arion in Part C is used here: the number of eligible

ciren divided by the total number of school age children

the area. The basic grant per child is assumed as $300.

Some results of the analyses seeking to concentrate

funds in counties eatest concentrations of eligible

children are shown in Table 1.3.5. The 3,113 counties of

U. S. are divided into five groups according to per

oaDita income. In the lowest income group are counties

With concentrations of eligible children ©f up to 76 percent,

while for the highest income group of counties the concen-

ations of eligibles are generally below 10 percent. The

National average is 14.8 percent. The results are in sharp

contrast with those resulting- from direct variations in the

cot =actor described above would seem that if th
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concent
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34 -ibutional outcomes achieved,

int-oducii into the formula

th's Pe

Table 1.3:5-

otment

concentration

iterna Live

ti Cost

-upings
on

-, income

Intensity of Desired
Concentration Effect*

Moderate

;come1_ Group $165
Second Group 165
Third Group
Pourth Group 165
Income Group I 765

,7c

187

142

$271
20i
167
153
133

$303
212
168
156
13

sedbL2ppropriationLevels. The

total maximum nts determined by the formula h

alway exceeded d the amount appropriated except for the first

The condition of underfunding raises the question as

crier :here are those who should receive preferential

The in tens / of funds concentration -- low, moderate, and
effect can be auantitatzvely illustrated. For a

county with--15 percent concentration of eligibles, about
he National_ average, the low intensity effect corresponds
o a 37.5 percent increase in the basic amount authorized

child; for the medium effect, the increase is 75 -per
cent;. and or one high effect, it is 150 percent.
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ess thi

tmont

the c ,ule child

ar o impo
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Fi

two

gran

administered to o EAs

the previously discussed protective

llocati made ates on behalf of

LEAs. Poss ible motivations behind. these special

floors

_ are that

ed

rior oar ti ,.par and avoid wide shifts in disLributions

children have unique needs, and

assure continuity of benefits to

n yaal- to JFe ar.

Th. fef ecteffect of fully rants is significant

terms of the difference in the grant per child realized

SEAs as opposed to LEAs. in FY71 the difference was $368

child in SEAS versus $175 per child in LEAs; the difference

increased in FY72 as average $413 was made available per

SEA ,i;,_a and $168 per LEA .1d. The difference is sizable,

and ifs magnitude appears to be without empirical justification.

A-U some cases it is not clear that any difference is

In particular, this is true of one group of

el i qible chiluren, those in insLi u the neglecte

just;

del7 quent which are found under the jurisdiction of the

SEA in some instances and.under the purview of th LEA in

C fact, for FY73 more than half (53 pe cent) of

129,929 of 411 se children are in institutions administered
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opl to those LL TterflaY!vely,

szancos could be ratably reduced, Children in other

rouL,s.clminls to

enum

on its own merits.

ain special cases, each

general ly recognized that the presence of the

floors ,constrains the realization of distributional

-- accord national need as reflected in the

data and ass cia d maximum grants, and thus

tie need to emphasize the consequences the

:..nce of the floors. Of "eater in te`rest g and in

the extent to which the floors are effec Live

g their purpose of continuity. First, it should

noted that the majority of state_

I'loor value and that

down) c

t generally at

eat variations (bo th up and

front year -to -year. Second, the floor value

applies to the state aggregate of LEA grants; grants actually

tee by LEAs may still vary even when the state total.

rents ins at

effec ive

e., it

represen -

deer value. Third, when the floor becomE

state, the effect of

completely unto

floor rigid,

ctive of current needs as

by the authorization. three considerations

suggest that the floor proVision, cf_3 7 sently implemente

can-acnieve ly limited success in assuring opportunity



To -L-)at-:-cipsnt continuity and- in reducing variations that.

are

There are some alternative responses possible regarding

nrre-irerential funding fo1 special groups of eligible children

L7X1. fr states which might otherwise suffer reductions in

hoir funding levels. some consideration should

ratably reducing all groups on an equal basis

oxce,ot where a special need can be demonstrated, so as to

e.void :incnsitoncies of the sort identified. Second,

consideration should be -given to the possibility of setting

floor values at 80 or 90 percent or previous allocation

levels to avoid rigidity and to permit gradual reductions

that night, in the long run, maintain a more nearly

equitable share of the limited funds for each state. Finally,

consideration might be given to establishing the floors at

the coany level within state when the floor comes into

effect for the state:

cost

Pormula Alternatives

variety of possibilities for enumeration of the

ble children, the various means for representing the

per child of compensatory .education, and the several

responses possible under conditions of underfunding all can

be combined to create many different alternatives to the

present Title I formula. Some of these pssibUi:ies are



s as be

a

ittIe valua, but many still

sizable number of these have been

on---ided; others have been arbitrarily by-passed for the

pesent time.

be desirable to achieve certain specfed

ii:tionJI haracteriics related to the distribution

o income and the concentrations of poverty at the county

1ovel. The present formula can be imoroved upon with respect

to these characteristics In particular, alternative formulas

created from

'u ted Orsnanscybased enumeration method,

(2) eithar SO percen., of the . state APPE or a constant

cost rqctor, in concert with -moderate concentration

effect, and

(3) either with floors at the 90 percent level-or without

mgrit offer a direction for such improvements in resolving

some of the diffi'culties that have been associated with the

present -formula.



chap er.2

ALUATION OF THE PRESENT FORMULA
AND ..3ENERJTION 0 _ALTERNATIVES

eria for

The fundamen

al

guous. There is no universal agreement t regarding what

cons i_tes equ

la Eva t ion

ourpose underlying Title 1 is the prow:

-ionalopportunity. This purpose is extremely

-resolution of t41

-manag le

in educational -opportunity- can be viewed from

ei 7 the or the output end of the educational proces.E

from the -input end, the concep- attempts to assure

her

educational opportunity.- While no final

ambiguity is attempted in this report-, a

of alternative interpretations are develop

ucational resources to each child. Viewed

from the -output end, the concept attempts to assure that each

ild, u.pc '1 leaving the educational system, has attained some

standard level of achievement. Accomplishment of this concep

would require (1) concensus regarding achievement standards a

(2) knowledge of how to vary the resources to attain the

achieve went level. These two concepts are the subject of

intense debate at present, and no attempt is made in this

solve the problem. As a matter of fact, it is

the Title I allocation mechanism could be

mplement the output concept of equality. The

s is limited to the input interpretation of

study_to

clear

--fOrmula

_nt study

ali



formula

315:

asea upon 'lowing

The formula should be simp e

The for ula should be restricted e of

data that are: uniform, up-to-date, geographically

-ailed from.official sources, accurate, and

administratively feasible.

3. The formula. should produce no incentive extraneous

the purpose of-Title 1.

formula should permit timely allocations t

program cone nuity and avoid wasteful spending.

2 Overall Formula Structure-

grant determination process has three major

Before concentrating on -Part -A as the main focusdivision

of this report, Parts B and C are briefly discussed as they

relate to the formula structure.

Part B establishes a program of incentive grants. A

COMp analysis of this program* suggests that Part B

_ould be dropped from Title I for two major reasons:

promotes general-education rather than the objectives of Title I,

end- ( der to provide an -effective fiscal incentive, it

Appendix B of the previous. interim-report submitted.
rch,72.



needs

In Part 3 contains several defects of sufficient

,u est that it cannot, in its present- form, fulfill
purpo

dart provides grants to LEAs with high concentrations

4-,o _dren. The motivating concept of Part C is

that more dollars are required per child for comperes

concentration of poverty is high

There i-s no amartical basis -h which determine whether

Aundi .g, independent of T_ tie 1 constraints.

necessary to achieve the objectives of Title I.

if this concept is acknowledged to be essential, a

benu_ factor for poverty concentration can be conveniently

directly into the formula of Part A. The result

old be a single, unified formula that would no longex

conta separately defined and complex qualification rules

of the present Part C. Also, the bonus would be proportional

the degree poverty concentration, as opposed.to the- pr s-

-or-n

would=,

bonus of Part C. From the practical standpoint,

atly simplify the administrative problems of

Title allocation, since it would eliminate the costly data

col ectioi effort now required for Part C.

The foregoing considerations provide the groundwork for

oring a genel l structure for alternative formulas for

1. That g e Feral structure it detailed in the remainder

this sec,_ion.

or discussion of both the practical' and theoretical aspects of
Part See-Appendix A.



and the ac-,ual "allocation" _of funds must be -eemphasized. The

"grant entitlement" for each geographic region is determined

initially, s the product of the number eligible children,

the cost factor or dollar amount per child, and an optional

concentration factor The sum of all grant entitlements

.

normally exceeds the funds appropriated by Congress for Title

I. These entitlements must then be collectively reduced in

some fashion s Q that the total amount of money to be distributed

matches the app, Driation. Each reduced entitlement is referred

to in this report as an Tallocation.0 The set of rules specified

in the Title I legislation by which the entitlements are reduced

the appropriation level is referred to in this report as

th "reduction process."

Second, the geographic unit that becomes the basis for

calculating any entitlement must be defined. The present law

specifies that LEAs are to be the regional units for Part A

entitlements. However, administrative impracticality has resulted-

in selecting counties as the regional unit.

Third, the question'ofcurrency of data must be resolved,

primarily for the enumeration of poor children.

The concentration factor equals the number of eligible children
divided by the total- number of school-age children.



d

cie

5 1 ril ctural

Title I formula, with ale - c -hge being

the-incorporation of a concentration factor. The-use of the

=s the.the base ion,

this study 1 s examined t

remains the same. However,

is detail alternative

ys of enumerating target children, determining the cost

ctor, and perform ing the reduction process.

The f--rmulas considered contain the°she three components:

number of eligible children (K) ; a cost factor (M) , inclUding

concentration factor; and a reduction procedure (R). These

elements are comp s of )-,e formula, that may be varied

-5r epende tly or i- iombinati_i should be recalled that

the first two elements may be quantitatively defined,-whereas.

the third element is a complex set of rules. The development

of feasible variations for each element is considered-in the

ens that follow..

igibie Children

It i.s imp ortant to recognize that the children eligible

counted for purioses of the Title I allocation need not

ultimately participate in Titleidentical to

rirog

disa

Ideally, the two groups would be identical. However,

ognized fact that no uniform measure of educational

antage or deprivation is nationally available. Thus, the

alloca6i © of Title I funds on the basis-of economic diSadvantage

has be accei -ed as isfying the intent of the Iaw. Various



counts of children from low-income families ("poverty data
are available, some o5 which are now used for the Title I

allocation.

The choice among several types of poverty data is a

crucial part of the selection of a new-Title 1 formula. This
selection directly attests the question or the fairness of

grant allocations among the states and among urban, -suburban,

and:rural regions as well.

There are three basic sources Of poverty data that are
currently available for the Title I allocation. These are the
decennial' census, AFDC data, and estimates of the national
poverty population made annually by the Curtent Population
Survey (CPS) of the Census Bureau.

Eata on ehildren
participating in the USDA free lunch

program might at Some future time be the most useful for
Title I, since both programs are directed at the Same economically
disadvantaged children. In the past, school lunch data were
not uniform on a national basis; a recent amendment (PL 92-433)
should correct the problem. 'These data could produce an
incentive extraneous to the -purpose Of .Title I; for example,
children could theoretically be added to the school lunch count
at samll cost to state, resources in exchange for a possible

greater gain in he Federally provided Title I grant.

40



level.

thilsdr

The

- are

Ania census

at the cozen

provide the number _ef scho''

level below-some specified income

of different ways of counting poverty

AFDC- data -at

lie in t 0 census as described

state 'level are blishedmonthly by the

Social and Rehabilitation S vic (SRS) of DHEW and the data

at the county level may be obtained by a s,,rvey of state

wel

in SRS publication, the data apply to all children under

ncies. Such a survey -is the current practice.

21

TitTe

families receive ADC payments, whereas the current

program _pplies to Children between 5 17 inclusive

rom families whose AFDC payments exceed $2,000.

The annual CPS estimate- is confined to

-0-oregate of the poverty population under 1_ estimates for the

state or county level are not available.

Each of these basic sources of pov y data lacks one of the

characteri ics of uniformity, currency, or geographic detail,

as shown in the followin_ tabulation:

Uniform Current Geographic Detail

Decennial census Yes No Yes

AFDC No Yes YeS

CPS Yes Yes No

The -c 4a1 census data are, of course fixed for 10 years

at a time, although sign.iricant demographic and economic changes

take place in that length of time. AFDC qualification and



sta,,dar

AI-DC data lack interstate

k_o CPS estimate,

el"'

-P- locaz

two

and, uodating

appropria

the

LPS

-1yorm

states,- and thus

as a measuree 'o poverty.

netted above, is only a national

each of this analysis` (as in the present

to eni merate the

first, beginning

igible children by

dth "baseline" data and

periodically. The decennial- census is

for the baseline, since it possesses

attributest except currency. The AFDC and/or

available for adjusting the baseline data

to keep the num -a of children current.

There are, th

from

two main problems in the enumeration

selection of the most appropriate baseline data

the decennial census, and C2) devising the. "best" method

of rpdEing. This second problem requires a rather detailed

discussio lich s given in Appendix B. The remainder of

this section discusses the choice of the baseline and summarizes

the development of alternative. upda tingupdating methods.

the present allocation process, the child en.enumerated on the
is of census and AFDC data are -oily 93%. of the -total eligible

child en (according to the FY73 data). The other children are
the 258,917 institutional. LEA children and the 380,413 SEA
children. These are-included in Title I becaUse they presumably
have-educational-disadvantages similar-to children in-low income

ilies; but, because many of.them live in institutions rather-
-families,. or live in migratory families, they would not
ented, in the census data for- lbw income- families. In

elopment of alternative enumeration-methods in this study,
SEA and LEA children have been considered a

,art of the total eligible-group under any alternative. Since
they are enumerated by an annual survey of the states, they are

--not involved in the census data rear in-the method by which the
census' data-may be updated. Thu-s-, they-are not,--included in .the
-clowing- discussion of alternative enumeration methods-,- although

-P-

than
oe re
the- d
he



2.5.1 The 1970 census offers several candidates

or the baseline data .Until now the Title-I allocations have

been based on the 1960 census. In December 1972, the 1970 census

data pertinent to this study became available.) This study has-

utilized the 1970 census data to identify the number of children

aged 5 to 17 years, inclusive, in families below some annual

income level representing a. poverty threshold. The poverty

levels considered by this study are the $2,000 threshold

(the threshold presently used in Title I- allocations) , (2)

the $3,000 threshold and (3) the "Orshansky" poverty index.

The Orshansky index is a set of ooverty income thresholds

developed by Mollie,Orshansky of the Social Security Administration,

based on Department of Agriculture cost figures for basic

nutrition and on se_____-:family characteristics*. It was adopted

in 1969 as the official Federal definition of poverty by the

Executive Office of the President* and it is the poverty

definition reflected in all poverty statistics- from the Bureau

of the Census. In this report it is referred to as the "Orshansky"

For the concepts underlying the Orshansky poverty_ data, as well

as for detail; sea Orshansky, M., "Counting the Poor --Another

Look at the Poverty Profile," Social Security Bulletin, January,
1965, and Current Population..RepertS,-- 60, _ 85,

published by the Bureau of the Census.

** Executive Office of the PresidentBureau of the.Budget:
"Definition of Poverty for Statistical Purposes," Circular No A-46

Exhibit L, and Transmittal Memorandum No 9, August 29, 1969,

43 -



thre

usir

x ratho4- tIL to avoid confusion

veral other measres pover-,y discussed here.

in the use

L

reshold,

of one 'F1 one child has

designed tc t some of

family income as a poverty

L defect _t -rega family size. When

_i-ample, a family consistin

as

Index sots t

e' enc on the family ze.

7-ee

o same ty threshold

-Its and t.Felve children.

esilold at different i

resh

add -ii

has used tie 1960 census data with a $2,000 poverty

these three

Orshansky

levels,

didates for iaseline data,

to allow comparisons Tiwith the present Title

allocation method All four candidates (by state) are

Appendix B-where methods of updatin- the:bas_line are

di scut d in eLail.

It is noted here that there is one shortcoming inherent

fixed threshold data and the Orshansxy data. They

men regional va variations in the cost of living (except

that the s hans<<y index differentiates between farm and nonfarm

fam ilies No interregional cost -of- living index is availabl

for this adjustment.*

The Bureau of Lebor Statistics publishes two cost-o.,-living indexes
but-neither is suitable for T is purpose.- The Consumer Price index
measures changes in the cost of living over time, but it is not
valid for in comparisons. The Bureau also publishes
a:Geographical ComparatiVe Index, but it applies only to urban

Tallies with specified characteristics. The Bureau cautions
that these-indexes are not designed for appraisal of the economic
condition of population groups.

d -



An -i)Tortant espcct of the allocation data is the level

of geograp..ical detail. Ideal- the ultimate targets of Title

childon--would be identified by the data, but

hat is clearly iMnracticable, Following the principle that

an allocation formula should channel the funds s near as

possible to the target children, it is reasonable to consider.

snaking allocations to LEAs. AS it turns out, even this is not

practicable, t'o-r.'the following reasons,-

The census data and AFDC data are not collected according

to geographic units corresponding to the boundaries of LEAs.

USOE has developed a cross-reference file for translating LEA

areas into census geographic areas tracts and enumeration

-districts). Although this file can produce data useful for many

purposes, it is rot clear that the file is suitable for

producing the basic Title :1 allocation data. The file does

not apply to the 7,000 smaller LEAs in the U.S EVen if the

1census data could be used for all LEAs, there is at present no,
4

1

way to update those data at that geographic level.

There is a verY large number of LEAs and their number

anges substantially ±rom year to year (mostly'through

consolidations). From the autumn of 1967to the autumn of

1970, the number of As was reduced from 22,010 to 17,995.

Maintaining a current cms---refereace file :or so many LEAs,

although not imnossibie, wifl be a difficult job. subject to

many .kinds of error.. Until its workability has .beendemonstrated,

it is possible that the errors that may gradually appear in the

file would outweigh the geographic precision that the file



is intend td fice.

actical 6, "- census data for

a0 It;SS 7017 low LTis would

TIC

a valid Iasi oz determining

-f-h.ose LEAsare eat tied. The reason for this

the inrome dattr the census are based on a random sample

.e populati For large popula ioTis this sam-

vides valid r ° imate o the income distribution, However,

populations c l in she smaller LEAs, the statistical

er ro can be so l rge as to inva th e derived

Foyer y copula, on.

e EA level is not practicable, the

t leve7 considered e counLy." There. are about

,0 coun ies, andhet undergo practially no change from

year. data are available by county, and (as

the next section) county -level data can be upda

One can

the state.

ant the

stopping the Federal allocation process

and allowing each state to subdivide its agg

go ic level However, federal allocation

a to the county level affords protection to those LEAs

. stu "countyu means one of the county or county
erluiv is defined Federal Information Processing Standards
Puhlication 6-7, that Alaska is represented as one
county, This inition includes the District of Columbia
and inde!)ende cities in a few states as ceu-,ties, and at
subsvmes Co. Hawaii, _underMaui Co. as-explaaned in
tna oublication. The reason for aggregating Alaska- (which
has no counties) , rather than using the Alas'- <a. Census Divis o
is that the Alaska data tinent to this study are-organize

several ir,:econcilabie eogr anhic-subdivisions. By this
'nition there are 3,11 counties in the U.S'.

4



that are less influential in state politics. That is, if

each state is free to choose its own basis intrastate

n, that choice will be subject to the political

presses of LAAs that stand to lose or gaii according to- the

choice. Some L1-=-A officials interviewed in the course of this

study have expressed concern that the intrastate distribution

would be inequitable if the allocation by the Federal formula

did not extend at least to the county level.

Two conclusions are apparent in the matters discussed in

thiS section. First, the Orsaansky index appears to be the

most suitable --poverty measure available in the census, because

it accounts for factors that are disregarded by a fixed income

threshold (principally familY. size). Second, the county is

the most practicable geographic level for data to be employed

in the allocation formula.

2.3.2 Updating the Enumeration. There are two 1..easons for

updating the. enumeration. The most obvious is that changes

occur in the geographic patternof poverty. Families move

in aria out 01 an area, and these two movements may not balance

each other. As time Dasses, children who were infants or

unborn in the census year enter the school Age population,

while thc-older children become- adults, and these two- changes

may not balance. Furthers the economic condition-

community can change for better or wore.

The other reason for updating is inflation. The income-

level rc;r-,2esentin 1,overty threshold in one year is too low

in later-years.

47



To adj i5t or these changes, the enumeration cauld-be

updated annually, as is tha presentpractiee in Title

Less :::1-.,-_,quent-adju _ments might also be considered adequate,

and they would afford greater predictability to the allocations

with 'less administrative expense. This study has assumed

that-the enumeration will be updated annually. Any annual.

updating method could also be applied less frequently.

There are at present two sources of data suitable for

updating the baseline enumeration data: -AFDC and the CPS.

There two aspects of the data to be considered- in

determining how to use them. First is the ability of the

data to reveal the extent of poverty in _different places

(counties or states) ; this is the distributional aspect.

Second is the ability of the data to be related to the actual

number of children enumerated in the cen__---s. this is the Scale

aspect. The scale aspect is illustrated by Figure 2.3.1.

AccordinR the CPS Orshansky data, the number of poverty

children under 18 decreasedoy about one-fourth from 1965

1971: (Two values are plotted for 1966 and two for 1969

because of changes in the ("PS definitions in those years.)

A similar trend holds true for the number of children aged

5-17 in fannies with an annual income below $7 goo in 1Wil

dollars Although the direction and proportion o&' changes

the CPS givee the estilTated n $3,000of fami1i ,413,000.
That was multiplied by the average number (--hildren 5-17.-in..
such families, according to the 197Q cen-s to arrive at the
number-of children_ plotted in this graph



Title
17. years)

Total AFDC
CO 20 years:

Under :$3,000
CS - 17 years)

Figure 2.3 w1 Comparis ye -Poyert

Year



in the two measure consistent, the actual numbers of

childron are different. This is referred to as z scale diffc

and before numb 1`S 1 °om these two measures could be meaningft

added, one measure would have to be sealed up or down to

correspond to the other measure.

The other two plots in the graph involve AFDC data.

First is the number- of Title I eligibles which consists

of a fixed 1960 census component of 5 rainien children plus
a changing component of children in families receiVing, over
$2,000 per .year from AFDC payments. The other plot represent.
the number of children under 21 years -.old fatilies receivij
any amount of AFDC- money.' It is ObViOitS' that AFbC,-data---measut
s orae thing- di fie tent from what is measured:by the CPS OrShansk)

since their trends. are in opposite directi9h*. .-.fPresumat

this ,indicates that AFDC.--ptogiamS. are c-overing,:an

-portion of. the .c/rhanSky. population For all sic
'coVerage. -*OFined

children
Children.

In a

the ratio of the --ntimber
in families receiving AFDC payments to
in families below the Orshansky 4ndex.

he iriamber o

formula- where the cost factor (see Se,ction
.in ependent of . the number Of children 'arid where the = adjus men

fir underfunding (see Section -2. ) s ctly proportional
the, only impprtant aspect of the enumeration: diet
of the numbers children elativel to each othe o

ributic

the cost actor depends On the concentration of eligible
ildren --_unde-rfunding- adjustment, i

SO

n7prdp-or



s in present Title 1 allocation process) it is imperative

that actual numbers of children be correct.

The AFDC data provide distributional information, i.e.

a measure of poverty for each county (although, as mentioned

earlier, this measure is not uniformly applied throughout

the nation). The annual CPS estimate is not distributional

since it is strictly a national total. Hor ever, the CPS

provides data in the same scale as the decennial census data,

1.c., Orshansky and $3,000 data. The AFDC data, on the other

hand, are out of scale with the census data. In fact, the

coverage ratio just defined is the factor that relates the

census scale to the AFDC scale, and the coverage differs

from state to state. These observations can be summarized

as follo

AFDC

CPS

Distributional Census Scale

NoYes

No Yes

This suggests that. the AFDC data can be employed to indicate

distributional changes in poverty from year to year and that

the CPS data can be used to adjust the enumeration to the

proper scale. The distributional adjustment represents the

changing geographic pattern of poverty, while the scale

adjustment reflects inflation (among other things). In

the case f Orshansky data, inflation is represented by

an annual adjustment of the various family income, levels

(for various family compositions) according to the Consumer



ice Index. In

different yea

case of the $3,000 data, data for

_ expressed as constant dollars (e.g., the

buying power equivalent to a dollar in 1971) , again by

means of the Consumer Price Index.

Two ways of using AFDC data for updating the distributional

aspect of the enumeration have been considered in this study:

the method presently used in Title I and an alternative

method. For reasons detailed in Appendix B, the present

method sloes not male: the best use of the data. Briefly,

this is because it adds together AFDC and census-data that

are out of scale with each other, and because the AFDC data

are not uniform from state to state due to different coverages

in different states. The nonuniformity is aggravated by the

fact that it only counts' children in families receiving more

than $2,000- annually from AFDC.

The alternative method uses a multiplicative updating factor,

the assumption that the change in'the Title'I eligible

population is proportional to the change in the AFDC data.

Thus the updated enumeration equals the original census enumeration

times the ratio of the most recent AFDC count to the AFDC

count in the census year.*

Another approach to the alternative methoe is to employ an
additive updating factor, on the assumption that the difference
in theTitle I eligible popUlation for two years is equal to
the difference in the corresponding AFDC data when adjusted in
scale by the coverage -ratio -of the respective state.'
The- mathematical- equivalence of these two- alternative approaches
is shown in Appendix B.-

It is- possible that still other valid methods can be deVeloPed
to .use-the available data for-updating enummeration. Some
methods- -may, result- in,smoother annual transitions. for'particular
states than -do -other methods.. --Such -further- alternativemothods



This method relies on the assumption that the coverage

ratio (which the graph shows to be increasing for the nation

as a whole) increases proportionately in all states. This is

the weakest link. in the rationale of the alternative, and

there is no way to measure the coverage ratio fOr a state

after census year since the Orshansky and $3,000 data

are not available for states except in the decennial census.

If such estimates were available annually at the state level,

they could be employed directly and would obviate the use of

AFDC data at the state level.

One improvement to the AFDC data used in the alternative

is the introduction of values that are 24-month averages.

To eliminate easonal variations, data recorded over the course

of the year are used, and. the use of two years tends to

smooth out year-to-year fluctuations.

A second improvement stems from the fact that the AFDC

data used in the alternative do not include that portion

relating to unemployed parents. The unemployed - parent component

is optional with the states, and about half of the states

participate in it. Thus one source of interstate nonuniformity

is removed by the exclusion of this component of the data,

After the distributional ,updating adjustment is accomplished

by means of the multiplicative factor, the actual number of

children indicated is wrong. For example, the-total number

of-- children -is 10,533,295. The CPS estimate of the total.=



number is 8

for

10,

* Therefore, the adjusted number of children

county is multiplied by ratio .of 8,383,602 t

295. This adjusts the scale without affecting the

distrnution, and this is reforredrto as normalizing the

data according to the CPS estimate.

As the previous paragraph indicates, the updating is applied

to each county's enumeration.- In this study the distributive

adjustment was actually applied at the state level;--that is,

a multiplicative adjustment factor based on statewide AFDC

data was applied to all counties in the state. For purposes

of analysis it was unnecessary to compute the distributive

adjustment factor for individual counties, since AFDC

qualification standards are relatively uniform among.counties

in the same state; However, for the actual allocation of

grants it would be more important to use county-level data.

for the adjustment.

The practicability of obtaining such data at the .county

level is an important consideration. The only county AFDC

data available from DHEW are for February of each year, and

these data are available only in printed form. Data for the

other months are available only. as ate_t-tals. In order

to obtain monthly data for counties, t would be necessary

As explained in Appendix B, this number is derived. from the
CPS data and the 1970 census- .data-by a simple calculation,
rather than taken directly froM a CPS publication..
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to create a now survey of tip (The present Title I.

survey collects only one month's data for each year, and those

data are only for families --col ing more than $2,000 per year

from A DC ) In the first year, the 3,113 counties' data for

48 months-would be required (24 months representing- the baSe

year plus the 24 most recent months available nationwide).

This would result in about 150,000 items of dataclearly

a large data processing job for the states and the Federal

government. Even if the county-level adjustment factors were

recalCulated only in every second year, a 24-month data span

would require that data be collected for every year. If

the factors were recalculated in every fourth year, data

for only two years out of every four would ho required.

In order to construct .specific ow meration alternatives,

several representative combinations of- baseline data and

updating methods have been assembled. Each baseline Candidate,

as well as each updating method, is used at least once.

The first enumeration, called K1, consists of 1960

census data for the $2,000 level, updated by adding the AFDC

data above the $2,000 threshold. This is .actually-the

present Title I enumeration. The second enumeration, K2,

is identical except that 1970 census data are used.- Enumeration

K3 is like K
2

excep- that the $3,000 threshold is used (for

both the census and the AFDC data). K4 consists of 1970

census data for the $3,000 level (like -), updated by the

multiplicative AFDC factor, and normalized to the CPS



alternative method, i.e., the distributional aspect is updated

by the multiplicative AFDC and the result is normalized to

scale by the CPS estimate for the Orshansky poverty level.

For a summary of these definitions, s

Table 2.3.1

Definition of Alternative En

Enumeration
De gnaiion Baseline Data

K1

K-
-2

K
3

1960 Census Data,
Families Below $2,000
Income Level

1970 Census Data,
Families Below $2
income Level

1970 Census Da
Families Below
Income Level

Table 2.3.1.

erations

Dpdatincess
Distributional Scale

AFDC-Data Families
Receiving more than
$2,000

AFDC Data, Families
0 Receiving more than

-$2,000

AFDC Data, Families
000 Receiving more than

$3,000

1970 Census Data,
Families Below 3,000
Income Level

1970 Census Dat
Orshansky Poverty
Level

AFDC Data,
Multiplicative
Factor

AFDC Data,
Multiplicative
Factor

CPS Estimi.
For $3,001
Level

CPS Ds time
For Orshal,
PoVerty

- The number. of Children, by state, for each of these enumerations

is given in Table 2.3.2.

cost equation does nut invalidate the consideration of APPE



Table 2.3.2

Number of 1:11g1ble Children in FY73:
Alternative. Enumerations

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California..67,565
Col orado
Connecticut
Delaware

K_
-1

243,596
9,519

56,475
148,158

70,876
67,847
13,133

K2

97,055
8,985

46,952
52,247

.775,406
62,662
69,342
11,267

k3

151,759
10,144
49,409
56,114

715,253
59,673
70,419
10,144Florida 168,005 126,165 163,787Georgia 285,784 139,134 155,733Hawaii 22,734 21,131 21,049Idaho 18,827 13,967 16,416Illinois 417,910 371,181 354,460Indiana 127,501 92,951 81,573Iowa 100,863 5151,533 54,102Kansas 63,274 45,144 46,132Kentucky 225,893 101114 125,399Louisiana 219,868 133,378 179,749Maine 38,129 29,788 22,493Maryland 113,123 102,527 93,035Massachusetts 165,739 160;353 153,371Michigan 318,818 277,819 277,079Minnesota 122,434 77,039 85,084Mississippi 254,903 98,695 . 152,715Missouri 162,311 96,315 102,058Montana 19,681 13,757 16,405Nebraska 50,242 31,656 32,745Nevada 5,665 6,391 6,855New Hampshire 12,630 11,236 12,145New Jersey 230,722 228,610 222,657New MexiH1 51,529 41,917 43,703New YerL 766,028 760,534 746,328North Carolina 362,152 138,280 168,451North Dakota 28,496 13,215 16,191Ohio 289,084 241,899 213,434Oklahoma 115,151 67,688 .75,233Oregon 50,259- 45,909 .48,369Pennsylvania 422,339. 34'8,985, 3424037Rhode Island

, 30,.391 27,113 -- 25,890South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee

211,199
37,249

220,048

76,40. 5.

17,300
81,832

111,313
21,921,9)8

133,221Texas .477,5.50_ 271,965- 327,723-
Utah 26,738 24,696 26,000Vermont 13,533 9,814 10,429Virginia 217,986 117,921 137,710Washington -86,544- 83,194 80,581West Virginia 120,9.59 50,037 -60,558Wisconsin .. 105,137 81,270 8.8,688Wyoming, 7,621- 5,527 5,656Dist. -of-Columbia '54,494.- 52,721'. 56,371

K4 K
5

142,851 260,764
6,669 13,031

46,527 86,326
96,691 177,311

342,112 626,40C
43,207 79,101
32,622 55,566
9,463 18,694

176,582 330,585
176,474 338,978
10,982 20,956
12,158 24,441

189,-065 356,910
95,742 18(1,212
35,918 69,549
33,888 67,069

103,266 182,017
1634370 287,654
19,860 44,516
68,845 122,813
64,322= 119,511

160,346 285,284
54,106 105,824

147,836 257,860
102,853 190,222
15,176 27,921
25,612 47,142
6,394 11,047

10,112 19,894
95,950 176,518
38,082 '71357

271,103 496,644
165,116 314,927
12,240 26,421

176,045 300,742
59,815 1.12,264
31',331 55,707

175,197 337,856
13,-063 23,493

136,378 258,591
17,254 32,822

140,-280 262,774
424,595 864,324
15,420 29,406
5,530 13_,066

132258 258,019
44,331 79,377
49-,914- 89,368
59,531 111,548
5,332 104090

27-,014 50-,685

4,489,323 8,383,602
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presently used in Title I. The weakest part of this method

is its reliance on the assumption th AFDC coverage

ratio changes in the same proportion in all states. Since the

coverage itself differs among the states, any assumption.

regarding the rate at which the coverage changes in suspect.

This reveals a crucial need for more satisfactory data.

Such data might in future years be available from the school

lunch program. Another potential source is the CPS itself.

In order for the CPS to produce valid poverty estimates at the

state level, its sampling base would have to be expanded.

The cost of doing this would have to be weighed against

the benefits. The CPS haS many users besides -(potentially).

Title I. In Title I alone, $1.5 billion per year are distributed

without a truly satisfactory data base for updating the

interstate distribution of eligible Children.

2.4 TheCost Factor

The cost.f actor is the dollars authorized per child, rep re entir

the cost of Compensatory education. Ideally; this would-be

derived from actual cost data, in which case there might be-

different cost factors for different categories of eligible

children. Such data are lacking.

Concentration Ra

Fxt r

Pover ty Ch

1 County lues



Lack of information, and hence the absence of knowledge

on the cost of compensatory education, does not mean that

compensatory education i.s unnecessary for the educationally.

disadvantaged children. The lack of data indicates either

that information regarding compensatory education is not

well known as yet or that there still-exists a considerable

uncertainty about the nature of the correct methods of

compensatory education. The methods may range from

restructuring the entire educational system (e.g., requiring

the complete equality of APPEs) to providing intensive special

instruction on an individual basis. In any case, programs

associated with Title I have mainly been providing supplemental

education within the existing educational framework. Thus,

the cost factor in the Title I allocation formula should be

interpreted as representing the necessary per pupil expenditure

for the supplemental form of compensatory education.

Given that the cost factor is to be viewed as the

necessary expense for compensatory education per pupil,

there still remains the major question.of estimating its

value. -One alternative is to ignore the cost factor and

divide the appropriation strictly in proportion to the

number of educationally disadvantaged children. This

simple method is baSed on the assumption that all eligible

children shall receive equal services. Unfortunately,. a

dollar does not -buy the same- educational service, e.g.,



teachc across the nation. If the provision of

equal educational service is to be the goal, a more sensible

allocation method might be to apportion the money based on

general educational expenses --more specifically, average per

pupil expenditure (APPE). The use of APPE provides the

perspective nccessary.to develop the most appropriate cost

factor.

The efficacy of the APPE values, however, depends on

how they are used. The APPE values contain at least two types

of biases: quantity and qUality of educational services

delivered to the students. The quantity aspect refers to the

differences in the amount of school time given to the

students such as the number-of School days in a year or

average hours per day spent at school, The quantity differences

in APPE values thus are amenable to adjustment by available

data.

The qualitative differences in APPEs, however, are more

:difficult to evaluate although the high correlation between

a region's income and APPE would appear to underscore the

general belief that wealthier -areas provide better quality

education.. It does not appear possible, however, to remove

qualitative biases in the APPE. values.

The APPE-values far the states that were actually used

in Title I allocations are shown in Table 2.4.1 for the school

years 1963-64 and 1970-71 as well as the percentage changes

-between the two periods.- As can be seen in the table, the



Table 2.4.3

Average Per Pupil 1 penditure for
13(1w.mtary and Secondar Schools by :eta

(1)

1963 -64 School Year
(Used in 1Y66
le 1 Allocatio

(2)

1970-71 School Year
(Apply to FY73

Title I Allocations)

Percentage
Change o

k2) over (1AlziDama $285.62 $ 529.38 85.34%Alzska 674.26
1452.28 115.39Arj7ona 466.10
745.96 60.04Arkansas 305.08 518.64 70.00California 505.34 855.44 69.28Colorado 477.90 812.60 70.04Connecticut 508.12 1009.48 98.67Delaware 532.26 996.42 87.21Florida 385.58 781.36 102.65Georgia

311.46 644.72 107.00Hawaii
422.40

983.74 132.89Idaho
347.36

610.16 75.66Illinois
531.38

992.62 86.80Indiana
460.02

783.42 70.30Iowa
460.26

864.84 87.90Kansas
468.90

787.22 67.89Kentucky 311.34 571.88 83.68Louisiana 381.00 716.30 88.01Maine 379.90
709.60 86.79Maryland 483.06
985.52 104.02Massachusetts 517.82
894.22 72.69Michigan 476.68
972.08 103.93Minnesota 551.50

1005.92 82.40Mississippi 242.40
469.60 93.73Missouri 437.62
722.12

65.01
Montana 487.60

801.60 64.40Nebraska 400.88
807.28 101.38Nevada 486.54
788.18 62.00New Hampshire 415.88 770.92 85.37New Jersey 575.58 1135.26 97.24New Mexico 468.36
689.08 47.13New York 731.28 1487.34 103.34North Carolina 323.48 611.72 89.11North Dakota ' 415.58
685.34 64.91

Ohio
441.86

762.84 72.64Oklahotha 362.58
623.72 72.02Oregon 545.60 957.12 75.43Pennsylvania 474.78
909.56 91.56Rhode Island 502.12
951.86 89.57South Carolina 265.96
571.12 114.74South Dakota

431.34.
719.04 66.70Tennessee 292.72
552.80 88.85Texas 389.98
667.80 71.24Utah 417.22
664.18 59.19Vermont 449:30
797.14 77.42Virginia 358.20
738.56 106.19Washington 501.86
893.96 78.13West Virginia 319.12
644.10 101.84Wisconsin 524.30
950.56 81.31Wyoming 514,92
882.00 71.29Dist. of Columbia 518.64

1116.94 115.36
National Average

469:32
8 86.80

Source: Data compiled from the S by the Nationn r



Q 1 have pefsis:i

In 1963-04 school wear, for

(New York) was three les greater than

(Mis issippi) and the same difference was stained durin

over the >- ars.

the highest value

lowest valuetl

the 19 70- 71 school year. If anythillg, the gap has widened

slightly y as New York's APP increased faster than Mississippi

interstate differences in APPL values are much

greater than the differences in cost of living. Although

the data are not strictly comparable, the "minimu budget

regional cost of living for a lour-person family a estimated

by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for 1971n shows the New

York City milimum budget to be higher than that of Atlanta

by 12 On the other hand, the APPL of New York State

is higher than that of Georgia by 131 percent. A less extreme

example is the difference between Maryland and Louisiana:

Baltimore minimum budget is higher than that of Baton Rouge

by 14 percent while the APPL of Maryland is higher than that

of Louisiana by 38 percent.

The state APPEs however, are misleading numbers since,

strictly speaking, APPEs should be defined with respect to

LEAs. It turns Out-that the APPEs for individual.LEAs shoW

about the same degree of difference within -a single state

as among the states. Table 2.4.2 shows the five highest and

the fiVe lowest APPL values for selected states: Delaware,

-Autumn 1971 Urban _amil Budgets and Geosra_Thical _Com arative.
D p rtucnt of Labor, April 19Bur o_ Labor 'tatistics,
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11 incis, laryland, Mississippi, and Pennsylvania. The

average of the five highest to the five lowest values within

each stnte show ratios of 1.46, 3.33, 1.26, 2.19, and 2.26,

respectively.,

In goI-ral, the larger the sizes Of LEAs relatiVe to

sizes f- -counties within ,a state, the smaller- the disparities

among the highest and the.-Joyer. APPE .Values. Thus, the-

difference between-the highest and the lowest values,is

sMallet for-Maryland than Illinois-and PennaylVania: the

LEAs are .co7erminous with theL counti s in Maryland (24)

-whereas the LEAS ate highly fragmented in Illinois and

Pennsylvania (1,17-5 and 597 respectively). At the-other

extreme is Hawaii which has only one LEA that encompasses

the entire state.

Unadjusted_ use of the A PEvalu therefore, results

-in- giving more money to richer Counties whose needs may be

- smaller than poorer counties .- Doing so may amount t

accepting the prevailing- leases in resource patterns-which

ay-be one important cause of educational disadvantage

among the poor.... It should be.admitted nevertheless that,

although the existence of qualitative biases in APPE values

is- apparent, there app ars to be no satisfactory way to

remove such biases -objectively.



ritics i the APPE values among all the LEAs

ccnsidei able, much mo- than among the to APPE

values that are the basis of the cost faCtor in thi present

Title I allocation formula. The fact that the LEA-specific

APPE values are not presently used in the Title I allocation

process means that the riot adherence to the-concept of

APPE value in estimating the cost factor is not maintained.

Furthermore, two adjustments are _de on the APPE values

before being incorporated_into.the present grant allocation

-form The net effect of both is to reduce the. presently

existing disparities among the APPE. values.

The first adjustment is assigning the national average

per puPil expenditure -(NAPPE) whenever a state's value is

-less than the-NAPPE This-may be viewed as a-half-way measure

of interstate cost equalization.: -The second adjustment is less-

pparont, although its equalizing' fects-can be-greater than-

those of the first type. It is the use of a 'state average

per pupil- expenditure-(SAPPE) 'rather- than- individual APPEs

of respective- LEAs -Since variations of. APPEs among the

LEAs in manY-states- re-as- great- as the-variation of state

APPEs, the Second -fora of APPE adjustment amounts to an

intra -state equalization-of the costs of education.

It may be concluded, then, that the 'use of APPE values

in the present allOCatiOn formula is not entirely consistent

with the assumption of proportional costs .between regular and

compensatory clucation, 'In.-fact, the -effect may be viewed--



as more rIo ly consistent with the assumption of equal cost

of compens __ryeducation for all da s advantaged children.

D113-11 g 1_1 1970-71 school year, for example, the number Of

stntcs above

The

of one uniform cost

formula. This

NAPPfl was 19, leas than half the states.-

al extension of the ar, ment leads to the use

compensatory education -in the- allocation

.adjustment,

would amount t extending the cost averaging

i-h Presently-applies within a.sta e, to apply

among the states as well,

The actual merits Of-the assumption of a uniform cost

from the educationaLstandpoint cannot.be resolved here.-

Nevertheless, it is possible to pursue the logical implications

f such cost factors A caveat must ho Stated that although

the numerical examples chosen in tie following .discussionS

not entirely devoid of .empirical meaning, -no significance

should.be-attaChed to the .specific numbers beyond their

use for illustration.

For .a uniform cost factor, $300 per- pupil. is used (Again,

no special significance should b attached.to the $300 value

which is 35 percent less than _n -half of NAPPE of the 1970 -71

school year.) The $300-may be assumed -to consist -f two parts,

$250 for teacher cost. -and $50 for supplies such as books and

pencils. It-will be assumed that the overhead costs such as

the costs of building. and transportation are-zero since

compensatory education of Title I consists Mainly of-programs-

supplou regular curriculuT

1



The teacher cost component can be related to per pupil

cost in the folio ti.ng

C

Per pupil
cost

lation:

Teacher's
salary pc
year (

re roportion of
pupil's school
time given :to-.
Title I program

In other words, the Per pupil cost is the product of three

items-on the ,right -hand. side of.the.above equation. This is

an accounting equation that must hold true when appropriate

values of per pupil cost, on the left side, and annual

teacher's salary,. on the right side, are pecified; the

adjustments must.beMade to thO teacher-pupil ratio and the

proportion of.pupil _ time in order to maintain the equality

between the two different dollar .amounts.

For ease of- subsequent discussion, the items Of the equation

will be simplified as

(Cost) = (Teacher's salary) x Teacher-pupil ratio) x Pupi
time

The national average teacher's- salary o- all teachers in

public schools in 1971-72 was estimated to be $9,690.*

salary is set

t $10,000 per year-. -Since per pupil cost .assumed be

For ease of illustration, the average teacher'

Rankings_of- the s. 1972, National Education AssociatiOn,
Washingt7TIT:T. 1972 lab e. 41, p. 25

is possible that average- toacher'S:salary is not the right
:datum since.salaries of-. educational Specialists-would be more
expensive, while salaries-of teacher -.aids would be less
expenSive.



$250, 40 pupils can be assign -red to one to et The Title

programs are'tnlikoly to be full tiinc programs ; hence, three

.combinational possibilities between the teacher pupil ratio

and pupil time can be listed as follows.

B

T acher-p ratio time.

1/4 (quarter time)

1/2 (half time)

1 (full-time)

Given the- fixed amounts of per pupil cost and teacher's

salary-, only.one of the possible combinations can be chosen.

For each combination, improving -he-teacher-pupil ratio must entail

.a reduction in child's participation time. In the case- of-A,-for

example, the teache-pupil ratio is to improve to 1/5,-

the pupil's time must be reduced _ 1/8' or one- eighth h-of

his school- time It is rUctive to View the teacher -pupil

do as a. qualitative, and the_pupil's time as a quantitative,

aspect of the compensatory education program. Then, it is

clear that, if the available budget is fixed, quality and

quantity are inversely related.

The discussion of fixed cost terms of a-simple .accounting

lation should- b interpreted carefully. First, the equation

is not meant to be an empirical cost equation; it is used-

-as a convenient explanatory device relating the 16giCal

1mpliCationsof a fixed cos -ctor. it Apes not consider

possible- mix of teachers and -ng machines,



althou-_ the cost of using the machines can be translated to

teach cost. Second, the equation may be used to calculate

roughly-theminl m- necessary cost of compenSatory education

-since the teacher's service is necessary -for the purpose.-- Third,

a schcol or an-LA can control the teacher- pupil ratio and- pupil's

time; the quality and quantity of compensatory education

arc controllable if "average" teachers are provided to the

schools. It is clear that the teacher's salary, or the choice

of teachers beComes the crucial. part of the-equation; however,

schools or LEAs cannot have _much- Centrol over them. That

teacher's salary is a given datum to LEAs.

If actual averages for teacher's salary a- :used in the

above quation,- LEAS with'.a high average for teacher s.Salary

must. sacrifice either-quality or:quantity of compensatory

education if the fixed cost-per Pupil-As to be maintained.

An -alter ati o assign a- nationally Uniformtedeher-pupil-

ratio.and pupil's time and let pe pupil cost vary. Such an

alternative is subject to the same criticism as that of the

use of unadjusted APPS values;_namely,-qualitative differences

are.- not removed. Anotler alternative -is to simply specify a.

unifo ..value for teacher's salary and justify such a choice

on the basis-that--every -child should receive the same quality

of co pensatory.education.-- It can be seen that a choice for

teache salary cannot be based on empirical information

available.. It can, at best, be based on-some ethical-_

pri.ncipics such as fai-ness. Finally,



cost equation does nut

or teachu

question still remains how to relate them.

salary

iv lidatc the consideration of APPE

estimating the cost factor. The main

Another possible equalization method, besides a uniform

cost factor, would. be to assume -the .costs of Compensatory-.

education to be inversely related to ,APPES, , providing

the expenditures for regular

education are lower and, conversely, less money per pupil

where the expenditures are higher. A -posSiblemean of

more money-per pupil

implementing such a goal _provide more money per child

where the concentration of elitible.-childrenis high

since such a concentration ratio and APPE show -a- high inverse

relationship. The idea underlying.such.an adjustment has

air ady.-been incorporated in the p esen Title 1 allocation

formula whereby LEAs-with a high concentration ;of.poverty

Children are assigned additional grants. (part C the

pre entfdrMula)-.-

The r tionale for such an adjustment i.s presumably-baSed

on the fact that it costs. more to achieve a particular goal

fcompensatoryeducation when an LEA has a high proportion

Of poverty children. The per pupil cost. would be-higher

because. a child's educational-disadvantage is compounded

by .animpoyerished school environment. It is argued by-

many educators that peer group influence is crucial in a

child's education process. If the peer influence is

.s_tis tory because of the high concentration of p_v_



children, it may be argued that children in such an environment

educational resources -to overcome the compound

cational Ai idvant-g_ Moreover, high concentrations

of poverty.are, as a rule, accompanied by low APPE- values_at

the LEA level.

need more

What is the relative difference in concentration ratios

poverty children? Table 2.4.3 compares concentration ratios

among the states as well as the counties. Ideally- poverty

concentration ratios should be compared at the individual

school leVel, but the necessary -data are-not readily available

even at the LEA_level. The state and county -comparisons

nevertheless should be illuminating.

As Table 2-.4.3- sho s,-_the proportion of poverty children-.

in a geographical area varies greatly both among the states

and within idividual states .-- The first column compares the

poverty concentration-ratio (percent-of Orshansky poverty

children between ages S and 17) for the states, using-the

1970 census data Although the--national- average valile of

concentration i 11L81 percent, the state average values

range from a-low of 7.65 percent-- for Connecticut and New

Hampshire to a high of 40.51 percent for Mississippi -In

the case of Mississippi, nearly half the .schOol age children

belong to the poverty class.. As.can be observed, the- southern

states-as a group belong to the higher- concentrationratio

category.



Coneent] in Ratios

State
Avera,4e

of PoVerty Chi

Ext .me County Values

Lowest Hiehest

Alabama- 28.76% 15.47'6 72.35 %
Alaska 14.24 N.A. N.A.
Arizona 17.52 10.85 56.16
Arkansas 30.66 12.85 59.52-
-California 12.42 6.03 25.02
Colorado 12.42 0 53.12
Connectiut 7.65 4.68 10.24
Delaware. 11.99 9.68 16:-84
Florida 18.76 10.31 49.26
Georgia 23.56 6.92 63.81
Hawaii 10.10 8.43 32.01
Idaho 12.48 3.36 27.58
Illinois 10.82 2.40 52.13
Indiana 9.14 3.97 19.67
Iowa- 9.95 5.18 24.70
Kansas 11.79 2.34 25.24
-Kentucky 24.33 8.89 71.54
-Louisiana 29.42 11.51 66.19
Maine-- 14.09 8.47 23.71
Maryland 11.26 3.89 27.40
MasSachusetts 8.69 5.92 18.31

9.30 4.80 33.33
Minnesota 9.35 3.87 30.98
Mississippi 40.51 14.77 76.37
MiSsouri 14.63 7.25 52.24
Montana._ 13.07 0 34.28
Nebraska 12.02 0 43.43
Nevada 8.89 0 17.80

-Now Hampshire 7.65 6.04 11.90
-- -New Jersey-- 9.06 3.05 16.30
New Mexico 26.15 1.39 52.15
New.York 12.49 3.81 27.85
North Carolina 22.96 8.96 55.30
-North Dakota 15.71 7.47 43.57
Ohio- 9.86 3.95 33.56
Oklahoma 19.30 7.46 52.56
Oregon 10.58 5.03 19.56
Pennsylv..nia 10.74 3.79 21.87,
Rhode Island 11.58 5.90 14.67,
South Carolina 28.01 13.37 59.23
South Dakota 18.50 8.01 51.34
TOnnessee 24.11 12.40 73.53
Texas 21.34 2.42 70.87
Utah__ 10.45 2.47 41.14
Vermont 11.14 7.30 22.61
Virginia 17.62 3.44 51.47
Washington 9.65 6.32 22.61
West Viginia_ 23.77 7.05 47.58
WiscOnSin 8.73 4.29 43.86
Wyoming 11.63 4.68 18.65.
Dist-. of Columbia 22.41 N.A. N.A.

National Average- 14.81

County values ire not available for Alaska and the District
of Columbia. In bis study Alaska was treated as a. single
count.



The next two columns show the lowest and highest ratios

among the c°.ountti.es in each sta. As to be expected, even

great dispalities of poverty concentration exist at the

county level. It should he noted that the lowest values for

some states such as Alah -a and Mississippi are greater

than the highest values of other states like Connecticut and

New Hampshire. Since LEAs are smaller and, as a rule mo

economically homogeneous than counties, the poverty concentration

ratios can be presumed to show even greater disparities at

the LEA level. 'The second and the third column ratios may

be viewed a.s a gross picture of economic disparities existing

among the LEAs. In view of such a large disparity, the

need for some form of cost adjustment to the high concentration

as appears necessary.

Anot]iei# way of looking at the,' isparity the concentration

ratios is comparing the values for some specific county

characteristics. One such display is the comparison in

terms of city-suburban-rural counties as shown in Table 2.4.4.

It is seen in the table that the large cities have uniformly

high concentration ratios, the suburbs have low ratios,

the rural counties generally high, but with extreme

variabili Y.

and

In spite of the recognized- economic difficulties-

the large cities, the truly -high

are found in the rural areas.

concentrations 'of.poverty_.



able 2.4.4

Concentration of Po
Forty- eight Selo

ty Children-
d Counties-*

Cone Cone.
-City Ratio Rum Ratio

Now York City, NY 20.44% Allegany, NY 9.96
Bronx, NY -(27.85) Columbia,- NY 10.40
Kings,- -NY (23.88) Cortland; dY 10.08-
New York, NY . (25.36) Crawford, PA 11.84
Queens, -NY (8.17) Greene, PA 21.22
Richmond, NY (5.81). Wayne, PA 10.99

Philadelphia, PA 19.13. Garrett, MD 26.78
Baltimore (city), MD- 24.39 Calvert, MD .24.09
Richmond, VA .23.87 Caroline, MD .22.96
Denver, CO . 15.48 Augusta, VA 15.79
Orleans, LA 34.71 Greene, VA 22.38..
St. -Louis (city),.M0 26.-27 Halifax, VA 39.42
San Francisco CA 16.94 Conejos, CO 43.53

Prowers, CO 27.45
LoganlCO- 11.14

Suburb
= East Carroll, LA 66.19

DeSoto,.LA 50.13
-West L -ter, -NY 5.45
Nassau,-.-NY 3.81

St. Mary, LA
Pemiscot,- MO

_26.52--
48.8.0:--.

Montgomery, PA 3.79
Bucks, PA 4.55
Montgomery, MD 3.89
Baltimore, MD-. 4.51-.
Henrico, VA- 5.93

Camden,--M0
Adair, -MO- -----

Humboldt, CA
Merced, CA
Yuba, CA

27.27-
14.41
11.46
19.84
18.02

Fairfax,- VA -4.77
Jefferson, -C© 5.12
Arapahoe, CO 5.67
Jefferson, LA 11.51
St. Bernard, LA 9.93
St. Louis, MO. -4.68
Jefferson, MO
Marin, CA 6-.33
San Mateo CA 5.-61

*in each state, one countyas- chosen that vas .also a
large city the five boroughs of New York City were
treated as a-single.--.county), them_two .suburban counties
of_large cities were chosen, and finally three rural
Counties were chosen.

1970 census of 'population.-



If 1 diverse effects of high poverty concentration

on education 1 disadvantage arc to be acknowledged, the question

still r 11 ins as to what concrete form cost adjustments

should ta (It should be stressed that the necessity

for such an adjustment is not an established fact,- hence,

the rc],ations;hip-betwccn the cost of compensatory education

and the poverty concentration cannot be-formulated in terms

of any accepted basis.) One ready solution-would_be to

raise the per pupil cost. For example, any one of-the

three items on the right-hand side of .the cost equation

diScussed earlier in this section, may be manipulated

singly or in combination Thus better teachers may be

provided, lower- pupil- teacher ratios may be specified

or more pupil time may be assigned under, compensatory;

education. The net effect ot:.these possible adjustments.

is to--raise-. the per- pupil cost factor, -but the exact form

of suCh-adjustments canfiot be prescribed with presently

available -information.--

AlthoUgh'many possibilities of adjustment -can

the relationship adopted in this study is a simple one cif

assuming some fixed weight..for_concentra ion ratios, i.e., each

county is given a bonus that is proportional to the sizeof

its concentration ratio. Because of the .absence of knowledge

f this subject, the weight of the concentration -factor

be en ertained,



if; the cost
subjective choice

ratio

compensator =y education must be a highly

Also, the effect of the concentration

on cost is not applied

the averaging among the

-effect. Needless-t

the concept at the

at the state level..because...

counties Would .dilute the concentration
say, it ~soul d be_d -irable to apply

_EA level.

In summary, due tc
cost_

the absence of information on actual

of compensatory education, broad configurations

of cost of

the costs

Isatory education may he assumed in compatin

among areal- units.

related- to the costs of

throughout the

(1) po-stively

egular education, (2) unifo-__

nation, and (3) negatively related t

costs of re,ular

The relationship- betWeen the cost of eompsatoryeducatiO
--concentration-ratiO was t formulated

ducation. The choice- among than, however -,

where Mi represents .the
poverty concentration e

-- weigi ting constant-,.and
education.__'- Four values

-:.coUre of thiS study O.

are reported in Chapter

-(14-6C)

the following linear for

cost per -child_without-considering -he_
foCt, C the concentration ratio,. the
M -the adjusted cost of compensatory
of the constant -cc -were used in the

5,-and:A),..andthe. results

The concept of concentration does-net-apply .to the SEA grants.
-When-a --_.-c-ontentration_ -effeCt:is applied; the LEA authorization

, are- increased.... in,-a proportional reduction proceSs:.-the SFAS
would:thcrefere §.uffer. -a greater reduction than:When_the
-coritentrationeffeCt is not -.To' prevent this, -when'
-there,IS'aconcentration-effect and a proportional reduction_ ,
the authorizations -tor-'SEA --grants-are increased in propOttion
to the overull increase. -in- the -LEAin -tho -LEA authO'i-za-tions,

76



must

pri

the

C=) 44 4
Li) 4

0) 0-1
I=A kep

c CD CD
c

N) 1-1 COal 00

(1) VIti re) L-r)
tx0

g
Cl) 9-I al1

4 01 4 4 ..0 4 44 a) NZ

4 C.-I Lr) 1-1 0 I gN t--- co co 4 H
%.0

pj r-1

- 63

4-1
o

111o 0 Ln
H

taD
CO H 0

. 1=4

t not on cal basis it on of

ciple situation is di_fferciit from that f

V=1

ca4
1=1,.

4-4

U)
-H0
H
(-4

among the data for enumerating eligible children.

th purpose, the problem is choosing among the

oVa laLle d lin on the has. of the cri ter la of nnicormity,

fl y, dCC1 cy, Because of the different nature

of decisions required in the choice of a cost factor for

the mula, the nu numerical analyses of grant allocations

Chapter 3 are concerned primarily with comparing the

possible distributional outcomes among the areal units

under differently assumed configurations of gional costs -.

2.5 Adjustment for Undorfunding (Reduction roc-dure

Excel L in the first year of implement ation, 'Title I

has consistently faced the problem of appropriation levels. which

are lower than the.levels.of entitlement. This condition,

known as underft nding,-shows no_ signs

is possible to eliminate -underfunding by redncinu g



64

64

underlying considerat. in a reduction procedure is

Should all elignios ire reduced t.1.e same proportion

id some reccive.prefer, 11 treatment? In the present

all- -ation procedure, SEA. children are fully funded,

the LEA children are partially funded. As the extent

rfunding grows, this disparity grows also. The following

hews that the average allotment per SEA child has

ed about 709.; since FY67, le averse per

id has been relatively cos stan-

4ram

Average Dollar Allotment Per Child

66 FY67 FY68 FY69 FY70 FY71 FY72

$243 239 263 297. 328 368 413

$205 164 168 149 170 175 168

ion level, the consequence of this non-prop_ onal

)n is small-for most children; In a completely.

Zonal reduction, the average Allotment per .eligible

3EA-.and LEA) in FY72- would h -ave been $178.: This

is a 6 percent increase -for the LEA children and a-

)nt- decrease;-for- the SEA- childre It is questionable,

that SEA chidlren.who onstitutc only 4 percent



to puts ntial rational for the form that a reduction

proced11I c should taRe.

First, any reduction in the fullclillg per child should be

based upon k owledge of benefit-cost functions for the various

groups of eligibly children. For example, if it were known

that a 10 percent reduction in funding for one age group would

result in. :I percent reduction in benefit, and that a l()

percent reduction in funding for a second age group would

result in a 20 percent reduction in benefit, then the second

group would merit preferential treatment.

Second, any reduction in the number of eligible children

to be served would -probably rely on intuitive agument:

For example, the migrant children might be viewed as

especially disadvantlged because, although impoverished,

their mobility prevents them from qualifying for welfare

programs._

Since detailed knowledge -of benefit-cost functions in

education is beyond the state of the art, the

first kind of justification -for preferential treatment cannot

be sustained. Whether ajustification of the second type-can

be supported is - tirely a matter of :j udgmer t, and-'not a matter-

1

that.can be finally resolved. here. Thusi the quity consideration

-ms to re uire-yroportionally equal reduction -for all children.

However, there are several..examples of_ineq-ity.whiCh



dependiu- her lie inst ti_a] seryinci them are

administeredt ered undei local o to e auspices. In .the enumeration

for EY73, 6 68,865 neglected and delinquent children were

counted as eligible for the LEA program, and 61,064 for the

SEA program. Obviously, the latter .group receives a

significantly higher level of funding. This result is

due solely to an accident of administrati e arrangement.

p,ral.lel example would he the funding for handicapped

children. Title I fuldsare limited to those children in

state perated insti tuitions . Thus, no money is _provided

to many handicapped children who are served by LEAs. It

should also be mentioned that programs for handicapped

children are given additional grants through the .EduCation

of the IP i]idicitpped Act (P1,91=230, formerly Title VI of ESEA).

While these considerations may not apply directly to the

reduction procedtire they substantiate the inequity of

-full-, funding Title I rants for the handicapped.

0-- factor which atteiipts to ameliorate any inequities

du to underfunding i5 th

guarante s some minimum .lev

"floor" Provision,

el.. of funding for

rho floor

ch state.

In theory, the floor is intended to insulate the eligible

child from -the vicissitudes of funding levels. In practice,

The Bureau of Education of the indicapped -, USOE, estimated
fer.F1772-thatthere were6. million 'handicapped. children in



howevLr the floor applies the state level. One result is

that LEAs receive substantiall higher' -allocations

prope7tion to their entitlement) than others. In FY72, 1

majority of the states (those supported pit the .floor level)

received 39 percent of their entitlements, while New Mexico

supported by a floor level) received 47% of its entitlement.

The need for thefloor provision arises when the

entit]-11ents of sol ; states increase more rapidly than the total

1PP tion. Any increase in eftltleflleit depends

upon two factor- (1) the increase in AUL nd the

increase in the AFDC counts. Although the effect of APPS

increases has been relatively small, the effects of differential

increases in the AFDC data have been the principal cause of

the need for the floors.

Any lessening of-int' ate biases in enumerating the

eligible children Should, therefore, lesSen the nee(' for

the -qoors and reduce the gap between- the floor and the

actual allotment levels. in particular, changing. the

present-

formula to. multiplicative AFDC components, as conSideed

for the alternative-lorMula possibilities, should lessen

the need for the floor provision. The use of a uniform

cost. factor would supplement this effect.

enumerati- method from the additive-AFDCof



Chalper 3

ALTER, 1I IVi R1,j,ncAT1 ANH !Ilk EFFECI'S

The all-cation of Title I funds to the county level is a respon-

si bil i ty of the USOE. official allocation i s computed annually.

Although the computational task isa laborious alacl lengthy process a

mixture of computer and m procedures has proved to be satis-

factory for pro, -am requirement- rly in this study it became

apparent that a n=eat imuv alternative allocations should he examined.

ln some formula grant'programs, would have been possible to do this

by analyzing a small portion of the system. This cannot be clone in

the case of Title I. It is not possible to simulate the allocation

with any sample, because the reduction procedure must work on the

total allocation. Accordingly, a major initial effort of this study

developingwas spent ind co..;pnitor systom which duplicates the official

allocation procedure

The examination of numerous alternative allocations, and the

analysis of. their effects on the distribution of Title -1 funds, has

been ca uried out by _use of the_computerized system. Each .computer

simulation of the allocation .process- involves-the following:

Selection of poverty children data for.each of 3,113 counties,

from census. data.

Updating of census data -:pith current AFDC da

gnat on of cost -vale s to lie used.-



Coil of- the c lt1 ti open Col* SEAs ;Hill counties,

Reduction 01 the c Input 1 eat i i lements as required.

final couhty ye!-,,ult for presentation.

To faLititatc anal the proposed allocations, an arbitrary

"standard lillocation formula" was developed, This standard formula uses

the Oishansky data From the 1070 census for the base enumeration of

poverty children. To update the 1,970 data, the sta 1 formula that

multinlics each cot ty's initinl value by the change in AFDC data for

that resp ective state, The county enumeratiOns then normalized

according to the CPS estImatc or the national total.

A unifo ti cost factor of '30 per child is used for the standard

formula. The re3dluction procedure in the standard formula. assumes no

floors and proportionally reduces all SEA and county grants from the

calculated entitlement to the appropriation of $1.5 billion for the

Si states under Part A.._ The.'!standarP entitlement of $30D per Child

then becomes 1.allotment of $165 per child:

Tlio distributional results of each proposed alternative a.re compared

to that of thestandard formula: Subsequent analyses are presented in .

terms of change with 'respect to the-standard;

Presentation of actual = results for 3,113 individual counties would

be impractical. For simplicity, three different methods of displaying

results are used. These are:

1. Aggregating all results into 51 equal size, groups of counties



cal i income (highest to 1 ) or per-- t of poverty

children (10Wet to highest).'' Resu1t for th firs t '6?

counties are then summarized into the first "pseudo-state,"

or group. This process continues until a17 3,113 counties

are aggregated into 51 groups. It should be emphasized,

there is no geographic basis of distribution; thereiEo el

each group may contain counties front all over the nation.

2. Ihe same process is carried out at a higher level of aggregation,

five.equal-size county groupings. The word "quintile" is

used in this text to describe these groups "

Summarization by states.

The computer system developed for this study is being maintained

through FY73 in anticipation of i subsequent use for other analyses

which may be desired.

3.1 Methodology

3.1.1 -ci tual Framework for Analy The purpose of the follOwing

analysis to evaluate the allocation effects of-the factors that make

up the proposed Title' 1--allocation formula Such-evaluations, by

showii the numerical Magnitudes of the effects, would be valuable in

reformulating grant allocation procedures for compensatory education.

The effects of the formula are analyzed singly and in various combinations.

*Three. other.criteria.w re considered but not used. They were income

er-schoolenroilmenti---number-.-of:poverthildren, and total income

The.first,criterion:.is almost -identical to per capita income,

.whereas:thelatter two were-.almost.ddentical.to each other: The'number



The INCtOYS that MAks Ufl rmula arc the following:

1- 1-nd (Ad ;ible children.

2. Cost or compensator) educatiau

Cumentratioi of po erty chi_ldren.

I. Differential funding between LEAs andanc1 SEAs.-

S. Presence or absence of the floors.

Each of the factors can be varicd,independent of tl- others, acid

effects analyzed. The second and the third factors in the above list

pertain to the cost of compensatory education, and the fourth and the

fifth pertain to the reduction-procedure. For ease of presentation,

there fore, .tho, five factors have been consolidated into-three components:

(1) weber of eligible Children; (2) cost factor incorporating the concen-

tration effect, and (3) reduction procedure.. The three components of the

formula are designated,- respectively, as K (Kids), l (Money) and

R (Reduction proud

The variations of the three formula components are defined in Table

3.1.1. The first variation of the =ibex of poverty children (K ) should

be read as follows; the number of children fromfamilies whose-income Was

below: $2,000 in the.1960 ce plus the number of children from families

recci AFDC pay-amts. above $2 000 of January 1972. For K2, the

numb of children below $2,000 family income is replaced by the newer

data from-the 1970 census. For K3 --the n
'.

those Whose family income was below $3,000 according -to the--1970 census,

her of children represents



K-
1

:

K4:

Ks:

11.hIc .

Components of ti-.e Title I Alloction Yormnia

K m er of Pow] tv Childro _

$2,000 (60) 4- AFDC (72) above $2,000

$2,000 (70) + AFDC (72) above $2,000

$3,000 (70) 4 All)C (72) above $,000

$1,000 (70) x AFDC Ratio I adjw;ted for cps estimates]

(JrIvolAy 170) x AFIX: Ua1 adJii';lyd for CPS cOinito5}

M (Cost: SM of AMIE non Anpliob10
. . .

MAX (SAPPE, NAPPE) ; Concentration Effect: none

N: MAX (SAPPE, NAPPE) ; Concentration Effect: low

M3. AX (SAPPE, NAPPE); Concentration moderate

M4. -. MAX (SAPPE, NAPPE); Concentration Effect: high

M5: SAPPE; Concentration Effect: none

M
6*

SAPPE; Concentration Effect: low.

M7, SAPPE; Concentration Effect: moderate

SAPPli; Concentr,ii

Concein ration' Effect; none

1' $300; Concentration Effect; low

$300; Concentration Effect; moderate

$300; Concentration Effect; high.12'

R (Reduction Procedure)

R- Nonproportional Reduction; Floors for LEA grants

Nonproportional Reduction; No floors for LEN grants

Proportional Reduction; Floors for LEA rants

Proportional Reduction; No floors for LEA grants



ino onnual assistol vc $3 (1 ) payment level . For K4

and , the children belo thy ,000 Fnmily income and the ( ky

family incomu levels, respec`1 irely, rcAultipl is d by the cir rnis ng rates

of APPC children of all payment levels not confined.to those

receivi ng payments above

.1972.*

The of the cost component are the comhinations of three

costs and four cone-lit effects. The thr-e costs are:

percent of chevcr geater--state or nat. on r1

APIT: MAX (SAPPE, NAM).

porcent of stoic SAI

$300 per child: '1;300.

The concentration effects are classified as none, low, moderate, and

high.

,000 or 000 yea between 1.070 and

The-variations of reduction procedure are composed of proportional

or nonproportional reduction and (2) the presence or absence of the floors

for the LEA grants. The nonproportional mode of reduction fully funds

the Si As while .r atably reducing the LEA ants, and proportional mod

ratably reduces both the SEA sand LTA grants.

The formula cannot ho exercised uirti l th9 appropriation level and

the LEN floor value are specified. The two appropriation_ levels assured

-ar -$1-.S billion and $1.6 billion. The tlrr e floor Values for LEA giants

are assumed at 80, 90 and 100-per of FY72 level for. LEA



Thu seluction of the two oppropriation lovely is based on finding

;In a;AoHil1 Cimc the FY72 level which wns $1.6 billion. The selection

of the three lim. values is hosed on finding suilohle values that are

cons:stent withziho assumed oppropriotion levels. hfiel the floor value

is defined os lOW:, of the FY72 grants, the 1. S hillion appropriation

level is insufficient to satisfy the floor requirements for the LEAs if

the srAs are fully funded, Hence, 80 and 90 percent values are also

included.-

.1n -the present analysis, the numher of variations assigned to each

of the items is as follows:

Enumeration of children 5

Cost. of compbasotory education . l2

14itohlo reduction ...... ... ......... . 4 . ** 2

Appropriation level 2

Floor values for -LE grants
. 4

The:total number of possible formula variations is the product of the five.

numbers, or 960. Computing and analyzing the grant allocations for all

the .possible variations would be impractical .. lirrou0 an a prior

solection, therefore,150 variations have .actually been computed and

analyzed.*-

Such a selection process, as well as the scleetiorbf.

the -three formula components,-JnyolvesSome_subjectiVejudgments on

put of the analysts, a fact that should be kept in Mind in .interpreting



and

Whf..a the first variations of the CorMula components, i.e., A

aIL' coabined, the result the present Title I allocation

mechanism. it, hmever, is not used as the standard case against which

formula variations are compared because doing so would obscure the

various lI!(JLu Ofl Mem ihNt NI'( to he NrIVIITiXd and evaluated, It

is for this reason that the standard case is the combination of I

and R4. It is a simple case in the sense that every eligible child is

alletted an equal amount, the specific level depending solely on the

appropriation level and the particular I( value. It is equivalent to

dividing the appropriation equally among all the eligible children of.

any particular enumeration hLt disregarding all other considerations

such as the floors, differential costs, or differential needs. The

choice of the standard case thus satisfies the purpose of this study---

-analyzingthe factors affecting the allocation of Title T-grants and

evaluating their numerical significance.

31.2 -Aggregation of Counties. The analysis of the effects of different

Title I allocations might be limKe at any of three levels:

1. State.

2 County

3. LEA

The analysis of the impact at tho .school diStrict (LFA) level is

ruled out, however desirable it may be, since poverty children data are

not yet available for LEAs.- .In some ways, the State level is desirable

t-vr I.= r r i- i a 1



ihY anNir,iS condueh.d with respect to counties. This is

hec;:luse counties :WY more howogoneou units ond more closely reflect th

conditiow; or the hhAs. Ako, the concentration effect of poverty

children more menninOul :it lhe county level.

As cxpHincd enrlier, the preentotionor results oggre)i,otes

countie!=; on the Imsis of two chrNcterktics or relcvance to Title I

I. County per capita ncome.

County per cent of poverty children n its school age populatior

These two characteristics-are in general inversely correlated. That is,
it count)' with ri high per capita income tends to have a low concentration

el poverty children, and vice versa

It is or interest to note how the total population of poverty

children is distributed .among county quintile groups. On the per

capita income-.basis, the distribution is highly skewed; on the percent-

pOverty children haSiS, t is not. -Iliese distributions tire comp ti ed in

Table. 3L2:

Table 3.1.2
DITRIBUTION -0E-P002RTY CHILDRINArCOUNTY q111"11,ES

Ouintiles Ranked
By Per

lricomo

-1. Lowest income._

2.

Percent or All Quintiles Ranked Percent pf Al
Poverty Children by Concentration or Poverty 'Child'
in This Grou, Povbrtv Children In This GrquF

1 1. Highest Concentration
, 19%.

11 2. 23

10
3 :, 16
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Thi to 1 shr-.,..s, firs t, the IS of p oil children are

foundfc and in a r=oes with hi i;lr nc nor capi i income. Such an al. r .nt anomaly

merely ref! nets the fact that rrrury of tiro largo count on frill into the

highos per capita income quintile. Alon2 with high per ca i income,

these count hay( : concentrations of poverty ch,ildrerr. That is, some

of t]le large cot_ in thc t ita ineom quintile are not

in the lowo . quintile ranked by concentration-ration f pc :-y children,*

(These instances should not be viewe inval a c1at. i nc the notion of the

tencc or a ba-ic inverse relation -hip betwe n the two rankings.**

lfic calculated allocation results are more generally presented in

terms or the per capita income ranking of counties :only because:

1. The county rankings by per cop- income and percent poverty

children show a hiela degree of inverse correlation.

2. For ---i a. income is a more unambiguous economic measure.
.

3. Allotment per pupil is sensitive to a county's economic conditi

but its number of eligible children per se.

Jn general, counties can not be neatly classified as cities, suburbs,

or rural. Thus, the two county statistics do show the distributional

consequences among the counties of economic measures but not the

effects among the c'cties, Suburbs, and rural regions. To this end, 48

*For example three boroughs of New York City--Manhattan, Brooklyn,- and
Bronx ill belong to the quintile having. highest-per capita income but
also belong to the:. quintile having the:second highest percent of poverty

. children.

**In the case of the 24 counties in Maryland with Washington, D. C. treated
as a county, the rank-orde correlation coefficient of the t:o measures
was - 0.7192. When Washington, D. C., and Baltimore City were excluded
the coefficient increased in abselute size to -0.8834.



COLThije rFOM it all wont levels arc

cvaLlatc- Dif -,s in the distributional effect among cities,

suhurbF and rural areas arc accomplished only when the concentr tt.ion

ftetor PA added to the cost Irictor.

3.1..3 esentatioi eas In most of the analyses, the a] lo m nt per

eligible child is a more eiaphic compai son among counties than the total

dollars. lhis is because the allotment child: -

l. Directly relates to the cost of compensatory education.

2. Removes si. e differences 11 terms of the count of poverty

children) among count i

For example, this type of analysis permit- a direct comparison of allocation

consequences among large urban and small ru al counties

l low evor, when comparing effects of using different means of counting

poverty ch children (values for K) the allotment per child statistic can be

misleading. example, Table 2..3.2 shows that the five population

totals vary from roughly 4.5 million to 8.4 Pillion. A change in K can

make a proportional change in the dollars per child allotment while the

total allutmeni to N county unit might he unaffected.

3.2 Cost and Concentration Effect

Bccnuse the Teal cost of mpensatory education and its pattern of

regional variation arc not known, the cost factor in the allocation

formula hy he interpr eted as the incremental resources necessary (per

pupil) to carry out supplemental compensatory education: Three broad

regional cost configurations based on APPE values are discussed in

Section 2.4, and their concrete forms are assumed to he



(1) 50 state APPF (SAPPE);

(2) uniform cost of $3(10; and

(3) additional money in 1 ropoproportion to the . i c o f poverty

concentration.

The pre- it1y used cost fact- r of the 5- or national API

an Int`t mil hate case between (1) and (2) above, and wi l I be treated as

such in this analysis.

The main purpose or the ntunerical analysis of the cost factor is to

comprro the allocation offectc of alternativc cost assumptions. Since

the min I ocus of the lier discussion on cost dealt with the regional

disparities of A1'PE according to income measure, the following analys.is-

is-concerned with the manlier in which economically different regions

are affected by alternative cost factors.

3.2_7 Com iarison of Costs without Concentration Effect. The first

comparison deals with the distributional consequences of using (1) SAPPE,

(2) $300 per pupil or (3) MAX (SAPPE, NA1 PE), as the cost- factor. First

the comparison of allotment per-pupil by county quintiles between SAPPE

and the $300 value is -holm in Table 3.2.1.

Me per pupil allotments dcmonstratc, as expected, the inc me.bias

of using SAPPE values. Only the highest income quintile 20 percent

of the counties). benefits by using SAPPEs rather than a --iform cost

tor. This results from the fact that 46 percent of the poverty

(0 -shansky) children, in terms of the 1970 census enumer:scion

Table 3.1.2 reside in the co ities belonging to the highest income

quintile. The results, therefore, may be interpreted to imply that by



Tab - 3.2.1
OWAkiSON OF ALLOTT PP PEP11.: C300 VS SAPPH

Otrintile Raavd
by Per Cnpila
Income $3001': 5A1'P1.

1. Lowest :Inc- $165 $125

2. 165 1.36

3, 165 149

4. 165 154-

5. Hi ghost income 165 192

Ili Ce"

Table 3.2.2
COMPA1 AILOTMENT PER PUML: 00 MAX SAPPF

Quintiles Ranked
by Per Capita
Income

1. lowest in $165

165

3. 165

165

5. Higheest income 165

MAX NAPPF

$153

155

157

159

175

$125

136

149.

154

192

'IThe $165 per pupil allotment under the $300 cost factor is achieved For
any other constant cost so long as it is greater than $165. Mien the
reduction procedure is properional and no floors apply, the formula
mcroly divides the total appropriation equally among the cligibl'es. The
neutrality or a uniform cost carries over 1f-concentration effects are
added se long as the reduction procedure.is proportional and no floors
are applied this sense, the of any particular uniform cost
value is arb i trary.

"Tho percentage values do -r _ t sum--to zero since (1) the Per child allotment
values incorporate the total allotments and the number of children- and (2)-
the quit tiles contain unequal numbers of children.

94



ehoo.,,in ;aiforr

pc!r 1 :Inrct1Wc1'

if eouatic.; would

he additional amounts t o he

:I ricti Vriry' 11) I II(' ('( t-',1 I C01.1 C y

The pres ( i,t 1 y used ci'al lac-tor P.110; cs PPE,NAPPE), MprOil

case heiween tlle.u.se of a uniform cost and SAPITs. Since income levels

and APPE values show close asso iation C o., they hi.4h positive

correlation), the allocation results of using MA"(SAPPE,NAPPE) as the

cost factor arc

Such resin t--; are

-nn liatc between the in i font cost' and-SAPP- results.

ed in `fable 3.2.2.

It should be noted that when NUPE is used as the cost

factor, the effect of NAPPF results in relatively equal per pupil allot-

monts for four of the quintlle groups. It may be inferred that the

main 1 fi ary of using MAN(SAPH,NAPPE) as the cost factor instead

of a uniform cost is the top 20 percent of the counties measured in

terns of Tier capita income.

3.2.2 Concentration Effect. The purpose of incorporating g the concen-

tration effect into the cost factor is to channel more funds to the

areas with high ronceittration of poverty hildren. This amounts to ' mo- e

funds for low income areas. The effect of concentration would be even

greater if the initial cost factor favored low income areas. Accordingly,

the allocation results should show the greatest monetary increase for

low income areas when the concentration effect is incorporated with

the uniform cost factor. Table 3.2.3 shows results of adding the-

same concentration effect to the initial -cost factors-of $300 per pupil

and SAPPE.

95 -



Tah1e 3.2.3
Coulpnvison or Addin'l the Snwe Concent-n .ion Eacto2 to

1H1ferent Initial Cos

$300 Pei Pupil

Qi:intiles Ranked
by Per CflPita

lncome
Without
Concentr, ion

With
Concentrntion % Difference

1. Lowe,' :Income $165 $271 64%

2. 165 201 22

3. 165 167 1

4. 165 15S -4

5. High t income 165- 133 -19

SAPPE

1. Loi cst Income $125 $214 71%

136 171 26

149 156 5

154 151 -2

Highest Income 192 163 -15



t "= I I ill F Ic';lili i)0int Thou' 1 he unted in mile`

The r pc t: Ise in the lowest ineomc quintile

the t itie iiv cluiiiti lc results from the nn qua] clip ;tris

hin n-ty WI. i in the respective quintiles. ir the distribution

h-cn were uniform for all quintiles, the 7elntive changes

allot] 1 , pupil among the quint.ilos would exactly cancel out.

The Viat1:02 stren ;t1) of concert ation effect is similar for

both values cif in cosic. flint_ is, the distributions of "% Difference"

column NppolF cjt)itc. similar.

(3) The purpose of the caiic.ontrati In effect is to reallocate' the

it money among economically different counties. This phenomenon is

not something intrinsic in the way the concentration effect operates;

rather, it results From-1 ng to` divide a fixed amount of grant.money.

if the supply of total grant money were u)nl.imited, a quite different

outcome would occur. Spe cifically county would receive a higher

allotment per child compared to the initial situation when the concen-

tration effect is absent; the sizes of additional amount would be

proportional to th sizes of coneentration ratio. Mien the supply of

total g ant monC fixed, introduction of concentration effect is

equ alent to a reallocation of the grant money from richer to poorer

counties.

3.2.3 111i2TiiIY cent 1:ion Effect. Ile specific cans2quenc

incorporating a concentration effect into the cost factor were described

in the precedinc! section. What was not described is the possible =change

in allocations in response to varying the intensity of concentration



Mort., :1)( I i 11 lv, 11w mporl ;n)- or relai irhl of the

(..ohc u ralion c;lc.ct vis- a v.iven cost rac101' Can he -Led freely

so t 1 such consequences sLould he studi ed.

The t -on naturally arises what weight should he attached to the

wire titration c.fleet. The allocation results of alternative weights

given to concentration effect are shown in Table 3..4. The table

represents the outcomes using three different concentration weights

moderate and high with the $300 per cost and compares them

results deri d From the same cis; t without any concentration

Tho Osignations, low, modern to, and high itrary; what

matters is that their relative ranM are ma lntainod.* $300 pp

pii chosen hecauso changing allocations are thus easier tc compare by

quintiles, but similar effect' would result for the other costs.

'Wore specifically; concentration effects can he defi _d in terms
of the cost formula-discussed in Section 2.4,

M C)

where M is per pupil cost incorporating concentr-tiol

N' is cost,
C is concentration ratio of pover
a is the weighting cOnstant,

off

al, .fen, and

four cases of concentration effect are efi in terms of the
weighting constant as,

none: e 0
low: 2.5
moderato: a 5

high: a 10

It shouldbo-stressed_that the choice of the specific values-for the
weighting-constant is an arbitrary-and subjective one,- depending or. -a
preficelor desired.eutcomes.-
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nt i los
By Per Capita
Iconic None

Cowen t. ,L.ht.

Low Mode e Hi Ph

I. Lowest income $235 $271 $303

2. 165 187 201 212

3, ]65 I6G 167 16S

4.
_ 165 159 158 156

5. Hi/ hest _Iconic 165 142 133 123

In the nbo o table notic blo changesch ang a e con fi [led to the first,

the second, and the fifhquintiles,
Mille the third nnd fourth quintiles

a re a r lected on I) sI ig Still, these numbers aT» not sufficient to

determine what I . I 'Into" weight should he. JImevor, numbers

lac these may be used to choose a desire eight, if the resource need

can be determined independently
r those counties be10nging to different

cow cater ri

to same in yon a ion that is presented to . 3.2.4 is shmn in the

following three sets of graphs in a more dl_aggregated form. Each graph.

compares the percentage difference in allotment pe pupil fer each of

the 51 h ogecols county..groups when concentration offe-t is added to

the cost. That ic, e ch point (d ..ignated by the integer 1) represents

the difference .11otment per pupil (as expressed in percentage value)

for those cases with vary 2G levels of concentration versus one without

conCG ntrntion-effect. The 5] county groups are placed along the horizontal

*The concentration effects in terms of SAPPE and $300 per pupil cost
presented in Table 3.2.3 cor -wind to the case of moderate weight.
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xis Jett

Thus, ebunLy s the lowest average per capita

,io and county group 5l has- highest average per cap:

'hc graphs reveal drnmatielly the reallocation. consequences among

11 tic!, wlien cOneentra ion effect, are added-- The beneficiaries

0 coiicentrat.i.on effect are the counties with lower per capita

income. Their itains arc offset by the losses of those countiesco>, nti es frith

higher per capita income-. It should be pointed out, a gain, that the

unequal di:tribution of eligible _Thildren among the

xis_a-- ng to the size of per. capita

groups,

mere nt the higher income end, i impression that there are more

gains than losses. Such n impression

that th spared in tho-graphs

otal allotment to the counties.

.2A Alternative Interpretation

can be counteracted by.noting:

Effect. heretofore,

interpretation attached to the conc entrntion. feet has- been that

reso r- needs. for compensatory education may be.different according

to apupii's educational environment. As the environment becomes

unftivol hie, the need for resources increases, the cost of-

.compensatory educgtion rises. The pupil'S educational environment is

me 1:ured by the concentration of poverty children at the county level.

An alternative interpretation of the concentration effcct.is,to

.sume that the costs of compensatory education are ,actually known, at

alit All min mum levels that are necess *y. to administ some specified

lorni of compens story education. Thecencentratio- effects, under this

interpretntion, are used to channel more Money--to specific areas -:

I



or counties so that more °ligil lo ciildren can pal icipate in the

compensate 1-programs.

If the cost. factor s viewed as some minis can lee -sar -cost which

!Tau allotment per pupil, the number of eligible

-children being able-to- participate in t. Title ogroM in any county

must he loss than the total number of eligible children so long as

undo funding of l i:tLlc I prevails. The Maximum numb -hildren tha

can accommodatediby a given level c_f allotment to a county can be

calculated. and be expressedessed as. the prog m participation rate. As the

allotment level rises, so would:

The ci i ti_rl assumption

_ participation rate.

-ding t terprctation of the concen-

tration effect is that the cost factor i.s act_ ally known. The use ofjhe-

minimm.necessary cost concept may prove -to he helpful in estimating the

cost-operationally. For example, a particular program gray specify a

reading specialist fci five disadvantaged children at one - quarter of

their school time. -The. salary of the specialist then becomes the Minimum

-necessary cost for theadministration-of- this particular program.

Table 3.2.5 illustrates the diStributionsef participation ra

for county quintiles. The same four concentration weights. are used

and the cost factor is $00 per pupil.

Three observations may be made from the table.

Op Relatively small losses by the higher income counties can

provide more than proportionate benefits to the lower income counties.

As in the case of allotment per pupil, differences in the distribution

r104_-



Tab_-
PROURAM PWLICIPATIO RATF.S FOR ALTIUNATiVE

CUXOXFRAT)OTWAGIWS

$7100 Per Pupil

(ointiles Ranked
by Por Capita
Income

1. Loi'est income-

-4 -.

5. highest Income

None

55%-

Low -ote High

101%73% 90%

SS 63. 67, 71

55 55 56 -_- SO

55 '.53 53 52

55 47 -45 41

of eligible children among the quintiles make pos ible the trade-off of

a smaller sacrifice in-terms of participation rate by the highest Income-.

quintile With a large gain by the poorest two quintiles.

(2) '11w pi dram participation rate IR 101 percent for lowest

income? 'R under the high ecncant fataon weight. In other word

more than the enumerated eligible- ohildre

It

participate in the programs,

t an upper limit can be set on the size of concentration

-weight by observing the resulting, highest. value of participation rate.

In this sense, the determination of concentration weights is not completely

free.-

(.5) Since the program participation rate is a more operationally

usable concept than allotment per pupil, it may be used as a guideline

for fund allocation. For exmple, some particular level of participation

tos nay be specified as the program goal for some or all of the

quintiles. The same procedure may be used to find the combinations of



OCto C ion 1 tights that best. achieve the

goal, proA-ided that.the a lternati vo ffst f-ctors to be considered are

--_*y costs.

-n Among ..it--Suburb-Rural-Couati

reaso able Ct-i11111:0!1 of J-111,

Concentration P fect:

The oncentrat ion eFect is brought out m ore dramatically in terms of,

counzies in citysuburb-41 -1 compa i,ons. The following table lists

the mean value as well as the

allotment pc

.3 counties.

The allotment per put

concentration effect is

and the lowest Values- of .the

child in each of the cl asses from the' specially selected

Table 3.2.0
All ",\INT PER CHILL): CITr SUBURP,--RURAL COMPARIRON:

ONCENT] iON WEIGH t Amp

City Suburb Rural

Average $169 -$100 -$190

Highest Value: 196 117 309'

Lowest Value' .144 -91 114

uniformly $165 for all counties when the

The substantial deereases.for the sub-

an counties to he expected. Even the highest value for the suburbs

is aboi uue as the lowest value for the rural counties and well below

the lowest value for the cities. Although the highest. value comes from

the rural ties, the rural county values have greater variation than

tare city values. In other-words, the cities, although representing

various geographical regions, are characterized by uniformly high degree

of need whereas the needs of the rural areas are more varied.

*Tho list of counties i.s shown in Table 2.4,4 of Section 2.4.



7,.2.5 Summary. Although concrete cl;it.a On the costs or compen

educaLion :ire lacking_ fire for analyses bring Out certain

goncrolizabie patterns in the into rcounty olloeati on effects ass

witl -the alternative assumptions of the cost factor. The main findings

are summarized:

The allocation offocts 'ed- by the allotment per pupil chow

SUbs,cfln 1 chango among the counties when the definition of the cos

factor ,changed.

L. 'I'hc pr ont 1`0 rsi cln c f the cost factorMAX , NAPPE)--

li,es-tho per pi rpi 1 r l l.n tment level for about 80 percent of the

counties,'zither than on h. might be expected.

3. If a uniform cost is to be used when undcrfunding exiSts its

particular level d

00 pupil

-to all counti

4. The con:entration effect become edistribution effect when

thc.appropriltiot level is fixed. FOlids are shifted from richer to

poorer counties while the into:mediate counties are relatively unaffected.

S. Lyon alien tr sing MPH, a. large enough concentration weight can

bring about a significant redistribution of funds among the counties.

6. if minimum necessary costs can be roughly estimated, allocations

may be made to satisfy prespecified levels of program participation rate.

7. The concentration effect shifts funds from suburban -areas to

larger urban and poorer ural areas.

not matter. Beth 50 percent of NAPPE ($429) and

t ctors give sentially the same allotments per pupil.



Ned i 1 Floor Effects

3. Differential Fundino Rates for SEAs and t,1i s The number

children ldministered by SEAS is relatively small in the Title I program.

laa 1,Y73 they constitute about 4 p6r rat of the total eligible children.

Be-cause of -Bail relative mumher, the allocation d-iffercnces of

full fund i ug ratably roduc 1 ug the SEA grants ha

011 the LEA grants

small effect.

Thus it is -easy to overlook the fact that differential

tun ling rates appear to -coi titute an important inequity. in the present

'1'i tI e 1 funding procedure .

The actual level of appropriation was roughly 40-percent of the

authorization i.n FY72. Since theSEAswere- fully funded while the LEA

giants: we c a aattably -reduced the SEA share of the total appropriation

was about_

LEA

n-cent two and a half times as much per child a

An alternative formula using a uaaiform $300 cost factor and full

fund ne of tic SEA grants allocaat.es $300 "per SEA child ind bout $160 per

LEA child. If the SEA grants are proportionately reduced, all children

arc allocated abet 5 caclL

The problem -of differential funding rates cannot be resolved in

t i of analysis results. It is sometimes argued that the necessary

data for reselving.the problem are, once again, the respective costs of

compensatory education. It may be stated, nevertheless, that unless

some presumption exists for needing the differential funding procedures

between the two groups in terms of perceived costs), the present

procedure i s unneeessa ry



if 0 nt % Hey iS -to be adopted for a uniform reduction rate-,
--y

however, ()LK lor=an cif Hoots appears necessary for the SEA gr..

since lie requ i red .re duetduel in -SEA grants 1 large relative to

their present share For,example, the oggi eg to c f SE A t ln.ts in a

state (1the the aggregate of LEA ( rants) could be. given a floor of 9(n

of the previous year's aggreg rant

3.3. ]loon' Effects- As- a general principle, it is reasonable to

assme that participation in Title Si programs should depend on actual-

need, not the vagaries of fund availabili- r. Over the years, the

-fundi g l evt 1. of Title I has become progT essivel.y lower when compared

inc ;ing needs the iiuthor i rat i on formula, even

thougl in ohs, c lute dollar V ins the funding loved has increased. The

floor provision, therefore, forms the .task of protecting the ongoing

prograno that are tin by a lower funding-level. Since the SEA

-s arc full funded by law- the present floor provision applies n3y

to the LEA grants.

The- extent of unde,:, teas so severe in 17Y72 that 18 states

had to bc supported by vlie respective .flo-ors. As a result, the./

formula was ineffective for about one-third of the states.

The majordefect of the floor provision as it is d efinea at present

is t -the floors are superficial; they do not offer protection-to

units below the state level, to counties, LEAS, schools, and

individual children. The floor values are defined in terms of state

tai; gnegates of allotments fear LEAs, but the data used to allocate below



the state level iioy chaap.v Al lot. Lk As, for CNNMple, May ChNITO

cons-id rahly. Loically, it would he proIei rable to apply the 11-

jOIVOY teographie.A levels than the sto for example, the counties.

The -.1(,-1 al imp' is I1 )11:.; or drain so have rot yet been worked out.

The onalsi:; or liiactl llrc c111cc1 in Chi s section i , dune with

respect to the states, 1rot counties because the cistili 1 floor provision

applies to the states. affects t=o he analyzed arc the numbers of states

supported by thcix floors, ors a result of (1) the opproptiatiol lc -1- and

and rioor qi] ues iind (2) choice of enumeration racthocic for eligible

children. Since the 1Y73 appropriation leVel and the definition of floor

values aro still undetermined, the following cases are assumed

for the purposes of analysis.

LTaLpriotion

Ca. 1- $1.5 billion 80 perc ent of PY72 LEA allotments

Case It $1.5 billion 90 percent ofFY72LM

Case III $1.6 billi
1

100 percent of FY72 LEA allotMc

When the five enumerations of eligible children for FY73. as defined

ction 3.1, tiro alternatively stit,!.' ited in the present allocation

procedure (i.e. with MAX (SAPPE, NAPPE) as cost factor, and with SEAs fully

funded) the number of states supported-by the floors can he tabulated

as follows. acept in Case I Using K1 (the present enumeration) , the

number of states supported by the flOors is .large. This demonstrates

that unless the floor level is much smaller or the appropriation-level

much higher than those listed here, the substitution' of new tions



-Case

Tal 1

N1J 113I;I OP to '1111,111:11 11Y 'FRE IrLOOR:-,

29

if el igible children cal

lAvuncrn -A \lethods

K, K,, Kr

2/1 21

7 7

egated

31 31.

39

fl.UOT. Conversely,

who should he entitled to higher allotments cannot receive -the proper

shares.

Another way of scssing the inflaaenco of the floors is to compare

the state aggregate-allotments that result with and without the floors.

Since the purpose of such a compari OP is only to assess TUe influence

of the floors this demonstration uses Case II of the appropriation and

levels, 'Ind enumeration changes from K and from K to K
5'

.2 and 3.3.3 show that-the applications'of,the Odors

the changes it allotment levels for the states.

changi.a the method for enumorat ig poverty- child-- does not

restrict

Des :riled in anotl

effect the cted change S in allotment levels so long as the influence,

of floor provision is retained the allocation procedure.



ris
Table 3.3.2

ion of A3lotment.Chanpe.

;tituted K

Cbangc ]n Alletmen
(1 n1-.soluto wi)ue

0 10$

11. -.20%

21 30%

31 2 4U%

41 - 50%

` 51 60%

61 70%

tal

Floors

3

0

0

Without
Floors

12

17

8

7

51

Table 3.3.3
ibution of Allotment Chanoes AmOni States

SubstittriTa to

Change in AllOtMents
( }R absolut6 values)

0 --. 10%

.11 20%

21-- 30S_

31 -- 40%

41 .--. b0%

51 60%

61 70%-

. With.
Floors

38-

2

Witho
Floor

15

13

1-3

4

2

tal 51 51



have

school

children

Appendix A

SFi::CT .G-ANTS _BASED ON TIM-CONCENTRATION

CLUE REN: Part- C of Title 1

C of Title I authorizes bonus grants for LEAs

concentration of eligible children equal to 0%
g PCI

'110

lotion, or t=hat have a.t least_ 5,000 eligible

constitute or greater concentration. The

underlyingass nption this program is more money -per,

child is necessary where

children Is higher. The following analysis adiress two'

aspLets of Part C: praotical.e sidorations,

the, concentration of eligible

Strativ ohlvms and the off

as admini-

of the pre g am in terms of

result: ant allocation of funds, and, the hooretical or

conceptual foundations of the program.

A.1 Practical Considerations

A.1-1 `i'echnic li-ties. The admi istii Live process for Part
C at the Federal level torpro ation of the law, collection
and validation of data, and computation

extremely burdensome.
-f allotments) is

The computational process itself is
considerably more complicated than that for all. the, rest of
Title I. An example of the technical problems is found in
the "- 1" LEAs that are eligible pursuant to Sec. 131
(a) C These are the LEAs that are not eligible for Part
PI under the do nod conditions of the number and percet

A

age



of ible children, lritt that "would be eligible" for such a

an there were "a re snail- Inc in the number

o:l stch, children, lout only provided that the LEA meets

utrf --eJ led criteria of --urgent 'T oed" for financial assistance.

-ln redu_ ng the grants from the-authorization level to the

ch part of Title I affects the others

reference to the grants to SUAs for

a!1propra tticin level,

Palt C makes

administra expenses, and the provisions for those

administration grants in Part D do not distinguish between

the regular Part C grants-and those to ihp marginal LEAs.

Nc

that the Part C grants to marginal LLAs are to be disregarded

in computing the admal strative grants, in spite of the

fact that the SEA's administrative burden is greater, not

71 es legal- opinion has -established the practice

s- for grants to marginal LEAs Since special tificatiOns

in terms of tare effort and other measures of urgent- need

requirod'in those cases. Because of this exception, the

a1 r

are

y complicated tedUction procedure for -undertunding is

made considerably more complex.* 'The totalamount-el money

Although the extent-of the will not be apparent
to the casual 'reader, no detailed example is provided here.
Such an example, together with Its explanation, wouldihe longer
than this appendix. The compleXity of the- reduction Procedure
results in part from a logical circularity in which the admini-
straion grants uepend on the actual allotment levels of the-
other grants (under Parts-A and C) , while at the same time
the money available fel these allotMents depends partly on
the administration grants. If the administration grants were
proportional to the ethers, the solution Would be-relatively
simple. However, this is not the case, and since the reduction
procHure comprise, a set of-logical rules as well as matho--

-_motieal rel-ations,---th e-is no strictly-mathematicalsolution..
A description of the reduction processilas-_been-provided in-the



red Lribu ed it FY71 as a consequence of this

exception was- -$1700. -Eleven states were affected, so-on

avern c th =administi

$1!;) par state. Certainly-th

Lion grants were redUeadby..about-

affect of this technical

aot justlfythe complications

cd to the adMinistr- ion of the Part C giants
.

The previously carted Interim Report of March 1972 stated:

C-10) that problems of interpretation have been generally:

sett)od, a)though some still- sr intermittently Since- tha

nicety, in monetary

report. Was 'n such problems have arisen, one of them

conjunction with t In FY71 and FY72,the_fundS for

administration grants core to Part C gi aaats came

from the aggregate la t C allots
from the aggregate Part A allotment F The practice i

-PY73 was changed to make the funds for- the administration gran

for Part C eonae oft the top of the Title I apprbpriation -thus

it and those fo t A

affactin the amounts available for Parts A, B, and C.

fowcver, no change wEas mado in the funding of Part A administration

grants The amount of money involved in this change is 1css
than 1% of the aggregate Part C allotme

further complicating the allocation of funds s

In ad -ition.

is new

exception required that the amount reserve d for FY73 Part

administration be an im since the amounts o

grants themselves wer y own.

the



A.1. Z Data

Part C# at hot]

and valid ation of the

of'data seem on fir

fact

now

very

re--problem in the adminr.

al and state leveis, is t

Uired G oncentration- data.

t a eading to eatcail no problem, but in

difficult as d ex ensive to

b of resident children of the LEA and

1_ LEA. Generally the only sou

dLnt children is the decennial- census until'.--

faced

1 t MCOli the 1960 census Thus USOE an(

vith the choice of using badly outdated data

number of resident children in each LEA,

w

or estimating

example

from some formula lined on enrollment. The fact that

LEAs do not in general coincide with census geographic areas
, . .

means that using the census (either 19(i0 or 100) for LfA

population__ data reesuire, costly troformations and .is often

census mapping project currently underway

sat J'GE 7d,ii, holp4 this regard, but its coverage excludes

about 7;000of the smaller LEAs.

Obtaining the t A authorization for an LEA (from which

to calculate its Part C authorization) TrobleM because,

the allocation o1 Part A grants, authorizations are only

computed to the county level, not to the LEA level. Th=-

Part-A allotments -at the LEA -level are. computed .0n a

different. basis from .that- used at the 'county level; the LEA

allotments are determined from the county allotments (not

from aut.laori za ions) by the sov 1 SEAs- each bcterding. to--

its chosen method' of SubcounOr allocation. Thus, ilSOE:must-:



!;urvuy (. ;Lin 1

_ Part A aut.linr i.:al ohs Tomlin to the

allotrA,.1 the 1,FA level. Nc.edlefJs the collection

and co1-7rect,ion of such a volume of data from so many sources

irrocluc, many mistake s derstandings that must be

detected and corrected ot long process.

A.1.3 As a result of these and other data roblems,

months are required for the allocation of Part C funds.

For FY71 (the: first year of Part C) , the allocation was compict

on J 971, the last day of the fiscal year The FY72

allocation was completed on August 31, 1972, two months

after the fiscal year had ended.

Aside from the tardiness of the allocation, the size of

the Part C allotments shows sonic ridiculous results. While

some LI e do receive si _able grants from this program in

PY71 (the largest grant went to New York City: $2.3 million).

the average grant (in FY71) was $3,868, and 223 LLAs received

grants of $100 or less (in two cases only $ ). Although the

average grant is far short of the amount needed to hire an

additional teacher, it could provide an aide or some additional

equipment. However, many of the grants are so small that not

only do they provide a useless amount-of money for intensifying

a program to compensate for the high concentration of poverty,

but the administrative cost to the recipient LEA consumes the

grant. If the LEA accepts the -rrant, its peisonnel must



laLliliJrie themselves with t.ic guide

regard i ng Part C; they must account rt C tundw, separate

and they )1111t P 1 ; c a compr,1- , plan for `t he use of

the Nrt C gra setting forib pe i lc objectives and the

orite21 n and procedures to he cl for analt annual evaluation.uSe

Even if the LEA wishes to decnno *ts grant, it

some expense in oxol ong corrosp with the SEA.

ecau f the smail size of many of the grants, some

states encourage the LEAs entitled to small grants to relinquish

them so they can be consolidated into o .e or more grants of

a reasonable e size. Consequently the distribution of the Part

C grants to LEAs actually can require cral months beyond

the final 211ocation by USOE. This additional process in

the allocation of grants (winch is required not by the law

but by re; blenoss in using such small grants) represents

a substantial cost to the SEAs and LEAs. Some SEAs and LEAs

have complained that the administrative burden is costly

compared to the relatively small grants involved. Two states

in FY71 and four in FY72 declined to participate in Part C,

presumably because they felt it

and.expense.

In summary, the practical considerations regarding Part

C show that the computational complexities and the difficulties

of the data collection process have resulted in an

lot worth the effort

administrative

nightmare. The grants have finally gotten...to the recipients

after the fiscal year was over. The administrative burden-

A-6



oh

thc: state, and locll levels has been costly and

pr_portion to the iiioiints of money being distributed;

re are instances where the cost to the red pi agency

has exceeded the value of the grant itself.

A.2 Theoretical Considerations

There is no body of knowledge that establishes clearly

f providing educational services; therefore, there

is no factual basis on which to establish whether there is or

is not a relation between the needed dollars per child and the

concentration of poverty.

Second, if it were assumed that there is such a relation,

the direction of the relation is not known, nor even whether

it is unidi'ectio qr. It can be argued that the needed funding

is greater where the concentration is greater, because the

children have an additional problem of a worse general social

environment compounded with their individual problem of

educational deprivation. The same point of view can be

gued on the basis that the school fac'es'highe' than normal

costs in the form of teacher salary bonuseS or repairs for

vandalism. On the other hand it can be argued that a high'

poverty concentration leads to reduced Costs due to economies

of s 1 and to homogeneity of th school population, while

poor childrenin places with low concentrations are social

outcasts, unable to keep up with their peers, and handicapped

by futility one might even adopt both arguments, resulting



in uhe view th:;t j(=.01 with ve :to -,igh concentrations

child than 11 medium concentrations.

In tho i hi r d place, if it were assumod, for oxlmple, that

the ac 1 1-1dIng per child increases when the concentration

crease

the ic.aaf rate at both ends of the range of concentrations,

whether it is a linear relation.

till would not know whether it increases by

Finally, if the shape were assumed to be linear, the rate

(slope) would not he known, even approximately; it could, be

0,1, 1 or 10.

The eeoc1ii sion indicated by these theo retical considerations

fraam practical problems, which might be co-- -_-,ted)

is tht ;t there does not appear a factusal basis to justify altering

the distribution of funds according to the concentration of

poverty, much less to indicate in what way to alter the

distribution. A less harsh judgment is possible if one is

to make several assumptions Some possible implementations

of such a dgmont are examined in Chapter 3. -

The primary assumption that is expressed by Part C is

that the per child allotment should be higher in places with

high concentrations of eligible children than in places with

low concentrations. The present implementation of this concept

is-crude. An LEA either does or does not qualify; that is,

the per child. bonus does not r"efl.ect varying degrees of

concentration. Further, the qualification rule is a "Step

fu Ltio " (in mathematical language) , involving an abrupt

A-8



chonsle a1 a certain ; at LEA with 4,999 ellible children

would need a concentration of 20 , in order to qualify, but

with one more oligible child it could qualify with a

concentration of only S1/4. The alternative formulation of a

concentration-based grant developed in this report applies

in concept to all. LEAs and relates the size of the bonus to

the degree of concentration.



ndix

vrin UpiiATINC,

oppendix pr dc.:, technical detJil in suppoit of !-ieclion 2.3.2,

.rnin,: the tydnth idititment!., hi the CHI IMO on of celigible

chi.,h- It presumed that the ret icic=r of this alrjieidix is familiar

with thot section, which provides n coherent exposition of the concepts

of updating. This appendix addressos four topics require more

det. Med disc ;sion thon i oppropria-e iiiin Chapter Ilic f i.a st section

examin C-7 N (lifferout goi- al opproach to u)dating than that developed

in 11iis study, and xplains why this alternative approach, although

colKoptoolly 1711:i He, is tecllnicnlly impi cticnblc. The second section

annly-4cs the mnjor flows in the present Title
1 loting methods, because

these ore some the nm pitfalls that an altim ethod shall

avoid. The third section is the detailed clocuinentat ion of the altern

inothocl described in Chapter 2. The fourth section discusses the

updating of the total school ago population data re( ired when a concen-

tration motor employed in on allocation formula.

0.1 Cnerol

The opproah to updating in thi y has been to make an

odiUstment of some base yenr enumeration in terms of changes in AFDC

data. Another approach, that has been cons ide

odju... t fol licipiil,ition ChrlIWCS :11d ChNIW,OS in the incr. distrIhution.

Thc I)crpilatioli changes uld he in-nigrotion, t-.-migration, bird

deaths, mid aging of the population (such that young children become

j 7.ted i s to



aduist, An adjHynt for ch:iw;0.:, in thy incmc

fociuircs im)imcted vnItic!!7, of iricom,:, distrjhution parameiers (such as

IIi(ilfliI Ill 1101)11 i:looe, if a hT-ammal, [mill 050(1).

Ii vl ioH unIiIn or iHromy c!aimatimil% arc

H Hi :TyroJth h:jIF V ihcrc JIM cmmpicilmw,ivc miii

dct:;i1c1 !--ricvyv uihcu th:in 1hc tTccoru onolls i too I 1. Of course,

there nre some current dnta, such N',-; CPS 0010, that (Oil he used to

c;1 the project ion methods. The ConsiEr Burcnu, the i;ureau nr Econouric.

Analysis (Pcpai-Itlicia of Cmiiimfc() arid Fr...voral other Pedera] agencies

are concerned with such projections. [yen at the state level (not to

mention the county level) projections arc more in the nature of model

dove]opmeHt than or standnrd economic indicators. The state of tho

NIA ,r doiniled ecommmic projoct ((Ii nt 1110 Hhnatiowil lovul is not yet

1111 ly advw c(I In hO !crimm!,ly Low.idorcd N:; N hx,is r(11 allocation

of 1,,r;Ints. This is particularly so when the required estimte represents

one extreme of the income distribution (poverty).

It is for this reason that Title I updating must continue to rely

on 501110 direct measure of the poverty population, i.e., AFDC data and,

potentially, school. lunch data.

*flue to the acceleration of social change, the desirahility of having a

comprehensive census every five years (instead of ten) has often been

suggested. Of course, that would be expensive. Title I funds allocation

is an &ample of a Federal- function that could be improved with data

from such a census.
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Flaws,. in the Present ..thod

An analy: ol la faults oC the present ulr ;lt int wetltciI not only

show should he cl i scontinuc 1 but also suggests the wa-- improve-

mohts can he madc .

1 1 11.'1 :1 I I i N.m-comph.mnINrity. (tn( line .1!-, that the

two 1)1 1 ilk p;i .1 1'1 i- L. hill] 111( ric 1 iv., :1111.1 lies

nail 11 L-01.11 Led under AI HC arc not. complementary f),roup!.,; that is

one does not begin where the other leaves off. i s -il l.ustrated by

the fo l i ow ing two examples, one in which a p0Or child would not he counted

and one. in which a child would he courted. twice. The first child's

famAy has an income of $200 _Iron AT incl $1900 from other sources.

Since the total income than $2000, the family is not sou hted

in the census 1ciiv.-incone comp mint of the Title 1 formula. llut since

i come room Al IX: is than $2000 it is not counted in the AFDC

component either. The second example involves a family whose total

income reported in the census was below $2000, thus causing the family

to be counted by the Title I fon la in every year. In some year after

the census year however, the= Family's income from AFX alone ha

above $ )01) thus eventually qualifying the Thmily under the AFDC

compone of the formula as well. Mese examples point to the desirability

of updating the count of eligible children in a way th does not rely

on adding together two incompatibl measures.



:1 ;; 1 nci): t I ] If III ')N1' ill an ti hil I t ve

;14: iwynt ror I HI! I HI , 1`(.!5 N:101, WV 1l ;ac 111 :It t 1 C

-111 oeastived by lite updating variable are not neccss:IrHy on the

ame, scale as the nomi)ers or children fa lsnr d by -the baseline variobie.

That. each variable iiw ive a measure of poverty, and there is no

guaran that the two m wes are consistent, , if one

i VC (AFOC) 11 o change during erc is' ' years and the

other 11S1,11; not. One to avoid this flaw is to use a multi-

plicailve adjustment, such jS ti pL Igo change. To use the census

and .,\FDC data il` ia11 c itiillilc', the percentage change in AFDC might be taken

as an es AmAtor of the pe'rccntate change ill census slatdata that would be

observed if the census were redone in tile. current year.

13.2.3 Geogrn)hic 11 i Lis, The present method of updating hyr adding AFDC

data to census data is also invalidated by the latge interstate bias in

data, duo to differing qualification standards,

an inter ountylias within some states, but this,is less not ced

than the interstate bias.) One way of indicat the ,nterstate bias

empi ically is by means of the coverage ratio defined in Chapter 2, i.e.,

the ratio of all school ago AFDC children to school age poverty children

Chased on the Orshansky index Table B.2.1 shows tho-covorage,tatios

(There is also

for all states, ill mtged by state nedi n. income Scuth Carolina is the
= --

*A different awroach, involving an additive adiustmcnt, is developed
lx low, in Section 1,.3.2: it is shown to result in n- form mathematically
identical. to the multiplicative adjustment that was p, osetttecl in
Chapter 2 and that is detailed in Section 13.3.1.
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:1116 Yori, Ith0 11 the actnal

i,Awre are thc, lilihic Arnc data cover a

spn (0- `11) than "scao 1 -in. As it turlls out, this

Lun!,Lquuncc in c way that the age span enter_` into the proposed

1117 in;' moriled, since an age spn1 adios ment :factor would cancel out of

Apdnting equation. (This 'ained in Sections 11.7).1 and 11.3.2.)

A lar!T part of the interstate bias in the AFDC data used in the

present P iny, method is due to the Fact countedAFDC

only in ,.mil i_l .i o. recoi v i ng more t 1 $2,000 a year from Al DC. nen all

AFDC cll,i l.clrell ar(.! counted, without regard to the level of payme ts,

chanos over a period of time are more form among the states. In

Table B.2.2, the fi:-t colllllirl shows the percentage increase the number

of "fitlo I Al'IX childron from 1965 to 1971, (used for the FY66 to FY72

allocations). The second column slims the corresponding i ncr

the total immiher of \PDC childron, aged 0-20. ince-those are per

changes, the difference in age spans should plot be important. The degree

to which the two statistics differ for each state is the degree to which

the two statistics measure different thing One ltsay to see the inter-

state variation in the practical difference between these two measures

to examine the ratio of one measure- to the other, in the last col

cc this ratio differs among the states, it matters whether the first

or second measure of increase is used.

Still anotl source of geographical bias, a well as irregularity

over time, is the unemployed- parent component of AFDC. This program is

optional with the states; about half of the states participate in it.
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an- 1-ncl'4.ai= AFDC 1965 to 971

in

-,-A) al °- '''
1161,

A);'1:J.i 459, 110

Arizc:la 216 59

Arknr,.lal; .._ 308
Cali:.-)rula 455 108

CoJorAdo 345 112

ConnL-= (i.cut 456 -70

1)c1: ire 99

Florida 138

Gcorl 261

Hawaii 371 171

Idal.. 133 76

Illi:;ois 156 95

Judina 804 150

Iowa 194 70

17.nnl.::s 417 95

Kenttc .. 73

LouiLiana 6153 127

Maine. 536 184

Wryland 472 97

Massc.chpsetts 523 169

Michgnn 008 134

Minno 'a 239 96

Mi!;sis. .- 61

Mis,-,ouri 2)4 37

Mout;-gna 280 153

Nebraska 2082 131

Nevada 251 173

New ilamoshire 415 208

New Jersey 551 291

New Mexico 252 96,

New York 454 131

North Carolina 594 38

North Dakota 173 60

Ohio 345 82

Oklzlhoma 158 50

Orer;on 341 195

Pen:sylvania 270 .89

Rhone Island 325 87

South Carolina °- 137

South Dakota 367 75

Tennessee
-. 127

Texas
-. 277

Utah 455 63

Vermont 904 186

Vir,,:inia 1292 155

Washington 277 88

West Virginia 17807 ,,,- 15

Wisconsin 239 12-',

Wyoming_ 171

Dist. of Columbia 419 19$

*Dadl indie:acc

4.2

3.7

2.7
3.1
6.5

--

3.1
1.8
1.6
5.4
2.6

4.4
,--

48.5
2.9
4.9
3.1
4.5

2.5

5.8
1.8

15.9
1.5
2.0
1.9
2.6

15.6
2.9
4.2
3.2
1.8
3.0
3.7

4.9

..

7-2-.
47.9

8.3
3.2

1187.1
1 '.9

2.1
. 2.1

c no ,1111C children counted at the 52,000

11nis in these casos 01- 1
FCentago increase is cituor intinite Or iflLk'

el in 1965.



The lour ve:IW data ter .11n, shown in the followilv tabulation,

exen111y the irreolarity of t mwmployed-pLent d 'In.

l'cl rr a r

(1)

or Total

AHX: droll

Priront.Iii (lo

909 151,000 11,600 139,100

1971) 2i/1,000 36,200 177,800

1971 312,000 69,900 242,100

.1 972 272,000 272,000

Between 1909 and 1970 the number of: ehdldrefl iii the unemployed-parent

component in New Jersey more than tripled ; in the following year it

nearly doubled again.- In 1972 the program was dropped in New Jersey.

Tfie total numb& or children shows a large increase in 1970 and 1971, and

a decrease in 1972. However, the number or AFDC children, exclusive of

the unemployed-parent component (in the last column), shows a comparatively

moderate increase in each year Obviously, the loss or nearly 70,000

children from the AFHC -cound in 1972 does not reflect a decrease in

poverty. New Jersey was chosen here as an illustration: Alio-unemployed-

parent AFDC data for all participating states are given in Table' -11.2.3.

In genera it seems that the variation in the unemployed-parent

compo_!nt does not ' fleet the trend in the number of children needing

compensatory education. Children of the chronically unemployed do relate

to the objectives or Title I,- and these children are identified in the

census data and to a large extent, in the main AFDC component. Thus, one

source of interstate variation in the AFDC data can he removed by excluding

the unemployed-p:ren corn anent



(a,jc, 0-20) in
1L of AFD

'60 Feb. '70 h. '71

WaliFornia 104,000 119,000 197,000 146,861
mlor:Jdo -100 3,300 700 6,652

CoNnucti ut 85U
Hlaware 320 190 500 436
Wwaii 1,000 980 1,600 2,801
Illinois 15,300 16,400 37,300 58,774
Kansas 1,100 1,100 2,900 2,305
Mai no 100 520 2,600** 431
MNryland 720 1,300 2,600 2,778
Massachus 3 300 10,900 6,200 6,871
Michioan 5,500 8,200 24,700 38,920
Minnesot:L 2,400 4,934
Missuuri 450 660 1,700
Nehrasha 280 290 690 634
New Jorscy 11,600 36,200 69,900
New York 63,400 47,200 64,400 28,142
Ohio 10,200 8,400 18,800 34,409
Ok1ahoma 1,800 980 1,000 1,531
Orogon 8,100 16,000 18,800 13,515
Pennsylvania 16,400 9,500 10,800 10,989
Rhudc 1 s 1 cnd 1,200 1,200 2,300 2,688

4,200 4,200 5,700 6,-527
Vermont 340 380 1,300, 1,425
Washington 6,500 9,200 14,400 17,863
West Virgnia 20,200 14,500 14,600 8,147
Wisconsin 3,900 7,255
District o Columbia 640 3,298

Total 284,000 311,000 000 403,186

Numhr of States
Port icipating 23 25

*Blnk
year.

ihdicates. that the state elected not to participate in that
States not listed did not participate in any- of these years.

**Apparently an error.



ntIri: the Pm.% -Ly 1rd. Inc t the up ti

pro is ev.i` ion of the de1iniLi001 Or p l'OrleCt

The Present Title 3 i ions attempt to ;Iccomplish this

by changing the S 2000 low Income foctor-tc $3000 in FY68-and to $4000

in P:n. However, under conditi ns of underfunding the factor reverts

to a lo,,er level, as provided elsewhere in Title I, and in fact the

-low -ncome (actor 17 7 e111ained at $2000 throughout the 1 -617 of-Title 1.

Consequently, in the census c

'Cr been an adjustm nt For infl timn. Furthermore, if such an adjust-

ment Ild motel a] zod, there would Have been subst ntiol itional

for Title.I allocation there has

shirts. This irable side effect was explained itt the previously

ted Interim Report of March 1972, beginning on Rage C-10.

the need for an °fleetly° but smoothThese considerations point to

n qdjustment

in the :I'S data.

11. A ternative Method

0.3 The Multipl

moth 1 of updating

built -in Consumer Price Index adjustment

r 2 descrihcs an alternative

multipleativo adji Factor on the

INTO Or. Chap_

401

Ttion that the ''true'' in the 1'itl.e _ eligible popul

each county is best 41 pproximated by the ratio expressing -he change in

the local. AFDC data

'71
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is 'her of eligible childr , in a county,

W (for .1 Lai- -"

the same place,

the subsc :ipt c uis ct _It, and

the subscript b means as of the time rented by the

P1111 (.1111drOil

basil census) data.

This ovoids th, plincipnl objection to the concept of an additive adjust
meat presentlypresent'l.y used in Title I namely, that the AFDC data as i1 whole

111'0 out ol s ale with the census data and that the AFDC data for the

o ic'to - , tire not or scalr. with each other doe to

d tre rent cove rage In di ftereni :;. for e 1 1, changes

that may occur after the base year, the intercouLty (and int, tate)

Variation in coverage is eliminated in the ratio W
c

V ; that is, each

county's current AFDC datum compared only with theisnmo county s base

Al nc datturr, and not lilectly with that from any other comity or s

however, if the AFDC coverage changes that county, We reflects

a different. coverage than IV-
h'

and thust the r

proportion to the coverage change. Chapter 2 observed that at the

W is biased in
c

national love] the -ove apparently has eon increasing. normali-

zation process (discussed in detail in Sections 13.3.3 and 13.3.4) adjusts

for the national trend in coverage. But since this adjustment is applied

to each county, each coil] y's normalized value is only partially corrected

for coverage char ges. That is, each county value is still biased in.

proportion to the t o of its own coverage change to the national

coverage change TIl

in this updi g

fore, th

1'0

sidual bias is the .major weweakness



1 i ined in Chap the \I DC data ised in this method

chi Id _.e 1 - in all i\1°Ix inmilies, ..ept th !;e iii ti unemployed-

comp nt. 11-1 bias due to the- broader age of the AFDC dntn ns

opposed to the c =ensus data) is cancel led out by the ratio.

As noted n Chapter the AFDC data u.Sed in. this study are 24-month

nveraNs of state The months used For W
c-
were September 1970

11 Anti 1972, and those For l\T were JODUNTV 1969 t1 rou0 December

si the census A represent: the 169 incomes of persons enumerated

in 1970. The monthly data at the state level are available from the SRS

pub' _ ltion 1 in Table 13.2.1. Data by county me available only for

February of each year." In order to obtain monthly data by county it

would be necessary to institute a survey -f all the states.

B An rich. As noted in Chat

alternative upda method is to use an

a (lir erent tppro

lditivo adil t, ba-sed

on the assumption that the arithmetic difference in a county's Title I-

eligible population for two years is equal to the difference the

corresponding AFDCdata. when ad Listed in scale by-the local coverage

ratio. Symbolically

(W W )
c b wb

ec.ipionts of Public Assistance lonev Payments and Amounts of Such
i'z,vmentSh-VPrograM, Stdte, andC-6f(7:SS Report A-8 Sot al and
ReaTiTTETIon Service, Nati,onal Center For. Social Statistics, MEW,
published-annually.

To update county Orshan.ky data, 24-month averages of state AFDC data
can he applied to the multiplicative- method by assuming' the constancy-
of tiro county shares within a state. Practically, however, only the
Fehruary AFDC data can he used for the additive method as applied to
counties at present.

13-12



iho

no ac

OCti COVC`r;Igi: in Or ad to the scale of K. Since W

both the ) merat and the denominator of the additive term,

for the larger spat of W is necessary,1 it would

cancel out

But this Nu)! 'ten is actually the mane as the equation in Section

1i. .1 using the multiplicative adjustment. Manipullt the right side

el Iho

I)

_c
c

= Kb )

W
1-)

loll`

alai cl; s thethe. mul,tipl. icativ adjustment.

Normalization. The upd ated distribution is normalized to a

IN total cstin od from the CI'S. S sinc=e the sampling basis o -f the

CPS i.s different from that of the- decennial census, estimates from those

two sources not strictly comparable. Therefore the -1 value

derived from the .CPS should not he used to normalize a dis -ibution

sod on the decennial. cons On the other- hand, the rate of change

in the CPS data is applicable to such a distribution 'since tine populations

measured by the CPS and census dat-i can he .assumed'toebange at the. same

.

1.3 the current total of a poverty population can be estimated

B-13



V. I ; 11i I Ili' '1'11 H t-ii I.1 I W: a II), I I I;! i of- 1 lie Cl

.0 :I'S tot.:1 I lo 1 ic C.1",--; oi :.I I 10 1. 1909. 'Azad I NI)(.1 Iccl 1969 corre:-Tond

to the 1970 census data since the former refer to the 1969 income of

families enumerated as of March 1970, whiie the -1070 census data refer

to the 1969 inconK.i. of froilies enumerated as=of April 1970.

To scale a distribution up or down such that the resulting distri-

bution has a desired total-, it is necessary only to multiply each element

by a ratic vhoe numerator is the desired total and whose denominator is

acinal iotal. The normalization procedure is illustrated in the

5 ; 1 1 1 1 1 ) I i C:11 CO I a lu 1E; I 1 Ii=1

B.3.4 Sample Calculations. Avis section illustrates the alternative

updating method and provides data examples and data source citationS.

Table 1.3.1 shows the state totals of the census data used (at the

county leVel) in this study. The sources of both the 1960 and 1970

census,dnta were special tabulations produced by the Census Bureau under

contract to -the National Center for Educational Statistics, USQE. In the

l970 census, data OR children 5-17 years old in fmmilies below the $3,000

level are also avatiable from the Fourth Count computer tapes, a standard

census product- available to the public. Those data do not exactly match

the special tabulation data because the Census Bureau made certain

corrections. to its basic records (the common source of the Fourth Count

and the spocla1 tabulation) after the Fourth Count was produced and

be fore the special tabulation Was.
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Table 6,

Chi1dr4 S - 17

below Npeciired

1940

5000

Yeiti Old in

Anima! hn

$2 000

families

1970

5_3 ono Orshantax

Alrhama 242,527 95,984 151,759 272,146

Alaala 4,796 4,262 6,456 22,393

Arizona 38,851 29,328 46.092 84,014

Arl;ansas 148,158 52,247 54,114 155,135

California 209,572 214,413 331,209 595.795

Ceibrado 33,581 25.397 39,618 71,254

Ceanecticut 20,731 22,229 32,913 55,083

Delaware 7.422 5,556 8,951 17,371

Florida 342,533 100,693 192,586 299,575

Georgia 239,709 93,139 155,733 293,871

8,832 7,229 10,354 )9,465

Idaho 12,257 7,397 12,009 23,716

1! linoi 147,518 103,750 193,013 302,311

Irdiana 76,389 41,836 66,780 123,484

Iowa 71,789 22,459 37,850 72,000

Kansas 40,263 22,133 34,770 64,621

Kentucky 193,559 98,780 120,390 208,462

Louisiana 201,090 114,600 178,552 308,650

Mrine. 18,408 10,097 16,469 - 36,308

14ary)and 53,710 43,120 66,735 110,951

Massachusetts 47,095 41,679 64,045 116,900

Michigan 124,712 83,713 126,146 220,485

Minnesota :77.280 31,885 51,491 98,936

Mississippi
Missouri

254,903
125,159

98,495
59,193

_ 152,715
95,193

261,679
172,955

Montana 14,106 8,182 13,531 24,998

Nhrai.la 34,417 15,831 25,413 45,952

Nevada 3,238 3,964 6.417 10,890

New Hampshire 5,932 4,538 7,392 14,286

New 59.845 57,733 84,145 155,690

New. Mwlivo 57.554 27,942 43,743 80,559

New York 200,040 194,544 292,498 529,402

North-Carol na 323,099 99,224 196,895 312,545

North Dakota 23,349 8.065 12,899 27,354

Ohio 151,310 104,125 162,993 273.542

Oklahoma 84,779 37,316 66,495 122,54s

Oregon 23,933 19,553 31,382 53,953

Pennsylvania 175,394 102,040 160,892 304,815

lthode.lsiand 12,083 8,805 13,857 24,482

South Carolina 206.638 71,844 111,118 209,985

South Dakota 30,712 10,763 18,095 33,815

Tennessee 220,048 81,832 133,221 245,157

Texas 398,224 192,639 318,420 .656.776

Utah 11,080 9,638 16,438 30,796

Vermont- 7,208 3,489 5,621 13,002

Virginia 167,844 67,779 111.847 214,357

Washington 31,072 29,722 45,577 80,172

West Virginia 109,406 35,484 60,468 106,359

Wisconsin 58,449 34,579 59,441 103,895

Wyoming 5,408 3,314 5,408 10,054

Dist. of Comm 14,854 13,081 20,178 37,193

4,947,525 2,645,838 4,211,888 7,700,368



iahle hi the AroC i.e., the multiplicative Factors,

used ror the distrihutional u;Kla1:ing adjutment. ,lultiplying the Alabama

facto: hy 1Le numher or children indicated in the $3,000 census data

.yields NH adjusted numher- of children:

1.20387 x 151_759 - 182,98.

Similar y, for the'Cl'shanshy data:

1.20587 x 272,10 327,628,

When this adjustment is made to every state (actually, to every

county), the nati onal totals of the adjusted $3,000 and Orshansky data,

respectively, are 5,741,561 and 10,-533,295. It is known in advance,

however, that these totals are greater than the respective totals of the -.

census data For two reasons, i .e., the multiplicative factor represents

two effects: (I) the slight general increase in poverty, as indicated

hy the CPS data, and (2) the considerably greater general increase in

Al:OC Coverage. The normalization process retains the first of these and

excludes the second.

To generate the normalizing factor, it is necessary to know two

V alues: the scale from which to 1O nimili2e, and the scale to which to

normalize. The F] 1st of these is simply-the sum of the distribution at

its present adjusted stage. The second is the current uuubcr of poverty

children, eStiMated :rom the CPS and census data.

For the $3,000 level the estimate is calculated as follows. The

Census litireNuy s Current Popnkition RcTurt P-60, No. 85, p. 31,

51 yes the income distrihutien for several years 'in terms of constant

3



Ta b U.3.2

Distfibutional Updating 17:-tors

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connocticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
11)inols
Indiana
Iowa ,

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
:Massachusotts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New-York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon-
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington-
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyonin,:t,

Dist. of Columbia

li-17

1.20387
1.32104
1.29100
1.43602
1.32104
1.39479
1.26744
1.35202
1.38647
1.44927
1.35262
1.29481
1.48333,
1,83361
1.21365
1.30400.
1.09703
1:17019
1:54042
1.31939-
1.28447
1.62567
1.34389
1.23808.
1.38185
1.40332
.1.28896
1.27443
1.74959
1.4_2450
1.11290
1.18539
1;26599
1.21356
1.38135 .

1.15098
1.29725
1.39261
1.20567
1.56967
1.21953.
1.-34670
1.70539
1.19969
1.25677
1.51233
1.24396
1,05571 --
1.34897
1.'26087
1.71221



d0,11-.'s. The moi-.t recent (1971).da are used r the "eurrei estimate.

\'c. this (.:I) rep rt. does, not t ive directly the number of children 5-17

years old. I L. Oyes the total. ir 11, of families in the U.S. (53,2961,000)

and the pere ntag

these L i 568 fandAies. The corresponding imuaa ler of families. for

of them the , 000 level (8 Multiplying

I96) Cwiiich corresponds to the 1 70 census) 4 150,197. The lo of

1hcse two nnmhors ts 1 0 058692; this ratio expresses the 1969-to-1971 growth

in poverty, as measured by the income level. Nun thic rat i s is

multipli by the 1970 census datum For children 5-17 years old in

1-low the I00 level, the updated estimate for the national

total of such children results:

1.005W4 1X1, 2] 1,888
---- 1)489,,

value needed for the normalizing factor, which can
This s the

be computed as

4,48 '7'1,561 0.78189938.

'Although the percentage f gure has only two significant digits, the
sampling error of the CPS limits the precision to ahout that amount, sothere would l little point in going back to the unpublished CPS datato ;cat thy numher or rnmilics below $3,000 more directly. In the-eu!quing 9evortheless, enough significant digits arecarried to avoid introducing additional errors in the intermediate
step:" !..ince such errors are compounded through the course of thecomptation. It is the end result of the computation that the accuracylimitations should he reflected; ultimately this means in the grantallotments.

It is evident that the accuracy of tho data, incluJing the decennialcensus and APPE data, may not justify all of the painstah.ing data mani-
pulation procedures or the past. The implications of this, however, arenot sel f-evident. The technical aspect:, of IMF: prohleM are now hcing

B-18



MultOving the estimate previously derived for each 1 county (from the

Am: it by this normalizing factor. completes the-updating process.

illus,,-xating with the total for Alabama:

182,698 x 0.78189938 142,851,

which is the number given for Alabama under enumeration in Table 2.3.2

iii ChLpter 2.

The normalization of the Tshansky distribution is somewhat simpler,

because the CPS publication (Current PTulation.Repert, Series P-60,

No. SO, p.,29) gives the number of poverty children under 18 years old.

Dividing the 1971 value by the 1969 value gives:

10,544,000/9,50l,0p0 1.0887275

0-S.00 two-year growth in poverty, as measured by the Orshansky index.

Multiplying this-by-the 7,700,36$ children indicated. in the Orshansky

census data yields 8,383,602 as the current national total of such

children. Dividing this by the totalof the AFDC-adjusted Orshansky

data (10,533,295) gives the normalizing Factor or 0.7959345, which is

then applied to the AFDC-adjusted Orshnnsky datum for each county. Again

using the Alabama total to illustrate, the previously derived. 327,628

nultipliod'hy-the normalizing factor yields the 260,7i4 listed for

Alabama under enumeration K- in Table 2.3.2.

11.4 'Coral. School Population

When the concentration or poverty is an element of the cost factor

(seeSecOon 2.4) , one more Updating problem arises.. The concentration

is -defined -as the ritio of the eligible children to the total -school age

13-19



p0p111:;,1 10n. lrr t1 15' study the tot:J1 ion da it ricr t al en from-the

census but ti ero 110 update] Silnce nO upda_i data or --seatly available.

Howevc such doto wi.11 be aiiable by late 1975 or c early 1174 from a

now Federal -State Cooper 'ire I --ram for- Pop 1_ tti.on Estimat-, being

imple. 1 n now under. the auspices of the (Census Bureau. This program

will provide total population data for each county. The population changes

irdicted by these data could ho used to update the school age rtion

dotn. It. is possible th Ng -spec. i lie ulat On cst lmat will he

ail :blc= annually at some l rtes tjmo. Jf so, these would pit id

more di- :t means or updatingupdatin the school population data by county.
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:;Ti A 1 , 1 TMENT:; i d ) ! ALIT VII V 1:01Z1111 LAS

This appendix presents the allocations for each state as

computed using sixteen variations of the formula components.

not ad in Chapter S, t] 960 possible combinations

formula components that Eight be considered. Of the 150

combil;;itions that were analyzed, the esulting allocations

for ai ct con. are presented in tlii Appendix. T1 are among

comhinaLi01 ggosted providing the mOst potential

improv(men1 the cxisti iv fomuia.

The all -1 result;, which follow, are pr nted in

eight pairs of tables. In each pair, the combination of

formula -components is the same except the first table .shows

allocati levels based an the proportional method of

reduction and the second table reflects the nonproportional.

method (SPA entitlements are fully funded) ..

The specifications for the formula components, used

for this presentation, are as follows (each of the eight

consists of proportional and nonproportional reduction)



Formula Components

Enumeration

Or:fliansky with
.AFDC Ratio

Cost. Iactor ation Floors

50% of SAPPE None

50% of SAPPE None

90%. of 17.771

50% of SAPPE Moderate

SO% of SAPPE Moderate

8 $300. Moderate

Thi.. 1 1 t io 1 1 , a A an appropriation ]eve] or

$1.. bi'l.l ion., not emu _l its B and C or the outlying areas.

The allecatl-ns are p L,cnted a the computer printed the

results; for each state, the alloCation is listed for LEA,

SEA, administrative grant, and total allocation

For example, in Table (formula variati ern

prolorti nal etion) it can be s-1 that column one prese=nts

total LEA allotment for each state, Alabama' receives

6,231,421. Lolumn two, entitled "State agency", presents

e total SEA allotment for each state, e.g., Alabama receives

584,692. ColuMn three presents the administrative grant

column four presents the total allocation (LEA + SEA

+ administrative) for each state.'



Tho tahies contain four additional columns with headi

1.:()t u..-; I -Lily( 11,,h 4. Notes 1

value on] y

!!.libulc: he di-,re

ernol accot-

flown,

a a gored;

be of" inter :;1'. the read

(..\alop)e, in Table C.II it can be seen, under

"Note 2" that the tctul allocation, $37,184,274, received

the state of Alabama is only -.51.9M of the authorized

titlemont. Thus, it may-be inferr 1 that if full ndi

to occur, Alabama would receive $71,632,198.

and 4 -nt-information of

OSOS and therefore,

to which presents the

the au torization should.
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