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This study is derived from the Congressional mandate

for a study of the various provisions involved with the 1965
Elementary Secondary Education Act Title I grant determination and
distribution process. The description of Title I provisions
emphasizes the process relating to the allocation of funds for local
educational agencies (LEA's). The maximum LEA grant is described as
the product of the number of eligible children and the amount of the
basic grant per child; the allocation actually reéceived by the LEA;

however, results from the application of a procedure that reduces

the

amount of all eniitlements to a sum that can be covered by the
appropriation. The practical problems of identifying and counting the
eligible children for annual grant determination are defined. These
include attempting to maintain a comprehensive, accurate, and

up-to-date ‘data base. In addition, some of the issues associated with
the selection of an appropriate grant per child are mentioned. These
include whether the basic grants should reflect regional differences

in the cost of education and/or whether they should be adjusted for
areas with special needs, e.g., high concentrations of eligible
~children. Consideration of alternative possibilities suggests that
~the present enumerztion of eligibles can be improved by using the

so-called Orshansky poverty data from the 1970 census. [
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1 for sach county or county equivaient political subdivision.

The distribution of funds to school districts within each stats

\H,.j\ w

is then iDm;L ed Dy the state ecucationai ageniy,CSEA), using
Tt

including the reduction procedure in case of underfunding.

It also provides for r51nbar5§m§nh of the states for their

administrative éKpéﬂSés_

The Basic Grant Formula. The formula specified in the

~legisiation for Part A is simple in concept. Each state may
1

edu; tional agenzi ‘and for its state-

ual chan
L‘,'i;' _“-X )

vele Ll
',an ﬂad: ?ﬁﬁuaLly dehr“méninﬁ gTants to the
actical impossibility £or the USCE. For
rhe fall of 1357 tnere were 22 GlD‘s:haal
Tall ot 1970 there were 17,995 dlStTlC s —
5,BpeaT ed" in ecnly three vears. Thus, althauﬁh
lates school districts as the basis :Qr grant
neither the USOE nor the an 12lysis of this
TS & NaLluﬂ§; dlS;IlbL ion be;gw the county .
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ceRimam grant = (Wo. of eligible children) X (cost factor
per child)
The Zormula includes two groups of eligible children: one

group aaministered by the local educational agencies (LEAs),
and other served by various state-operatéd institutions.

znnuel income less than a specified iow-income factor,

chcse in families receiving annual AFDC payments of more

ow-income. factor, thoss living in local institutions

for neglected or delinquent childrern, and those who are being

gl
supported in foster homes on public fuands.

nandicapped, and migratory children. The formula for this

group is the same as for the first group. A discussion of

state programs will be a part of the finai repo

rt and is not

sats 4t at 82,000 for FY66 and FY67, $3,000 for

FY06 through FY7Z; and $4,000 for FY73. The low-income

whe amount of the appropriation, and, in fact, has remained

[N



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ge
~=az+ state or for the United Sﬁéiésf whiéhevaf is greate is
used.
Thé Federal percentage is the Fi?urp raareSEﬂtlnﬁ a

wortion of the APPE deemed large enough to ?réviﬂe for a
sufficient remedial effect on an eligible child ©o carrf!
cut the. intent of thefﬁctf' This per:earag ‘established
by the iigiélatiaa at 50 percent, has never been changed.

lﬂpprgximafélf 85 to 90% of Title I appropriations, or

Title I program and is also the focus for this report.

the tabulation and computation for determining the maximum
spTtitlement Ffor this group is illustrated as follows:
Using FY73 data for the state @f Delaware, the
enumeration of the eligible children in each
category for each of Delaware's three countie
is shown in the following table.
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nNCOm Foster
County T~ 1113 N & Homes Total
Kent 1159 689 0 224 2072
New Castlie 4204 4161 76 515 o059
Sussex 2059 861 U is7 5077
Total 7422 5711 75 999 14208

s the neglected and delinquent
£ elected: 50%
£ a £ the National

57,075 SS"‘ ,hgf‘h is ngalnffd

eiigities, 14,208,
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Part % of Title I provides for a special incentive gran

snder whach a state may guai;fyzfér additional funding if th
nerate effort index’ exceeds the ‘mational effort index.”
“hs state effort index is defined as the ratio of the totail

expenditure of all nan-Eedérai funds in the state for

ublic elementary and secondary education to the total

o .C
pacsonal income in the state. The National el fort index

is the ratic of total non-Fedeval expenditures in all states

‘g the total personal income in all sgates._ The effort .

indexes are expressed as percentages.

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

an effort index of 6.50% and the National effort index

were 4,50% that state would be entitled to 2 maximum grant
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uncer Faro & of 3200 for each ¢f the children councted as
ziigibie under Part A. There is & iimitvetion that no single

i = = F = T = z I T T sl =3 T aRd
state may receive more than 15 percent or tne funds availabdlie

nrimarily benefits
i€ {+ has at least 5,000 eligibles who constitute at least

expenditures involved in the proper and efficient perfor-

mance of +their dutrles under Title I. Each state 1s

¢, or $150,0060, whichever is greater. The funds required
fav these adninistrative grants are deducted from the LEA
srants.



the nrogram is fully funded. Only in the first
e program, FY&66, were the funds sufficient to meet

ements. Every year since then the funding has been
e m s e R owm T omen e A Bem g d=laom 12 mmm omogm S = To o o= Wy e,
the entivliements, and the disparity hias been

. The Act inciudeg z section in ;aft,E csveri;g

king into account certain complexities involved with

fuctions for Parts B and C. With the. Dresent level

iaticns, this provision réstricts Parts B and C to

iy small share of Titie I funds. In view of their

, these parts are not considered further in the
that follows.¥® Thus, after the SEAs have been
»d, the remaining appropriations are Ji: trlbuted

=ntitiements of the LEA grants of Part A the state

scussed in detail in Appendix B of
ed report of Marxch 1372. Part C is
A of the present report. The extent
mitations entified in both appendices suggests .
e parts of Title I would be less than satisfactory
‘hey were to receive more funds. =
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egntiticment, each state must recelve at lcast some specified

If any state's grant is below the floor, its allotment must be
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silotments €O all the other states Lo make up the difference,

[ g

The Act, as it now stands, c¢cntains z ficor provision

guaranteeiny that each state shall receive Part A LEA grants

5 Distributional Issues and Alternative Possibilities |

Ly

S

1.53.1 Time for Change. The enumeration of eligible children

depends upon the decenniai census., It is time to replace the

census base with the 1970 census which became available

in December, 1972. The total number of eligible c hildren:

rg_m

ned from the 1960 census was 4,947,525, This was the
number in families with incomes under $2,000. .The comparable

1970 census is 2,645,838 children (;n families

incomes below $2,000). | . When a $3,000 income level is
used, the number of children increases to 4,211,888. The

comparable totals when the appropriate AFDC data from 1972

fum (its floor vaiue) for its aggregate Part LEA allotment.

L3l 0 L S gt T o

A Tt T it i



1355 with

us 3,269,187

,64 n in families with
000 ensus) plus 3,269,187
fam 2,000; )
; S = - = = 1
i c 21 -in families with
g00 2335g;} plus 2,056,888
fam: §$%,000.
the obsolete cquality of the 1860 data,
¢ abrupt changes are likely when the new
r the 0id in the allocation process.
This impression 1s weinforced by reference to Table 1.3.1

‘These co dlL;édS result in allocations’

the changes in the National distribution

of the eligible children which may be expecte

o
oy
[N

regardless of

ermine eligibility. This state of

the 1rC§me level used to det 2 iit

~in which many changes are 1ikeiy to occur, suggests

this may be an. opportune situation in which to give

censideration to making a variety of adjustments in recognition

Much of what follows is

of problems
¢cffered accor éingly.

There has been discussion and pub‘ia cont raversy over the
identification of the target DamulaL151 for Tltle I. Essdes
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the poor' d the 1ike are mentionead

of more pragmatic gqguestions. These

ES

-that result from the requiremont

that the enumeration be done on an annual basis; that it be

extensive, covering the entiie nation; d tnat it be intensive,
Geing &s detailed as posuible, This can be trapslated into a

= o e . S - (P T o, N . 2 i £ R : : 5 = . = s
set of characteristics that sient be used to evaluate the

cenumeration. Desirable

t‘*.ﬁ“‘%ﬁrrx—f“:jr’s b= ;tb;ﬁq%bi’ e A *"‘1-‘»5"“:';;'-5‘“ H _"-’,-d-ft =R
ViSRRIl as, JeLligarbalily,, JdNC CUTTeNCY ;,;P [ & Lelles5s ).,

National uniformity means that data are available and appli-

he Nation; regional parity means that data

care adjusted for regional differences in cost; and completeness

means that data contain all relevant information in the detail

desired and are without gaps. In the material that follows

1.5.2 Eaumerating the Eligible Children. .The law in its

statement of intent cites children in lowrincome. fan1¢1es as .

the target popuiation. The present Ecriu“a callg for the use

of census data to identify the number of chi ildren in families
Wiose income is'beisw & fixed amount. Based on the census,

these cava are reasonably uniform, complete, and reliat =z,
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rl-
3
\n-)l
[
g
T3
=
'

the other attributes desired of the formula data

T
o
Al

)
IL.I
L
[
T
e
o
¥ L]
L]
i}
]
Ly
C
Ly
jah
i
L
ﬂ»h
C
l\..g
]
[l
|...M

-month every

. In addition,

o .‘

1
. L . - N et ot
year for programs that vary from state to stat

the data.are subject to annual perturbations within states,

£
determined low-income ;am 'y count and AFDC count, i.e.,

adding thenm tageth3?5 is a potential source of problems.
First, it §érmits the possibility oxf double :Caun ting; that is,
children 201nteé!du“ing the census year as being in faﬁiliég
with incomes below the specified amount might in SubSEQLEﬂt
vears also be counted within the AFDC tallyg as their family

status changes. Second, there are ;assiﬁ e errors of omission.
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for it i a family whose income is
above the low-income level during the ceasus year suffers

unsequent years but fails:

i 3uch families Iail to be included in either data count

(under-countingj .
There are some alternatives that might Lgni t@ ameli

‘adcing the count.of children in AFDC families, ghe updating

or snnual adjustment effect can also be achieved by using a

& ratio of the current year AFDC

%]

state divided by the census yvear AFDC data for

This would avoid some of the difficulties

additive methoed Di :amblpatﬁcn and aisa
the influence af‘i;tcr tate programmatic -

Another possibility would be to control the

by limiting the national total to the

values estimated «nnually by the Census Bureau for the

\FDC ratio adjustment for the enumeration

A
fate might be thought to accentuate the annual perturbations
D

DC deata as they are currently collected for
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the data avallable

ved ovVer a

24, to reduce

or year-to-year :
i

possible replaiaﬂen;

"‘D

4 more fundamental change is the

based on the use of the so-called i

recognized as the official

the adventage that it

iefiﬁés poverty : cccrding to family circumstances, €.g.,

the number of children in the family, and family subsistance i
, _ ;
needs. ;
# Reference to the AFDC dats of bh?ea represunta+1ve states, for i
sevaral years in succession, rei inforces the notion of year-to- i
vear variation Idaia typl ies states with relatively modest :
percente ~hange over the yeavs FY66 to FY72; New Jersey,
mode and Nes; Vlrglnla, extreme change. The year-
to-y cions for each of these cases 1is evident.
Title I
~AFDC 1966 1967 1670 1971 1872
{éaho 2403 2372 3197 2815 5587
New Jersey 25496 421006 85992 129407 165912
West Va. 82 a 10353 15661 14684

O
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distrisutional consequences. Table 1.3.2 presents the
resulting aliocations by state. The underlyipng conditions

as to the amount of the agzragriat;az'ani?tha absence of
srotective floors are the same as those ynderlying Table 1.3.1.
The first column is the same in bathrtables — for comparison
purpcses -—- showing the al;azat;aﬂ using ihérpfeséitrmethcdri
Qf snumeration. The SEQDAd and third ccoluinas éf Table 1.3.2,
nowever. both refiect the use @zfﬁhe AFDC ratio adjustment
{iﬁét@*é of the present additive é&justmgntg and the use of

totals as controi totals. uD iumn two differs

1 that it is based on 1970 census $3,000 low-

iacome data, while column three is derived from 197Q.§§ﬂsu5

T

’l- ]

afte

fu

- Orshansky-based data which total to 8,383,602 for FY73

adiustment. Thesc two mekh@d'§ although dlff@T&ﬁg in-
principle, result in enumerations whase sta by state
distributions are Emarkaaty 5111 tar for FY73. This is

readily seen by comparing tne last two columns of T

ot Uﬂ
|l
]

at
ib!

1.5.3%5 waich lists percentages by state of the elig e

gach of the five methods of enumeration. The

{7
1
bk
i
+
m
wi
Tty
b
Ly
ﬂu

Orsnansky-based enumeration appears to be advantageous in

rerms of the desirability criteria mentioned eavlier and

i used in the remainder of the ana;yses presented.

1.3.3 Grant Per Child and Concern for Concentration. The
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1.3

veremphasized, and the matter can quickly become one of .

opriations of about $1.5 billion and a

LW/
I
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foie
U
fou
gy
5
*
ooy
o
‘o
T
-
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smounts must occur. The issue then becomes

Or T0 discriminate among them according to some notion of
cifferences in costs or perhaps in needs.

o

Although equal distribution of the funds appropriated

bods
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itle I can be achieved by specification of
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maximum grent; it 1s the LEA

reflect interstate differences, it is not

incorporates a compromise,
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distributional outcomes experiénced at the county level
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oy percentage definition as used to measure concei-

number of eligible

76 percent,

with concentrations of eliigible children of up to 7
whil = higl I i

= for the highest income group of counties the concen-
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$235 $271 $303
187 201 21z
165 167 ioe
159 158 i56
142 133 123

total of the maximum zrants éetermiLed by the formula h
always oxceeded the amount appropriated except for the fir
vear. The condition of underfunding raises the questi@n as
©0 whether there are those who should receive preferential

14 funds concentration — low, moderate, and
n t can be quantitatively illustrated. TFor a
C h percent concentration of elzgiales, about
p al average, the low intensity effect ccrresponds
T pe t increase in the basic amount authorized
] £ the medium effect, the increase is 75 per-
c for the high éffEit? it is 150 percent.




“ha* floors are needed to assure continuity oi benefits to
prior participants and te avoid wide shifts in distributions

by SEAs &s opposed to LEAs. In FY71 the difference was $368
er child in SEAs versus $175 per child in LEAs; the difference

increased in FY72 as an everage of $413 was made available per

W3

SCA child and 5168 per LEA c¢hild. The difference is sizable,
and its magnitude appears to be without empirical justification.
Moreover, in some cases it is not clear that any difference is
justifiablie, In paftizulaf§ this is true of one group of

eiigible children, those in institutions for the neglected

Q
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some consideration should
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study to res le the

not clea? that the Tit

present study thus is limited to the input interpreta

S Chapter 2
EVALUATION OF THLE PRESENT FORMULA
AND GENERATION OF ALTERNATIVES
2.1 Criteria for Formula EBvaluation
The fundamental purpose underlying Title I is the prov:

of equal educational opportunity. This purpose is extremely

amciguous. There is no universal agfeemeﬁt regarding what

‘constitutes equal educational épp@ftuﬂity, While no final

this ‘ambiguity is attempted in this report, a
manageable number of alternative interpretations are develope
Egquali y in edu¢atlaﬁal opport unlby can be Vlewed from

gither the input or ;ha output end af the educational process

,?i%weé'frcm,the*iﬁput end, the concept attempts to assure

ources to each chlld Viewed

t

”equivalﬂﬁt“ educational re
from the .output end, the concept attémpts to assure that eack

1d, upon leaving the educational system, has attained some

F

'y
[

ndard level of achievement. Accomplishment of this concep

rur

would réquiré (1) concensus regarding achiévement standards'a

{2) knowliedge of how to. vary the resources to attain the

aghﬂgv »ment level., These two concepts are the Subjezt of

iﬁigﬁSE éebate at presen and no attempt is made in this
h

>lem. As a matt r of fact it is
I

allocation mechanism could be

m

formulat ed” to implement the output concept of equality. Th
ti

l‘h

ity.

o3
M""‘

O



ﬂ;_ejn&L4,g formulas are based upon the fecllowing

i. The formula should be simple.

2, The formula should be restricted to the use of
data that are uniform, up-to-date, geographically
detailed, from official zau%;es; accurate, and ;
administratively feasible. 3

3 The formula should produce no incentive e;traneous ;
to the purpose of Titlie I.

4. The formula should permit timely allocations to

assure program continuity and avoid wasteful spending.

2.2 Overall Formula Structure: ;

, 4

The preseant grant detérmination process has :hree major :
divisions., Before concentrating on Part A as the main focus

of this report, Parts B and C are briefly discussed as they
relate to the formula structure.

vt B establishes a program of incentive grants. A

u

complete znalysis of this program* suggests that Part B
1

I

should be dropped from Title I for two maggr reasons: (1) it

promotes general education rather than the objectives of Title I,
and {2) in order to provide an effective fiscal incentive, it f
|
i
"See Appendix B of the previous interim. repart submitted in é
March, 1972. BN o
Q - %60 ;
ERIC |



"needs repu.ar funding, independcent of Title I constraints.
vt 3 contains several defects cof sufficient

seriousness that it cannot, in its present form, fulfill its

more dollars are required per child for compensatory

entration of poverty is higher.

v
=
s
by
i
L
]
r-»l
oy
i
r
O
:I-
g
m

There is no analytical basis with which to determine whether
11

Yoot

this is necessary fo achieve the abjestives of éit;e

riowever, if this concept is acknowledged to be e;senﬁlal a

ﬂ

bonus factor for poverty concentration n be conveniently

r't-

che formula of Part A. The result

unified new formula that would no longer

g
centain the sceparately defined and complex qualification rules
of the present Part C. - Also, the bonus would be proportional

to the degree c¢f poverty concentration, as cpgcsed to the present

all-or-none bonus of Part C. From the practical stand oint

this would greatly Elmp L ify thﬁ admlnlztratlve problems of

Title [ allocation, since it would eliminate the costly data

collection effort now required for Part C.

The foregoing considerations provide the groundwork for

developing a geneial structure for alternative formulas for

-

1. That general structure i$ detailed in the remainder

e

-~
3

L
T—"
17'3!‘

2 T
LN NN B G

of this sec:tion.

o JFor discussion of both the practical and theoretical aspects o
ERIC Part C, See Appendix A.
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raphic region 1s determined

as the product of the number of eligible children,
the cost factor or dollar amount per child, and an optional

factor.*  The sum of all grant entitlements

=ds the funds appropriated by Congress for Title
115 must then be collectively reduced in
the total amount of money to be distributed

tion, Each reduced entitlement is referred

an "allocation." The set of rules specified

L
o
2]
o

nd, 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

iy for the enumeration of poor children.

1

The concentration factor equals the number of eligible children

=

a
divided by the total number of school-age children.

- 38 -
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formula, with the wmajor change being ;

e}
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bou
]
b
3
3
=
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o
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4

The use of the

same. However,

substantial detail alternative

ways of enumerating target children, determining the cost:

factor, and performing the reduction process. :

2 concentration facier; and a reduction procedure (R). These ;
: i

¢lements are components of the formula-that may be varied

independently or in combination. It 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

£
L8

The Eligible Children
it is important to recognize that the children eligible

to be counted for purposes of the Title I allocation need not

be identical to those who ultimately participate in Title I

y
H
14
!
{
i

vrograms, Ideally, the two groups would be -identical. However,

it is a recognized fact that no uniform measure of educationial

disadvantage or deprivation is nationally available. Thus, the

allocation of Title I funds on the basis of economic disadvantage

f

has been accepted as satisfying the intent c¢f the law. Various

0 B P e B s
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are available, some of which ére now used for the Titie I

The choice among scveral types of poverty data is a
crucial part of the selection 0 a new Title I rormula. This

allocations among the states and aﬁ@ﬁg urban, suburban,

There are thrze basic sources of poverty data that are
currently available for the Title I allo Eatlcn These are»the :
iacengial’cegsusj AFDC data, and estimates of the ﬁétienai | f
poverty §D§ulaticg made annually by the Curtent Population ?
Survey [{PS) of the Census Bu*eau 5

Data on chiidren participating in the USDA free lunch é
Program might at some future_ ime be the most useful for §
Titié I, since both pPrograms are directed at the same»ecanémicélly g.
disadvantaged children. 1In the pzst;'sshaai lunch data were §
gét ﬁnifa:m on a ﬁati@nai_basisg a reéeﬂt améndmegt (PL 92-433) 5
5hould correct the problem. 'These data could produce an f
incentive‘éxtrimegus to the purpose of TitieAI; for example, ‘
children could theéretically be added ta!zhé school lunch count %
at séml; COSt to state resources in'exchangé for a possible §
greater gain in the Federally provided Title I grant, B 5

ERIC a0
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the D s school %

elow some specified income
counting poverty i

.as described 1ater.

AFDC data at the state’ "level are @ubilshea monthly by tﬁg :
Social and Rehabilitation S :Vi:é (SRS) of DHEW and the data é
at the county level may be obtained by a survey of state %
welfare agénziez, Such a survey is the current practice. %
In ths SRS publication, the data apply fé all chiidren under é
21 whose families receive AFDC payments, whereas the current 3
Title I gzagram'appliés to children between 5 and 17 (inclusive) %

: The annual CPS estimate iS»CD'fi ed to the national
aggregate of the poverty population under 18; estimates for the
state or county level are not available.

tach of these basic sources of poverty data lacks one of the

uniformity, currency, or geographic detail,

(1]
ot

L]
v
R
i}
£
]
[
+
o
L
o
]
3
L
L

as shown in the following tabulation:

R SRR i

Uniform Current Geographic Detail
Decennial census_ Yes No Yes

AFDC o No : Yes Yes

CPs . Yes , Yes ' _ No

Tne decennial zeasﬁs data are, of course, fixed for 10 years
at 2 time, dlthough significant demagraphi: and ecgnamic changes
take place in that length of time. AFDC qualificati@ﬂ and

o |
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Title I ailocacion) is to enumerate the eligible children by

]

two-stage process: £irst, beginning with "baseline" data and

second, updating them periodically. The decemnial census is

the appropriate source for the baseline, since it possesses all
the desirable attributes except currency The AFDC aﬁd/ar

There ave, then, two mein problems in the enumeration:
(1) the sele ecction of the most appropriate baseline data
from the decennial census, and () devising the. "best" method
oZ updating. This sezcond problem requires a rather detailed

discussion, whicii is given in Appendix B. The remainder of

this section discusses the choice of the baseline and SummaT¢355
f alternative updating methods.*

')

“iﬂ the ﬁIbbEFg al ;atl@n process, the children.enumerated on tHe
; and AFDC data are only 93% of the total eligible
~nild; (&CCo ,"g to the FY73 data). The other children are
theAZSS,Ql? institutional LEA children and the 380,413 SE:
children. These are included in Title I becalse they presumably
ﬂm¥‘ édaga'ianal disadvantages similar %o children in low income
%ut, because many of them live in institutions rather
lies, or live 1n migratory Eam‘ilégg they would not
;r the census data for 1low income families. 1In
of El;g¢ﬂat1V€ enumeration methods in this study,
ﬂna;¢iu'iana; LEA children have been considered a
total ole group under any alternative. Since
ace enumerate ed by an annual survey of the states, they are
t involved in the census data nor in the method by which the
L5US data may be updated. Thus, they are not included in the
sion of alternative enumeration 1ethads alih@ugh

- A _ s __2%

el A mmtsmee s aemdssdad e wmtia mm e Toor




2.3%.,1 Zascint The 1070 census offers several candidates i
AT ;
zions have ;

1970 census

late pevrtinent to this stu dy became avaiiable.) This study has

aatd I C
. e m s Aeen e 4 damed T T TV R DU
L+ilized “he 1970 ceasus ddta to identify the number of children

inclusive, in families below some annual

2
income level representing a poverty threshoid. The poverty

52,000 threshold 3
iocations), (2)

poverty index.

nsky index is a set of poverty income thresholds

iie Grsq;nsky of the Social Security Administration,

Sased on Department of Agriculture cost figures for basic i
nutrition and on several family characteristics®. It was adopted 4
in 1969 as the official Federal definition of poverty oy 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'" |
z’c; . . . ’.,;

For the concepts underlying the Orshansxky poverty data, as well

as for detail, ses Orshansky, M., "Counting the Poor Another

Look at the Poverty Profile,” Social Security QuTlehln, January,

1965, and Current Population Reports, Series p-b0, No. 86,

lished by the Burezu of the Census.
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:sident, Bureau oI the Budget:
Statistical Purposes," Circular No. A-40
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Memorandum No. 9, August 29, 1969.
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methed. All four candidates (by state) are included

allocation
in Appendix B where methods of updating the baseline are :
. g
discussed im detail. {
It is noted here that there is one shortcoming 1nherent i
in both the fixed threshold data and the Orshan ky data. They =
do not represent regional variations in the cost of 11V1ﬁg {except
+hat the Orshansky index differentiates between farm and non- far i
| families). .No interregional cost-of-living index is available |
; for this adjustment.® :
f i
: i
; ‘The Bureau of La tatistics publishes two cost-of-living indexes,;
‘ but-neither is s le for this purpose. The Consumer Price Index ||
measures changes he cost of living over time, but it is not
valid for intery al comparisons. The Bureau also publishes
a Geographicai C ravive Index, but it applies only to urban
familiecs with 53 ad character;sti:si The Bureau cautions
o that these iadex e not designed for appraisal cof the economic
| []{U:‘. condition of pop Lo groups.
; - o : - 44 -
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an area, and these two movements may not balance

cach other. As time passes, children who were infants or

unborn in the census year enter the school age population,
while the older children beceme adults, and these two changes
mavy not tbalance. Further, the economic condition of a

community can change for better or worse.

The other reason for updating is inflation. 'The income
level ropresenting soverty threshold in one year is too low
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jﬁ>th55§ two measurcs arc consistent, the actual numbers of
children are different. This is referred to us a scale diffc
and before numbers from these two measures could be meaningfu
added, onc measure would have to be scaled 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 acn51st5.
of a fixed 1960 census component of § million zhlldren plus
a changing component of chlldren in fam;l;gs r2231V1ng over
$Z,DOD-per_yeaf from AFDC payments. The ch&? plat7repre%ent-
the nuﬁbéf cf children under 21 years old in’ famllles rece ivi

'éﬁy amgﬁnt of AFDC money . It is obvious that AFDG data measu'

'”-éamethlng dlfierent from what 15 measured by the CPS Drshansk}

"data, since th31r trénds-are 1n DPPD51tE dilECtlﬂnS. Presumat

: th1s 1nd1:at&5 that AFDC prégrams are ccvering an 1ncreasing

;'Pér“'ﬁ éf.thé‘@TéhéﬁgEy



(as in the present Title 1 allocation process), it is imperative
that the actual numbers of children be correct. | |

The AFDC data provide distributional information, i.e.,
a measurc of poverty for cach county (althaﬁgh, as mentioned
carlier, this measure is not uniformly applied throughout
the nation). The annual CPS estimate is not distributional
since it is strictly a national total. However, the CPS
provides data in the same scale as the decennial census data,
i.e., Orshansky énd $3,000 data. The AFDC data, on the other
hand, are out of scale with the census data. In fact, the |
coverage ratio jusL defined is the factor that relates the
census scale to the AFDC scale, and the caverage ‘differs
‘from state to state. These observations can be summarized

as follows:

Distributional Census Scale
AFDC . Yes No .
CPS No Yes

This suggests that.the AFDC data can be empl@yéd to indiéate
distributional éhaﬁges in poverty from year to year and that
the CPS data can be used to adjust the enumeration to the
proper scale. The dlstrlbutlanal adjustment represents the
éhanging géggraphlc patte1n of poverty, ‘while the scale
adjustméﬁt :eflects 1n11at;an (among other things).’ In

the case of Orshansky data, inflation isﬂrepresented by

an annual adjustment of the various family 1ncame levels

(for various famlly CDmeSltlQﬂS) acccrdlng t@ the ConsumET




Price Index. In the case of the $3,000 data, data for
diff@?&ﬁt years are expressed as constant dollars (e.g., the
buying power equivalent to a dollar in 1971), ‘again by

means of thé Consumer Price Index.

Two ways of using AFDC data for updating the distributional
aspect of the enumeration héve'been :Dnsideréd in this study: |
the mcthod prescntly used in Title I and an alternative
method. For reasons detailed in Appendix B, the present
method does not make the best use of the data. Briefly,
this is because it ad&s together AFDC and census data that
are out of séale with each other, and because the AFDC data
are not uniform from state to state due £D different coverages
in different states. The nonuniformity islaggravgted 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,
‘on the assumption that the change in the Title I eligible
population is proportional to the cﬁange in the AFDC data.

Thus the upﬁated enumeration equals the original census énumeratianf
times the ratio of the most reecent AFDC-count to the AFDC

count in the census year.* 0

. - - ' -
Another approach to the alternative méthod is to employ an
additive updating factor, on the assumption that the difference
in theTitle I eligible population tor two years is equal to
the difference in the corresponding AFDC data when adjusted in
scale by the coverage ratio of the respective state.

R0l s et s

-The mathematical equivalence of these two alternat;ve appraa;hes
is shown in Apperidix B. )
It is pa§51bl“ that still other valid methads can be developed

" to use the available data for updatlng the enumeration. Some.
methods may result in smoother annual transitions for particular

g S

_states than do other methods. -Such furtherralternatlve methads f



This mecthod relies on the assumption that the coverage
ratio (which the graph shows to bec increasing for the nation
as é wﬁcle)_incrcases proportionately in all states. This is
the weakest link in the rationalc of the alternative, éné
there is no way to measurc the coverage ratio for a Staté
after the census year since the Orshansky and $3,000 data
If such gstimétes were availabie 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‘aiternative
is the introduction of values that are 24-month aﬁerages.

To eliminate seasonal variations, data recorded over the éoufse
of the ycar are used, and the use of two years tends to
smooth out year-to-year fluctuations.

A seisnd‘impr@vementgstems from the fact that the AFDC
data used'in the alternative do n@t'includé that portion
relating to uncmployed parenté. The unemployed-parent campaﬁent
is optional with the states, and about half ot tﬁé states
participate in it. Thus one source of interstate nonuniformity
is removed EY the exclusion of this cémp@nent of the daia.

After the distributidnalfupdating adjustment is accomplished
by means of the multiplicative factor, thé actual number of
children indicaéed is wrong. For example, the total number

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

B SR E AN A CEA e s e



number is 8,383,602.% Therefore, the adjusted number of children
for ecach county is multiplied by the ratio of 8,383,602 to
10,533,295, This adjusts the scale without affecting’the
distribution, and this 1is rgferred*ta as normalizing the

data according to the CPS estimate? ?

As the previous paragraph indicates, the updating is appliea
to cach Eaunty's'enumefaticni‘ In this study the distributivé
adjustment was actually=applie& at the.state level; that is,

a multiplicative adjustment factor based on statewide AFDé
data was applied to ali counties in the statéi FOTr purposes
of analysis it was unnecessary to compute the distributive
adjustment;factar {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 tountyelevéi déta
for the-adjustment.

The practicability of obtaining such data at the county
level is an important consideration, The only county AFLC
data available from DHEW are for February ot each year, and
these data are available only in p:iﬁted form. Daﬁa for the

other months are available only as state_totals. In order

- T . . )

. 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. '

- 64 <
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to create a new survey of the states. (The prescent Titie I
survey collects only one month's daté for cach ycar, and thasei
data arc only for families recceiving more than éZ,DDD per year
from AFDC.) In the first year, the 3,113 counties' data for
48 months would be required (24 months répréscntlng the base
year plus thc 24 most recent mcnths avallable nat;DBW1de)

This would result in about 150,000 items of data--clearly

a large data prcéessiﬁg job for the states and the Federal
government. Even if the county-level a&justmeni factors were
recalculated only in every second year, a édemonth datg span
would require that data be collected for every year. -If

the factors were recalculated in every fourth year, data

for only two ycars out of cvery {our would be required.

In ovrder to canstruét specific enumeration alternatives,
several representative combinations of .baseline data and
updating methods have been assembled. Eaéh baseline candidate,
as well as each updating method, is used at least once. |

The first enumeration, called Kq» consists of 1960
census data for the §$2,000 level, updated by'adding the AFDC
data above the §2,000 threshold. This is aétually the
rresent Title I enumeration.  The seéond enumeration, K,,
is identical except that 1970 census data are used. Enumeration
K. is 1like Kz except that the §$3, DDD threshold is used Cfar
ot :

th the census and the AFDC data) ‘Kd CDHSIStS‘Gf 1970

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

multiplicative AFDC factor, and normalized to the CPS




alternative method, i.e., the distributional aspcct 1s 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, sec.Table 2.3.1.

Table 2.3.1

Definition of Alternative Enumerations

o L b T A B s s

~_Updating Process

Enumeration | - —
Designation Baseline Data . Distributional : Scale

Kl 1960 Census ‘Data, AFDC. Data, Families
Families Below $2,000 Receiving more than
Income Level $2,000 ’

K, 1970 Census Data, AFDC Data, Families | i
Families Below $2,000 Recciving more than i
Income Level $2,000

1970 Census Data, AFDC Data, Families , :
Families Below $3,000 Receiving more than i
Income Level "$3,000 o _ j

1970 Census Data, AFDC Data, _ CPS Estim:
Families Below §3,000 ~ Multiplicative © For §3,00¢
Income Level Factor h - Level

197@ Census Data, _ AFDC Data, CPS Estim¢
Orshansky Poverty Multiplicative For Orshaj
. Level ' - Factor Poverty L¢

i
t

The number of children, by state, for each of these enumerations!

isegiven in Table 2:3.2.

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
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Alabana
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Californic
Celorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georpia
Hawaii

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Towa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska °
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexi:-a
New Yorl
North Curolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

" Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming,

Dist. of Columbia 54,494

Table 2.3,2

Number of Eligible Children in FY73:
Five Alternative Enumerations

K

243,596
9,519
56,475
148,158
767,565
70,876

67,847 .

13,133
168,005
285,784

22,754

18,827
417,910
127,501
100,863

63,274
225,893
219,868

38,129

113,123
165,739
318,818
122,434
254,903
162,311
19,681
50,242
5,665
12,630
230,722

51,529

766,028
562,152
28,496
289,084
115,151
50,259

422,339

. 30,391
211,199
37,249
220,048
477,550
26,738
13,533
217,986
© 86,544
i20,959
105,137
7,621

8,216,712

K,
97,058
8085
46952
52,247
775406
62,662
69342
11,267
126,165
1397134
21151
13.967
374,181
92951
51,535
45,144
101,114
133578
20788
102,527
160,555
277819
77,039
98695
96,315
13757
31,656
6,391
11,236
228,610
41,917
760534
138,280
130515
241899
67688
45909
343985
27113

76,405 .

17,300
81,832

271,965-

24,696
9,814
117,921
83,194
50,037
81,270
5,527

5,915,025

52,721

Ky

151,759
10,144
49,409
86,114

715,253
59,673
70,449
10,144

165,787

155,733
21,049
16,416

354,400
81,573
54,102
46,132

125,399

179,749
22,493
93,035

155,371

277,079
85,084

152,715

102,058
16,405
32,745

6,855
12,145

222,657
43,7063

746,328

168,451
16,191

213,434

.. 75,233
48,359
342,037
25,890
111,313
21,918
133,221

327,728
26,000
10,429

137,710
80,581

60,558
§8,688

5,656

56,371
6,268,776

K4
142,851
6,669
46,527

96,691
342,112
43,207
32,622
9,463
176,582
176,474
10,982
12,158
189,065
95,742
35,918
33,888
103,266
163,370
19,860
68,845

64,322-

160,346
54,106
147,836
102,853
15,176
25,612
6,394
10,112
95,950
38,082
271,103
165,116
12,240
176,045
59,815
31,831
175,197
13,063
136,378

17,254

140,280
424,595
15,420
5,530

132,258

44,331

49,914

59,531
5,332

27,014 -

4,489,323

Kg
260,764
13,031
86,326
177.311
626,408
79101
55566
18,694
330,585
338,078
20,956
24441
356.910
180, 212
69,549
67,069
182,017
287,654
44516
122813
119,511
285,284
105.824
257,860
190,222
27921
47,142
11)047
119,894
176,518
71,357
496644
314,927
26421
300,742
112,264
55,707
337,856
23,493
258.59]
320827
262,774
864,324
29406
13,066
258,019
79.377
89568
111,548
10,090 .
50685

- 8,383,602
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presently used in Title I. The weakest part of this method
is its reliance on the assumption that the AFDC coverage
ratio changes in the same proportion in all states. Since the
coverage itself differs among the states, any assumption .
regérdiﬂg the rate at which the coverage changes in suspect.

This reveals a crucial need for more satisfactory data.
Such data might in future ycars be available from the school
1unch program. Another potential source is the CPS itself.
In order for the CPS to produce valid poverty estimates at the
state level, ité sampling base would have to be expanded.
The cost of daing-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 ﬁhe

interstate distribution of eligible children.

2.4 The Cost Eac£crx

‘The g@st;factcr is the dollars auth@fized per child, Tepresenti£
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. . i

L
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Concentration Ratios of Voverty Children

Extrcue County Values* , ' §




Lack of information, and hence the absenéé of knowledge
on the cost of compensatory education, does not mean that
compensatory education is unnecessary for the educationally
disadfantaged children. The lack of data indicates either
that information regarding compensatory education is not
well known as yet or that there still exists a Consigérable
uncertainty about the nature of the correct methods of
‘ccmpensat@ry educaticng The mefhois méy range from
restructuriﬁg the entire educational system (e.g., requiriﬁg
the complete equality of APPEs) to providing intensive special
instruction on aﬁlindividual.basigﬁ In any case, programs |
associatéd;with.Title I have mainly been providing supplemental
education within the existing educati@nal 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 Qcmpénsatoiy education.
Given that the cost factor is to be vicwed as the
necessary expense for compensatory edu:aéian ﬁer pupii;
there still remains the major question of es%imating‘its
value. One alternative is to ignore the cost faétgr ana
divide the appropriation sf%ﬁctl& in proportion to the
number of educationally disadvantaged ;hildrgn. ‘This

Simple method is based on the assﬁmptien'that all eligible

TR —

children shall receive equal services. Unfortunately, a

cad e

dollar does not buy the same educational serviéer e.g.,

4

s
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tcacher's time, across the nation. If the provision of
equal cducational scrvice is to be the goal, a morec sensible
allocation method might be to apportion the moncy based on
general educational expenses--more specifically, average per
pupil expenditure (APPL). The use of APPE provides the
perspective ﬁezeésary:ta develop the most appropriate cost
factor.

The efficacy of the APPE valucs, however, depends on
how they are uscd. The APPE valucs contain at least two typés
of biases: quantity and quality of educational services
delivered t@-the students. The quantity a5peét 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 A?PES, howeﬁer, are more
~difficult té e%aiuate although the high correlation between
a region's income and APPE would agﬁear to underscore the
generalrbelief that wealthier areas provide better quality
'éducaticpiA It d@és not appear possible, h@wevér, to remove
qualitative biases in the APPE vaLﬁesi

The APPE values for 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 éhanges

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

RS At o e



Table 2.4.1
Average Per Pupil Expenditure for
Flementary apg Sccondary Schools by State

(1) (2) (3)
"1963-64 School Year 1970-71 School Year Percentage
(Used in FY66 (Apply to FY73 Change of
Title 1 Allocations) Title | Allocations) {2) over (1)

Alzbama $285.62 $§ 529.38 . B85.34%
Aliska 674.26 : 1452.28 115,39
AT zona 466,10 745.96 60.04
Arkansas - 305.08 ' : 518,64 70.00
Caiifornia . 505.34 _ 855,44 69,28
Coloraldo 477.80 812.60 70.04
Connecticut 508.12 1009.45 98.67
Delavare 532.26 996,472 87.21
Flerida 385.58 781.36 102.65
Gecrgia 311.46 644.72 . 107,00
Hawaii 422.40 983,74 132.89
Idaho 347,36 610.16 ' 75.66
Ililinois '531.38 992,62 86.80
Indiana 460.02 : 783.42 . 70,30
Iowa 460.26 : . 864.84 - 87.90
Kansas 468.90 787.22 67.89
Kentucky 311.34 571.88 . 83.68
Louisiana 381.00 716.30 . 88.01
Maine ) 379.90 709.60 ’ 86.79
Maryland 483.06 oo 985,52 - 104.02
Massachusetts 517.82 . 894.22 72.69
Michigan 476.68 - " - 972.08 - 103,93
Minnesota 551.50 ' 1005.92 82.40
Mississippi 242.40 ' 469.60 93.732
Missourji 437,62 722,12 65.01
Montana 487.60 801.60 64.40
Nebraska _ 400.88 _ 807.28 - 101,38
Nevada 486.54 788.18 62.00
New Hampshire 415,88 770.92 85,37
New Jersey . 575.58 1135.2¢6 - . 97.24
New Mexico 468,36 689,08 47 .13
New York 731.28 1487.34 103,34
North Carolina . " 323.48 611,72 © 89.11
North Dakota - . 415.58 ) " 685,34 64,91
Ohia _ 441.86 ) 762,84 - 72.64
Oklahoma 362.58 : 623,72 72.02
Oregon _ 545.60 957.12 75.43
Pennsylvania 474.78 - 909,56 91.56
Rhode Island 502,12 951.86 89.57
South Carolina 265.96 571,12 : 114.74
South Dakota - . 431,34, : . 719.04 66.70
Tennessee 292.72 ' 552,80 88.85
- Texas : 389.98 667.80 71.24
Utan 417,22 - 664,18 - 59.19
Vernmont 449:30 ’ ©797.14 : 77.42

Virginia 358.20 738.56 106.19
Washington \ 501.86 : r 893,96 ' 78,13
West Virginia : 319.12 ‘ 644,10 101.384
Wisconsin 524.30 950, 56 ' 81.31
Wyoming ' 514.92 882.00 71.29
‘Dist. of Columbia .. 518.64 "1116,94 llSiSS

National Average 460.32 859,88 86 80

Source; Data compi qu from thevSEAs by~the National Centawr £
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jntgrsL;tu=dif£trcn¢Q5:have persisted over the yecars.

In the 1963-064 school year, for exam?lc, the highest value
{(New York) was fhrcé times greater than the lowest value
(M1f'i351ppg) and the same difference was maintained during

the 1970§71 school year. 1f anything, the gap has widened

.

slightly as New York's APPE increased idStET than Mississippi'
The interstate differences in APPE values are much
grcater than Lhe dlff@IEHEESrln cost of living. Although
the data arc not strlct]y csmparabLe the ”minimum” budget
regional cost Qf living for a 1Du1 -person family as estimated
by the Burcau of Labor Statistics for 1971* shows the New
York City minimum budget to be higher than that of Atlanta
by 12 percent. On the other hand, the APPE of New York State
is higher than that of Georgia by 131 percent. A less extrene
example 1s the difference between Maryland and Louisiana:
“Baltimore minimum budget is higher than that of Baton Rouge
by 14 percent while the APPE @f Maryland is higher than that
of Louisiana by 38 pefzéntf
The state APPLs, however, are mislcading numbgr% since,
strictly speaking, APPES should be defined with respect to-
LEAs. It turns out that the APPEs f@r-iﬁd1v1duai LtAs shéw
abcut the same de:ree of dlffergncc W1th1n a single state
as amang the states Table 2.4.2 shows the five hlghest and

the five lowest APPE values for’ selected states: ,Délawareg

Autumn 1971 Urban Family Budgets and Geographical Camparatlve
Burcau of LdbDf Statistics, U.S. Department Qf Labor, Aplzl 19
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Illincis, Maryland,AMisgissippi;‘andvPcnnSylvaﬂiag The
average of the five highest to the five 1cwe5t.values within
each state show ratios of 1.46, 3.33, 1;26,:2i19; and 2.26,
rcspcétivciya _'A »

In gencral, the larger the si?es of LEAs relative to tﬁe
sizes of c@unt;es’within,a statc, the smaller the dispéritiés
among the highest and thé'iower’APPErvélugsg Thus,_the
différencerbefween théihighest and the_lﬁwést values, is
smallef for Marylanﬂ thén I1linois and PénnSylvaﬂia: the
LEAs are coterminous with théfccuﬁtiesbin Maryland (24),
whereas the LEAs are highly fragmented in Illinois and
Pennsylvania (1,175 and 597 fé?péCtiVéiY].'xAt thePche;
extremé is Hawaii which has‘énly oﬁé LEAVthét encompésses
the entire state. | | | |

Unadjusted usec of the APPE values), thercférei results
in giving ﬁgrg:mancy to riéhef téunties whose ﬁqeds méy be
fsmiller thaﬁ pégrcr counties. Dging‘savmay amount to
accepting the prevaiiingvbiases in resource paﬁierns which
S may bé onc lmportant cause Df'éducati@nélrdisadvantage |
among the poor. It should bgvadmittedrnev&rtheleés thét,
althgugh the Existence of qualitative biascs in APPE falues
isuapparcnt, there apptars to be no satisfactory way tG |

remove such biases objectively,




The disparities in the APPE values among all the LEAs
are considerable, much more sc than among the state APPE
values that are the basis of the cost factor in the 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 strict adherence to the c§néept of
APPE value in estimating the cost factor is not maintained.
Furthermore, two adjustments are made on the APPE values .
before being in:ofparated.iﬁto.thg @rescnt,grint allocation
iorﬁuia; The net ctfect 6flﬁcth is to reduce the presently
exiéting aisﬁaritieslaﬁong the APPE values.

The first adjustment is assigning the national afarage
per pupil expenditure (NAPPE) whenever a state's value is

less than the NAPPE. This may be;viéwed as a halfiway measure

of interstate cost equalization. The second adjustment is less

apparent, although its equalizing effects can be greater than
those of the first type_- it-is-the'uée'of a étaté“average
per pupil Exﬁendiﬁure (SAPPE) rather than individual APPEs

of respective LEAs. -Since variations of,AP?Es amang the

'LEAs in many -states are as great as the variation of state’

AP?ES, the second form of APPE adjustment amounts to an
intraistatavequalizétien of the_&ésts of educatiang

1t may be concluded, then, that the ‘use of APPE values
in the present allocation formula is not eﬁtirely consistent
with therassumppién Dfxﬁrapcrtignéi costs Eetweeh réguiar'ahd'

compensatory education. ‘In fact, the offect may be viewed

IR ) i g gL R bt L W
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as meC nearly consistent with th; dagumptlgn of Equal cost
of compens atuzy education for all dl;ddVdntded children.
During the- ]Q7D 71 Schacl year, iorvcxamplej the number of
states above the NAPPL was 19, less than half the states.

The natural extension of the argumcni lcads to the usc

‘of one uniform cost of compensatory cducatlcn in the ailacatlan

iazmulg. This would amount to Cltﬁﬂdlﬁg the cost averaging
adjustment, which presently'applies within a state,rtp apply
améﬁg the statés-as well, | | |

The actual merits of the assﬁmpticn of a uniform cost
from the educational.standpoint cannot be resolved here.
Ngvertheléss, it is pcgsibie to pursuc the logical implications
of such cost factors. A'caveat must be Stated that alfhaugh
are ngt cntlrely dev01d'0£vemp1r1¢al maan;ﬁgg no-SLgn;flcanée
should be attééhed>tc the specific numberé béyéidftheir
use for illustration.

For a unifarﬁ cost factor, $300 per pupil is used. (Agaiﬁ;
no special éignifitan:e should Eevattaahed.ta the $300 value
which is 35 percent less than one-half éEuNAPPE of the 1970-71
school ycar.) The $300 may be assumed to can51st of two- éaftsg
$250 for teacher zcsL and $50 fcr supplies suzh as books and
penc;lsi Itrwlll be assumecd that the overhead costs such as

the costs of building and transportation are zero since

‘C@mpensatary education of Title I CQnElStS malnly of prcgrams

: Eupplcmenial to thc 1Cpuldl curriculum,

e e T ot S it
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The tcacher cost component can be rclated to per pupil
cost in the following cquation:- :

Teacher's « [leacher-pupil) Proportion of i
[ salary per |~ [ratio " [ pupil's school §
year : time given to

,Title I program

Per pupil.
cost

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 cquation that must hold true when appropriate

o 5 oA 5 WL B 1 R 28

values of per pupil cost, on the left side, and annual o ‘é
teacher's salary, on the right side, are spééified; the
adjustments must be made to the teacher-pupil ratio and the

_proportion of pupil's time in order to maintain the equality

i between the two ditferent dollar amounts.
For ease of subééqﬁént discussion, the items of the equation

‘will be simplified as

.
A
]
i
2

(Teacher's Salary) X CTeschersﬁupilJratig) x CPQpil'S

(Cost)
: time) . 4

The national average teacher's salary of all teachers in

e ol b

pub1i¢15§hDD15 in 1971-72 was estimated to be $9,690.%

For ease of illustration, the average teacher's salary is set

at $10,000 per year. Since per pupil cost is assumed ‘to be ;

A T . o N . e
Rankings of the States, 1972, National Education Association, :
Washington, D. C., 1972. Table 41, p. 25 _ H
It is possible that average tcacher's salary is not the right

“datum since salaries of educational specialists would be more

Q - expensive, while salaries of tcacher aids would beé less

FRIC . expensive.
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$250, 40 pupils can be assigned to one teacher. The Title I
programs arc unlikely to be {full time programs; hence,  three
.combinational pDSSlblllthS between the teacher pup;l ratio

and pupil's time can be listed as follows.

Teacher-pupil ratio Pup 11's time

A S 1710 © 1/4 (quarter time)

B . 1/20 1/2 (half time)

c. 1/40 1 (full time)
Given the fixed amounts of per pupil cost and teacher's : B
salary, only.one of the possible combinations can be chosen.

For each ccmbiﬁatién, improving the teacher-pupil ratio must entail

i

. a reduction in child's participation time. In the case of A, for
cxample, it the téécher—pupil ratio is to improve to 1/5,
the pupii's,timé'must be reduced to 1/8 or one-eighth of

his school time. It is instructive to view the teacher-pupil

ratio as a qualitative, and the pupil's time as a quantitative,

aspect of the compensatory educatlgn pragram. 'Theh, it is’

o i 1 Dl s Z ettt e e e

clcal that, if the dvallablc budget is £1xed quality and
quantity are inversely related

The discussion of fixed cost in térmé of a'simple accounting
relation should be interpreted carefully. First, the equation
-is not meant to be an empirical cost equation; iﬁ-is used:
as a convenient éxplanatcry devicc'relating the 1lngical
implications of a fixed c@st'fa;tar, It does not consider

o  for example, the possible mix of tecachers and teaching machines,




althotgh the cost of using the machines can be translated to

teacher cost. Second, the cquation may be used to calculate

roughly the minimum nccc,§a1y cost of compensa tory cducatlan :
since tho teacher's service is ncces&ary for the purpose. Thlrd §
a schcol or an LEA can control the teacheripupil ratig énd1pupi1‘5

time; ige{,'ﬁhé quality and quantity of éémpénsatOTy educatiqn %
arc controllable if ' averagc” teachers are prOV1ded to the =§

schools. It is clear that the teacher' 5 salary, or the ch01cc
of tecachers, becomes thé crucial part of the equation; h@wever,

schools or LEAs cannot have much control over them.. That is,

teazher's,salary is a given datum to LEAs.
If actual averages for teacher's salary are used in the
above éﬁuatioﬁ, LEAs with a high averaga for teacher's salary

must sacrifice c1ther quallty or quantity of compgnsatory

cdu:ation-if,the fixed cost per pupil.is to be maintained_

An alternative is to assign a natzanally unlform teacher pup;L

ratio and pupl] s time and let per pupil cost vary. Such an

e

altcrnatlve is subgcct tc the sane CTltlElsm as that Gf the
use of unddjustcd APPL values namgiy, qualltative differences f
arc not removed. Another alternative isvtc simply specify a. s
uniform value for tea;ﬁer's salary'ané justity such a choice

on the basis'that éveryrchild'shaﬁld receive the same Qualiﬁy

of compénsatcry education. It can be seen that a chcice'far
teacher's salary cannot be based on empirical information
available. It'caﬁ; at,best; be based on some ethical

principles such as fairness. Finally, the analysis with the




cost cquation does nut invalidate the consideration of APPE

or teacher's salary in cstimating the cost factor. The main-

question still remains how to rclate then.

An@tﬁer ﬁassible‘equalizaticn’meth@d, besidés a uniform
cost factor, would-be to assume the costs of éémpensatory.
educatian to be invefSQZY related to APPEs, i.e., providing
more moncy per puﬁil where the expenditures fcrrregular
education are lower anﬁ;'zanversely, less m@néy PET pppil
where the exPenditﬁres are higher, A possiblé meéis of
wherc the canccntratlon of eligible children is hlgh
since such a concentration ratio and APPE sth a hlgh inverse
relaticnship ~ The 1dea underlylng such an adJustment has
alrcady been 1ncarparated in the present 1Lilc I Ell@C&thn‘
formula whereby LEAs with a hlgh Ccncentratlon of pQVETty
children are ass;gned addltlonal granta Cpart C of the
present formulb)

The rationale fér ‘such an adjustment is ?réSumabiy,baéeﬁ
on the fact that it costs more to aCh1€VE a partlcular goal
of compensatory educatlon when an LEA has a high proportion

of poverty Chlldrén The per pupil cost would be higher

"becausc;a child's educational disadvantage is icmpeunded

by an ‘impoverished school environment. It is argued by
many. educators that peer group 1n£luenge 15 cruclal in a
child's cducation process If the peer lnfluence is

UﬂSdtl fdgtory becaus; of the high conccntratzcn af poverty

S AT e o o e
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children, it may be argued that children in such an environment
need more cducational resources to overcome the compound

educational disadvantage. Moreover, high Eoncéntraticns

the LEA level.

What is the relative difference in concentration ratios

_éf poverty children? Table 2.4.3 compares concentration ratios

among the states as well as the counties, -Ideally, pcverty‘
cgnééntratian Tatiés should be compaied at the indlvidual v
school level, but the: necessary data are not Ieadlly avallable
even at the LEA level The state and county EOEPETlSOnS
nevertheless shauld be 111um1nat1ng 7

As Table 2.4,3 shows, the proportion of pgveiﬁy children
in a geographical arealvarigs'gréatly both améng.thé statés
and within individual :tatés, The first ~column. ﬁampares the
paveriy zcncentratlon ratlo (percent of Orshansky paverty
chlldren between ages 5 and 17) for ‘the states uslngrthe
1970 cEnSus data. Although the national averagc value of

concentratlan is 14.81 percent ‘the state average values

range from a low of 7. 65 percent for Connecticut and New

Hampsnlre to a hlgh of 40.51 percent fcr'MissiSSippi; In-

the ;gse of Ml551551pp1, ngarly half the school ége children
belong to the pQVéfty;ElSSS;V As can ﬁe observed, the scﬁ;hern
States as a group belong ‘to the higher concentration ratio
category. |

it
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Concentration Ratios of Poverty Children

Extrewe County Values?*

Averace - Lowest Highest

Alabama ' 28.76% 15.47 % 72.35%
Alaska 14.24 N.A. ~ N.A.
Arizona : . 17.52 10.85 56,10
Arkansas ' 30. 66 12.85 " 58.52
California , : 12.42 6.05 25.02
Colorado ' 12.42 0 . 53,12
Connécticut : 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 ’ 12.01
Idaho 12.48 3.30 27.58
Illinois . 10.82 2.40 52.13
Indiana 9.14 3.97 . 19.67
: : Towa : 9.95 ' 5.18 24,70
S . Kansas ' 11.79 2.34 25,24
"~ -Kentucky ' 24,53 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
Michipan - 9.30 4,80 35.53
.- Minncsota 9,35 - '3.87 30.98
T Mississippi 40.51 14.77 ©76.37
Missouri . 14.63 7.25 52,24
Montana . : 13.07 0 34,28
Nebrdska ' 12.02 0 43 .43
‘New Hampshire 7.65 6. g 11,90
3
1

New Jersey . 9.06 . - 16.30
New Mexico 26.15 .39 52,15
New York : 12.49 3.8 27.85
North Carolina : 22.96 8.96 ..55.30
Dakec A 15.71 ©7.47 43,57
Ohio o 9.86 - 3.95. . 33.56
‘Oklahoma 19.30 "7.46 52.56
Oregén - 10.58 5.03° - 19.56
Pennsylvania ) 10.74 5.79 . 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 : ;
Tennessee : 24,11 12.40 '73.53 ‘ f
Texas 21,34 2.42 70.87 : , B

Utah ; C-10.45 0 0 2.47 41.14 §
Vermont = - . 11.14 7.30 §22.61 : §
Virginia - 17.62 3.44 51.47 : i
Washingten 9.65 : 6.32 22.61

West Virginia 23.77 7.05 47.58

Wisconsin 8,73 . 4,29 43.86 :
Wyoming ‘ 11.63 ' 4.68 . 18.65. ' R
Dist. of Columbia 22,41 N.A. N.A. : L

National Average -14.81
* County values arc not available for Alaska and the District

of Columbia, In this study Alaska was treated as a.single
_..county, : ,
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The next two columns show the 1@Wésﬁ and highest ratios é
among Lhc counties in cach state. As to be expccted, éven §
‘&rcd121 dl%pdlltj?% of povclty CGHECﬂtTdhlcﬂ EXL%t at the g
county level. Tt should hL noted that thc lowest values .for f
vé@mc states such as Alabama and MissisSippi arc greater
than the highest valucs Q} other sﬁates like Connecticut and
New Hampshire. Since LEAs are smaller éndgés a Ttule more
ECDandelly thQgen cous than counties, thé_p@verty concentration
ratigs'can be presumed to show even greate} disparities at :
thclLEA lcvel. " The second aﬁd the third.calumn ratios ﬁay é
be viewed as a gross picture of economic disparities existing E
among the LEAs. In view of such a large disparity, the ‘ E

~need for some form of cost adjustment to the high Cgﬁcentrafiaﬂ ;
areas appear'éneccssary |

An@the1 way of 1@@k:ng at thev dlsparlty of, the ccncéntratlcu
ratios is comparing the values for some SPEQlflC county

characteristics. One. such display is the CDEpITlSDn in

tgrms of city-suburban-rural :auntles as shawn in Table 2.4.4.

'It is seen in the table that the large cities have unlformly ' g
high gancentratlcn ratlcs, the suburbs have low ratigs,_aﬁd %v
the rural countiecs are ganerally hlgh, but with extreme ,é
variability. In spite of the recagnlzed P;Dﬂcmlt dlfflCultlaS 5

3

of the large cities, the truly high c@ncentratlans ‘of poverty.

are found in the rural areas.
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Table 2.4.4

Concentration of Poverty Children
in Forty-eight Selected Counties*

Conc. . » - -Conc,
City ‘ Ratio ; Rural _ Ratio

New York City, NY - 20.44% Allegany, NY 5.96 :
Bronx, NY (27.85) Columbia, NY 10,40 ;
Kings, NY : (23.88) - - Cortland, NY 10.08
New York, NY (25.36) Crawford, PA 11.84
Qucens, NY (8.17) Greene, PA 21.22
Richmond, NY (5.81) - ‘ ' Wayne, PA ‘ 10.99

Philadelphia, PA 19.13 Garrett, MD 26.78

Baltimotre (city), MD 24.39 Calvert, MD 24.09

- Richmond, VA 23.87 Caroline, MD - 22.96
Denver, CO . - 15.48 - Aygusta, VA 15,79
Orleans, LA 34.71 Greene, VA 22.38
St. Louis (city), MO 26.27 Halifax, VA _ 39.42
San Francisco, CA 16.94 Conejos, CO + 43,53

o ' ' - Prowers, CO 27.45

- o .- Logan, CO 11.14
Suburb . : - - Bast Carroll, LA  66.19
I : DeSoto, 'LA 50.13

Westchester, NY S5 Poniscol, MO 45.80
Nassau, NY 3.81 AT T .

MO T () e ; i Camden, MO _ 27.27
Montgomery, PA 3.79 ; Adair. MO -~ , 1441
Bucks, PA". .55 caLt, T
Montgomery, MD .89 . Humboldt, CA 11.46
ponbomery, S ey Merced, CA . 19.84

- Baltimore, MD .51 " Yuba. CA 18.02
Henrico, VA - .93 ] IR : o
Fairfax, VA .77 '

Jefferson, CO .12

Arapahoe, CO : .67

- Jefferson, LA 11,51
St. Bernard, LA .93
St. Louis, MO .68 _ , , ,
Jefferson, MO L 01 ; : : S !
Marin, CA .33 _ !
San Mateo, CA .61 - '

e e oo, ot o L T S TR e r Lt Bt et D Sttt i 20
B e T T S e e R R

L

e S

OSSR ——

RGN R T T P T

A g e i - ‘,.__,,..h.,,.,,

*In each state, one county was chosen that was also a
large city (the five boroughs of New York City were
treated as a single county), then two suburban counties

- of large cities were chosen, and finally three rural
countiecs were chosen. ' : :

o Source: 1970 census of population.
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If the diverse effccts of high poverty concentration

on cducational disadvantage are to be acknowledged, the question

M

till remains as to what concrete Lorm cost adjustments V, J
should takei' (It sh@uldrbc gtresscd that the’?ecesiity

for such an adjustment is not an established fact;_hence%
the ftlﬂtianship:béthEﬂ ﬁhe cost of CDmpcnSatory edugation

and the poverty concentration cannot be formulated in terms

of any écgéptcd basis.) One ready salutiéﬁ would be to

bl WA W o B PRI 8 2

~raise the per pupil cost. For example any one of the
three items on the right hand Slde of ‘the cost equation

discussed earllcr in this sec

ﬂ

tion, may he manipulated

‘E&:
‘g
=4
¥
j
o

singly or in combination. Thus, better teachers may be

provided, lower pupil-teacher ratios may be épazifiéd

or morc pupil time may be assigned under compensatory

education. The net effect ot these possible adjustments

is to raise'fhe per pupi1'C0§t-faQtDE, but the exact form

of suzh adju nts cannat be prescrlbed w1th presently

available iﬂfOfEa;;Dﬁ{'

Athough many pQ§51b1111135 of adgustment can be entertalned
the relationship adopted in this study is a Slmple one of

assuming some flxed w31ght=f@r concentration Tatiosgrjie., each
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Cits c@ncentraLlon ratio. Because of the absence of knawledge

of this subject, the weight'af the concentratlaﬂ factor 7 A i
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vig-a-vis the cost of compensatory education muzt be a highly
qthQLt1VC choice.* Al%é the effect'@f:the Egnicntratiﬁn
ratio on cost is not 4pp11gd at the state level because

the averaging among the CDUHth; would dllUtE the zanientratlan :

o

effect. Ncsdl@ss to say, it would be desirable to pply

the ccncept'ﬁt the:LEA ié€51‘

In summary, duc ta*the*abs&nce of information on the actual

sts of zcmpenqatary educatlan,_three'braad é@nfigufatians :

H

of cost af compensatory QﬂUEdLlEﬂ may h? assumed in- cﬂmpirlng

the césts among arcal units, Fh&se are; Cl) pgsblvely
Telated to the costs of regular adu;atian; CZ) uniform
throughout the ndtan, and (3) negatively related to the

osts of regular education. = The choice among them, however,

[he re]atlﬁﬂshlp bctwcen the cost of campcngdtary eduaatlan ‘and
Ecnccntratlcn ratio was tglmulated in the- lﬂllGWlﬂg llﬁEal fDrm

M= M' (1+aCj

where M' represents theé cost per child without considering the -
~poverty concentration effect, C the concentration ratio, o« the
weighting constant, and M Lhé adjusted cost of compensatory
“education.  Four valucs of the constant a were used in the

course of this study (0, 2.5, 5, -and-10), and the results
are reported in Chapter 3. ' T

The . EDﬂCEpt of CDﬂZCﬂtratan dces not apply to the SEA grants.
"When a concentration effect is applied, the LEA authorizations-

=

. are increased. 1In a proportional raductlan process the SEAs
would theretore suffer a greater reduction than when the
concentration cffect is not applied, - To prevent this, when

“there is a concentration cffect and a pr@p@rtlcnal reduction,
the authorizations for SEA grants are increascd 1n pTngrtlﬂn
to the chrall incrcasc in the LEA authallzatlans. , .
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Note:

must Test not on an empirical basis but on matters of

principle . The situation is different {rom that facing

the choice among the data for enumerating cligible children.

For that purpoese, the problem is choosing among the

avii lable data on the basis of the criteria of uniformity,

currency, accuracy, ctc. Because of the different nature

of decisions required in the choice of

the formula, the numerical analyses of

Chaptesr 3 are concerncd primarily with

possible distributional outcomes among

4 cost factor for
grant allioccations in

comparing the

the aréal units

under differently assumed configurations of regional costs.

2.5 Adjustment for Underfunding (Reduction Procedure)

Except in the first ycar of implementation, Title I

figures apply t

inois

I11

has consistently faced the problem of appropriation levels which

arce lower than the levels of entitlement. ‘This condition,

~known as underfunding, shows no signs of diminishing. It

is possiblé to eliminate underfundine bv Tediiesme fhe - mo-
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underlying consideration in a reduction procedure is
Should all cligibles DLe reduced in the same proportion
1d some rececive preferential treatment? In the present
the LEA children are partially funded. As the extent
rfunding grows, this disparity grows also. The following
hows that the average allotment per SEA child has
cd about 70% since FY67, while average allotment per
1d has been relatively constant.
Average Dollar Allotment Per Child
FY66 FYG7 FY68  FY69  FY70 ~ FY71 FY72 L .
o ram $243 239 263 297, 328 368 413 :

by ram $20¢C 164 168 149 170 175 168

1ational level, the'cgnSéQuence of this ﬁaé*pfﬂpéftiénal
on is small for most 2hi1drén} In a completely

onal reduction, the avefégc allotment per eligible B o8 3-
SEA and LEA) in FY72 would have bcén,$lf8.f This |
1'ts a 6 péréeﬁt'inéreésgrfcrrthe LEA children and a -

nt de~rease for the SEA children. "It is qucstianablé,

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

v
:1Jﬂ{uzthat SEA chidlren.who constitute only 4 percent.




I1¢ad to two putential rationales for the Forn thiat a reduction
procedure should take.

First, any reduction in the funding per child shqpld Ee
based upon Kknowledge of benefit-cost functions for the various
groups of Qiigiblﬁ children. Tor cxnmplc; if 1t were known
that a 10 percent reduction in funding for onc ape group would
result in a § percent reduction in benefit, and that a 10
pércent reduction in funding for a second age group wouid'
result in a 20 percent reduction in benefit, then the second
group would merit preferential {reatment.

Second, any reduction in the number af=eligi§1e children
- to be scrved ﬁéuld probably relyicn intuitive aygument:

For example, the migrant children might be viewed as
cspecially disadvantaged because, although impaverishéd;
their ﬁability prevents- them from qualifying for welfare
programs, |

Since detailed knowledge of bgnefit=cast‘functian5 in
compensatory education is beyond the state of the art, the
first kind of justificatign for preferential tféatﬁén§ céant o
be sustained. Whgthgr_a'justificaficﬁ of the second type can

be supported is entirely a matter of judgment, and not a matter

that can be finally resolved here. Thus, the equitficansideratign :

§§ems to fequire_pr@pgrtiénally equal reduction for all children,

WJ&>= However, there are several examples of inequity which




depending on whether the institutions serving them are
administered under local orv state auspices. In the enumeration
for FY?S, 68?865 ncglcctchaﬂd delinquent children were
counted as eligible for the LEA program, and 61,004 fér the
SEA program. Obviously, the latter group receives a
“significantly higher level of funding. This result is
duc solely to an accident of administrative afrangémentg
A parallel example would be the funding for handicapped
children. Title I {unds- are limited to those children in -
statc-operated institutions. Thus, mo money is prcvided
to many haﬂdiaapped children who are served by LEAs.* It
shauld also be mentioned that programs for handicapped
children are given ddd1t19n41 grants through the rducatlcn
cof the Hdndlguppcd Act (P1.91-230, fcfmerly Title VI of ESEA).
WhllE rhcgg CDH%idCI?IlDﬂ% may not apply di1cat1y to the
reduction pr@ccdurg, they sgbstantiate the incqu;ty'af
fully fundiné Title I grants for the handicapped.
One factor which aLtcmpts to amcllordta dny incquities _ g
'dué"ta underfunding is the ”fl@ar” prav151@n Ihe fl@@r

In theory, the floor is intended to lnsulate the ellglble

In practice,

child from the vicissitudes of funding 1evels

Iha Bu1cau of 1ducut10n Df the Hﬁndlcappgd inuUSDE, estimated .
for FY72 that there were .6.5 million handicapped children in




however, the floor ﬂpﬁlics at the state level. Dncfrzsult 1s
that some LIAs receive substantially higher allocations (in
p%@p@?tion to their entitlement) than others, In Y72, the
majority of the states (those supported at the floor level)
received 39 percent of their entitlements, while New México
(supported by a floor level) received 47% of its entitlement.
The need for the:{loor provision ariscs when the
entitiements of some states increase more fapi@ijAthén the total
appropriation., Any incrcase in a state's entitlcmcﬁt depends
upon two factors: (1) thg increase in APPL and (2) the
increase in the AFDC Cagnts;‘ Although the effect of APPE
increases has been relatively small, the-effectsigi differential
increases in the AFDC data have been the princiﬁal cause of
the nced for the floors,

Any lessening of interstate biases in enumerating the

the “loors and reduce the gap betwee" the floor and the

actual ailotment levels. In particular, changing the

,enumerétiéﬁ method from the additive AFDC of thévpreséﬁt
fornula to multiﬁlicative AEDC components, as considered
for the alternative formula pgssibilitiesgshaﬁld lé;sen
the need for the flgor‘pfavisiaﬁL The use of a uniform-

Ccost fa:t@r wQu1d_5upp1emeﬂt this effect.




Chapter 3

ALTERNATIVE ALLOCATIONS AND THEIR BFFECTS

The alloecation of Title beunds to the county lcﬁel is a respon-
sibility of the USQOL. . The official allocation is computed anﬂualiy.
Although Thc'computationa] task is a laborious and lengthy process, a
mixture of camputer and manual procedures has proved to be satis-
factory for prosvam requirements. Eiriyrin this study it became
apparcit that a great many alternative allocations should be examined.
In some formula grant programs, it would have been passiblg to do this
by analyzing a small portion of the system. This cannot be done in
the case of Title I; It is not possible to simulate the allocation
with any Eﬁmﬁle} because the reduction procedure nust work on the
totnl allocation, Acchr&ingly; & major initial effort of this study
was spent in developing a ceuputer system which duplicates the official
. [ - .
allocation procedure.

ﬁ%e examination of numerous alternative allocétions, and the
énalysis of their eflfects on thé:distfibutipn of Title i Tunds, has

been carried out by use of the. computerized system. Each computer

“simulation of the allocation process involves the following: |

1. Selection of poverty children data for-cach of 3,113 countics,
from census data.
2. Updating of census data-with current AFDC data.

3. Designation of cost valuss to be used.




G0 Computation of the entitlemenis for SEAs and counties,
Goo Reduction of the computed entitlements as required,
7o Apgregation of final county results for presentation,

~To fucilitate analysis of the proposed allocations, an arbitrary -

"standard allocation formila" was developed, This standard formula uses

the Orshansky data from the ]070 census for the base enuneration of
poverty children. To update the 1970 dlin the standard formula then
fmu]tip]ics cach county's initial value by the change in AFNC data for
that respective state, The county enumerations are then normalized
according to the CPS estimates of the national total,

A unirurﬁ cost factor of *300 per child is used for the standard
formula. TthTEJucthniprocedurc in the standard formula assumes no
{loors, and proportionally reduces all %EA and county grants from the
calculated entitlement to the appropriation of 3135 billion for the-

51 states under Part A, 1%& "standard" entltlemcnt af $300 per chlld
then becomes an nl]gtment of §16 5 per child,

: The dlS. ibutional results of each p1@p@sed alternnt1ve are Campared
tD that of the standard formula. Suhsequeni analy%es are presented in
terms of Chdﬂgc with 1Q%pcct to the standard

P“csentatzcn a£ actual ‘results for 3 113 iﬂéividuai}caunties would
be impractié’éili= F@r glmpllclty, three dlffercnt methmd: ef d1splay1ng
—_results arc used. These are:

1. Aggregating all results into 51, equal"size;'graups3éf—cbunties

i
i
i
{



Cupffa imcome (highest to Towest) or percent of poverty
children (lTowest to highcstj.* Results for the first 62
Qauﬁtics are then summarized into the first "pscudo-state,"
or group. This pzaL PSS éntinues until al? 3,113 counties
arc aggregated into 51 groups. It should be cmphasized,
there is no geographic basis of distribution; thercfore,
each gréup may contain counties from all over the nation,

2. The same process is carried out at a higﬁer level Qf aggregation,
five . equal-size CQuntf gf@uﬁingg. The word "quintile" is
used én this text to describe these gféuﬁg.ﬁk |

3. Sammafizatﬁan by states.

The computer %ystgm developed for tiiis study is being maintained
through 1’73 in anticipation of its subscquent use for other analyses
which may be desired.

3.1 Hcthéd@lagy

3,1.1 Conceptual Framework fcr _Analysis. The purpose of the following

analysis is to cvaluate the allgcatlcn effects of the faztérs that make
up tha per@%cd Title 1 allocatjcn fcﬂnula Such evaluations, by

shéﬁlnﬁ thé numerical magﬂ1tuﬂes of the cffacts wguld be valuable in

*Ihr e other CTItQTl& we.e iDﬂ%lﬂEICC but not uscd They were income

-per -school- enrollment, number of poverty children, and total income .
deficit. The first CTLLLT1DH is almost identical to per capita income,
_uhcr cas. the ldttET twa were- almcst 1dent1cal to each other. The numbcr




The Tactors that muke up the formala are the {ollowing:

Enumeration of the c¢lipible children.

ol
w

2. Cost of compensatory cducation.

3. Concentrution of poverty children,
4,IHFEKﬂHn1meh@lmUEmimﬁsamIHM&'
5. Prescnce or abscnce of the floors.

Lach of the factors can he varied, independent of the others, and

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

by

pertain te the cost of compensatory cducation, and the fourth and the
fifth pértain to the reduction procedure. For ease of presentation,
therefore, the five factors have begn consolidated into three c@mpanentsz‘
(1) number of cligible children; (erccst factor incorporating the concen-
tration effect, and (3) reduction prbcéduré,. The three components of the
formula arc dcsignatcd, respectively, as K (Kids), M (Money), and

R (\CdULLlOﬂ procedu1e)

The VHIlﬂL]Gﬂ% af the threc formula components are dgflned in Tabie
3.1.1. The first variation of the number of paverty chlldren (K ) Shguld
be read as follows: the number of children from families whcse_incomeyﬁas
below $2;DDU_in %ha 1960 iensué plus*thé number of Childréﬁ ffom families
receiving AFDC payments above -$2,000 as of January 1972. For RZ’ the
nunher of children below $2,000 family income is replaced by the newer
data from the 1970 census. Tor Kz,'the number of Childféﬂ‘TEPTESEﬁtS.
those :;;se {amily incoﬁé wdglbeléw $3,000" according Eg:the”197ﬂ cénsusg



X

o

o

Tuble 3,1,1

Comonents of the Title T Alloration Formula

$2,000 (60) + AFDC (72) above $2,000
$2,000 (70) + AFIX (72) above $2,000
$3,000 (70) + AIDC (72) abeve §3,000
$3,000 (70) x AFDC Ratio  Jadjusted for ¢p8 estimates)

Orshandy (70) x AVX Hatio [ad]usted Jor 1S estimites)

M (Cost: 50% of APPE When Applicable)

MAX (SAPPL, NAPPE); Concentration Lffcct: none

MAX (SAPPE, NAPPE); Concentration Effect: low

MAX (SAPPE, NAPPE); Concentration Brfoct: moderate
HAX (SAPPE, NAPPE); Concentration LEffect: high
SAPPE; Cﬂntcntrgti@n Effect: none |

SAPPE;  Concentration Effect: Jow-

“SAPPE; Concencration Effect: moderate

.;T‘;;'\l‘l!ri;- foncentration Flivet ' hiph |
33005 . Cnncrnirnlinn'ﬁf(wctg none

$300; - Concentration Effect: low

$300; Ccncﬁntratién'Echét; moderate

$300;  Concentration Lffect; high

R (Reduction Procedure)

Nonproportional Reduction; Flaa%s for iEA grants |
Nonproportional Rcduiii@n; No floors for LEA grants
Pfapgr;iﬁnnl.kcdugtjah; Floors for LEA prants

Proportional Reduction; No floors for LTA arants

'

b
£
ki
B
i
4
o
J
3
H
1



receaving annual family assistance above 533005 pﬂymcnt Tevel,  Jor K4
and iﬂ, the children below 1he 835,000 Family income mamd the Orshansky
Cfamidy income levels, respectively, are multiplicd by the changing rites
of ANC children of all payment levels (i.c., not confined -to those
receiving payments above $2,000 or $3,000 per year) between 1970 and
1972.% |

The variations of the cost component arc the comhinations éf three
costs and four concentration effects., The three costs are:

1. 50 pereent of whichever is greater—state or national

APl MAX (S/\I‘l‘!i; NAI'PL) .

2. 50 percent of Sl{![>(_! APPE:  SAPPE,

3. $300 por cligible child: $300.
The concentration effects are classified as none, low, moderate, and
high. |

The variaiioms of reduction procedure are composed of (1) proportional
or nonpropartional TCdUEIJOﬂ and (Z) the presence or absence of the floors
far the LEA grants. The nﬁﬂpr@pDIthnal mode of reduction fully funds
the ShHns whilc 1~tab1} reducing the L»\ giants, and the proportjcﬁal mode
ratably reduces both the %IA and LEA grants.

The formula cannot hé excrcised until the appropriation. level and

il
—

> LEA floor value are specified, The two appropriation levels assumed
arc $1.5 billion and §1.6 blllan. The thr@érf]DOT‘VQIUES for LEA grants

are u1%um0d at SD 90, and 100 percent of FY?Z ﬁrant level for LEA




The selection of the two ny»;nqn*i.'H,_inn levels is based on Tinding
an-aonnt close to the Y72 Tevel which wis $1.0 billion.. The selection
of the three Tloor values is haned nﬁ Cinding suitahle values that are
consistent with the assuned appropriation levels. Whea the floor value

is defined as 1004 of the V72 grants, the $1.5 billion appr@priatiaﬁ
level is insufficient to Satisfy the floor requirements f{or the LEAs if
the SEAs are fully funded, lence, 86 and 90 percent values are also
included.
Inthe present analysis, the number of variations assigned to each
of the items is as follows:
Enumeration of children vovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee, 5
Cost of compensatory cducation Vv 120
Ratable Tcdnction‘.i_.i;;,igg,}}.!,!ii;ii....;.g..i,i...,. 2
Appropriation level i.i;;,i....i_;..j..nf,g@,gi....;.gii.i» 2
- ‘F1ODT values for LEA grants ...vevivininiiiiiiinirernnnnn. 4
3ha_tctulvnumher_gf possible fornula variations is the product of the five
nunbers, or 960, . Computing and analyzing the grant allocations for all
the .possible variations would be impra:tiéalg Through an g_,iiari
sglcctiénj therefore, 150 variations have actually heen caﬁput@d.aﬁd
énalyzcdgﬁ ’
N Su;hra SQlCCtiDﬂVPYDEEES; as well as the sglcitiaﬁ]ofvthc'ua;xe;_frt B

the three formula components, involves some subjective. judgments on i

" part of the analysts, a fact that_sh@ulﬁ’be'kept in mind in interpreting



When the first variations of the formula components, i.e., El3 Ml,
and Rl’ are combined, the result is the present Title I allécatjan
mechanism, 11, however, is not used as the standard casc apgainst which
formala variations are Cémpnfﬁd because doing o would ohscure the
vinrious allocation effects that are to bhe nﬂn]y;cd and evaluated, Tt
is for this reason that the standard case is the combination of hf 1q=
and Rq, It j% a simple case in the sense that cve1y elipible child is
allotted an equal amount, the specific level dcp“ﬂd]nﬂ solely on the

appropriation level and the pu‘LJCuLﬂ N xa]uc‘ It is C‘qu;valent to
dividing the approprintion equally among all the cligible children of
any particular cnumeration, hut digrcgarding all other éénsiderﬂti@ns

: i

such as the flaQFS, differential costs, or differential needs., The
choice of the standard case thus satisfies thc purpose @f this study—
analyzing. Lhc lactors alflecting the Hl1DCdtLDﬂ of l]tic T grants dﬂd
evaluating their numerical significance,

3.1.2 " Aggregation of Counties. The analysis of the effects of different

Title T allocations might be made at any of three lefels:
1. State. |
2i ﬁaunty
3. LIA.

- The nnnlysislgf thc.jmpa:t at the school district (LEA) level isi

ruled Gﬁt; hawqyerldﬁsirahle it may be, since pDvértf cﬁildfgﬁ'data are .

ERIC ﬂat‘yet'évailébie for LEAs. In sgﬁe way5, the state level is desirable

frmes mem drrme = e marm o Al o ek ke T . Yz m__ &3 .. % ma g o= 3 5 P



U of the analysis is conduclod with respect to counties.  This is

“hecaase counties are mmrc‘hnmggrn;gug units and more closely reflect th
conditions of the LEAs., Alsa, the concentration elfect Df)ﬁ@V&fty |
children iowore meaning ) Al the county level,

As explained carlicr, the presentation.ol resnlts Apprepates
countics on the basis ol (wo characteristics of relevance to Title T:

1. County per capita income.

2. County per cent of ﬁavcrty'ihjjdfcn'in its school age populatior
These two chnréct&ri%tiCS'ﬂfc in general inversely :@Trelétéd. Tﬁﬂt is,
d county with a high per capita income tends to have a low z@nzéntfatién
of poverty children, and vice versa.

- It is of interest to note how the total population of poverty
children is distributed among county quintilc groups.  On the per
capita incamc'hﬂgigj the diﬁtrihnti@ﬁ 1% higﬂly skéwcd; on the percent
pévérty children basis, it is not. These distributions are'c@ﬁpaTéd‘iﬁ'
Table 3.1.2: | | L

o Table 3.1.2° e
DISTRIBUTTON OF POVERTY CHTLDREN BY' COUNTY QUINTTLES® . -

Quintiles Ranked  Percent of All ) ,QuintilcsrRankédW ~ Percent of Al
By Per Capita - Poverty Children ‘hy Cencentration of - Poverty Childx
Income An This Group _Poverty Children _In This Grour

1. Lowest Income  ~  16% 1. liighest Concentration . 19%

3; EERE R Vpr» W | :3;:‘. | fo ;:V'FV g6
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This tande shews, Tirvst, the Jarpe nasbors of poverty ohildren are
found in arens with high per capita income,  Such an apparcent anomaly
meredy reflects the fact that many of the larpe counties fall into the
highest per copita income quintile.  Along with high per Capifa incone,
these counties have concentrations of poverty children. That is, some
of tihc lurpe countics in thc‘highcgt per capita income quintile are not
in the lowest quintile ranked by Céﬂﬁéntratién of poverty children,®
(These instances should not be viewed as invalidating the notion of the
existence of a basic inverse relationship between the  two Iankings.%*

The calculated allocation results are more generally presented in
terms ol the per capita incéme ranking of Qcﬁﬂtiaﬁ'@n]y becausc:

1. The county rankings by per capita income und percent poverty

children show a high degree of inverse corrclatien.

"y

Z, Per capita income is a more unambiguous cconomic measure.
3. Allotment per pupil is sensitive to a county's cconomic conditions
+but not to its number of elipgible children per se.

In general, counties can net be neatly classified as cities, suburbs,

or rural. Thus, the two county statistics do show the distributional
conseyuences among the countics in terms of economic measures but not the

effects among the cities, suburbs, and rural regions. To this end, 48

*TPor example, three boroughs of New York City—Manhattan, Brooklyn, and
Bronx—ull belong to the quintile having highest per capita income but
also belong to the-.quintile having the second highest percent of poverty
children, : " ' IR

**In the casc of the 24 counties in Maryland with Washington, D. C. treated
as a county, the rank-order correlation coeflficient of the t..0 measures -
was -0.7192. When Washington, D. C., and Baltimore City were excluded
the coefficient increased in absolute size to -0,8834.

i
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countics from 8§ states are selected and their allotment levels are
cvaluated. Differences in the distributional effect mmong cities,
stiburbs, and rural arcas are accomplished only when the concentration

factor i=s added to the cost frctor,

3.1.5 Pre ﬁntlixcn Measure.  Inmost of the analyses, the allotment per

eligible ¢child is a wore graphic comparison among countics than thé total
dollars. This is because the allotment ;v child:

1. ”L“ECLly relates to the cost oF compensatory cducation.

2. Rcmaycs size differences (in terms of the count of poverty

children) among countics.

For example, this type of aéalysis permits a direct comparison of allocation
conscauences among J7gE urban and small rural countic

However, when comparing effects of using different means of counting
poverty children (values for K), the allotment pef child statistic can be
misleading, For example, Table 2.3.2 shows that the fivc poputation
totals vary [(rom roughly 4.5 million to 8. 4 nillion. A change in K can

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

total allotment to a county wnit might be unaffected.

3.2 Cost and Concentration Hffect
Because the rcal cost of compénsatory education and its pattern of
regionnl variation are not known, the cost factor in the allocation - :

formila has heen inteipreted as the incremental resources necessary (per
‘pupil) to carry out supplemental compensatory education. Three broad

r2gional cost configurations based on APPE values are discussed .in

Section 2.4, and their concrete forms arc assumed to be -

mRICy
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(15 50 percent of state APYE fan“E);

(2) wniform cost ol $300; and
(3) additional moncy in proportion to the size of poverty
concentration. |
The presently used cost lactor (lavger of the state or national APPE) is
an o intermediate case between (1) and (2) above, and will he treated as
such in this analysis.

e main purposc of the numcerical analysis of the cost faétor is to
compare the ullocation cffects of Jltcrnﬁtjvo'cast assumptions. Since
the muin focus of the carlicr discussion on cost dealt with the regional
djsfnfitics of APPE according to income measure, the following analysié
is-concerned with the manner in which ecanémiiélly different regions
are affected by athTngfiVé cost factors.

3.2.% Comparison of Costs without Concentration Effect: The first

comparison deals with the dgﬁ;llhuflaual Con%cquences of using (1) SAPPL,
(2) 8300 per pupil or (3) MAX (SAPPE, NAPPL), as th@ cost factor. First,
the comparison of allotment per pupil by county quinti]és between SAPPE
and the §300 value is shown in Table 3.2.1.

The per pupil allotments demonstrate, as expected, the income bias
of using SAPPL values. Only the highest income quintile (i.e., 20 percent
of tﬁe counties) bcncfits by using SAPPEs rather than a uniform cost '
factor. This results from the fact that 46 pércent'af the poverty
(Orshansky) thidrétr in tems of the 1970 census enumel Ean (see

Table 3.1.2), reside in the counties belcnglng to. the hlghest 1nzame

quintile. The results, therefore, may be interpreted to-imply that by




5.2.1

DI §300 VS, SADDE

COMPARTSON OF ALLOY

Quintiles Ranked

by Per Capita 7 :
Income $300% SAPEL » Difference®*
1. Lowest income $165 §125 -245% |
2, | 165 136 -18

3. : 165 149 =10

4, 165 BT -7

5 Highést incone 165 192 16

Table 3.2.2 v
COMPARTSON OFF ALLOTMENT PER PUPIL: 5300, MAX, SAPPE

Quintiles Ranled
by Per Capita

lncome - $300 MAX(SAPPE,NAPPE)  SAPPE
1. lowest income $165 $153 | $125

Z. 7 165 155 1306

3. , ; 165 : 157 149 .
q. : 165 159 ‘ 154
5. Highest income 165 175 192

*The $165 per pupil allotment under the $300 cost factor is achieved for
any other constant cost so long as it is greater than $165. When the
reduction procedure is proportional and no floors apply, the formula

- merely divides the total appropriatinsn equally among the eligibles. The
neutrality of a uniform cost carries over if concentration effects are _
added s0 long as the reduction procedure is proportional and no floors ]
are applied.  In this sense, the choice of any particular uniform cost i
vaiue is arbitrary.

**The percentage values do not sum to zero since (1) the per child allotment
values incorporate the totai allotments and the number of children and (2)

the quintiles contain unequal numbers of children. - 3
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chogsine o uniform gost, o large ‘.:::;jm‘ri Ly of counties would receive
higher per pupil :xﬂmmsl.ma! Sorcover, the additionad amounts to be
painsd virysweording to the ccononne status ol cach county proup,

The presently used cost-foetor, MAXISAPPTENAPPE) s :l: compromise
case belween the use of a wniform cost and SAPPEs,  Since income icvcls
and APPE values show close association (i.c., they.gh@w high positive
correlation), the allocation results of using MAX(SAPPE NAITE) as the
cost factor are iﬂiéfmcﬂiﬁtcleEWCQD-thC uniform cast‘ﬂnd SAPPE results.,
Sﬁch results are presented in Tnblé 3.2.2.

Tt should be noted that when NAX(SAPPE,NAPPEJ-iS uscd as the cost
factor, the effect of NAPPE results in relatively equal per pupil allot-

ments for four of the quintile groups. It may be inferfed that the
main'bénéfﬁzinry of using MAXCSAPPEENAPfE) as the cost factor iﬁstead)
of a uniform cost is the top 20 percent of the countiecs measured in
temns of per capita income.

tion Effect. The purpese of incorporating the concen-

tration offect into the cost factor is to channel more funds to the

areas with high concentration of poverty children. This amounts to more

funds for low income areas. ‘The effect of concentration would be even

greater if the initial cost factor favored low inconie areas., Accordingly,

the allocation results should show the greatest monetary increase for

low income arsas 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.

o
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]l}ﬂC‘ 3.2.3
Comparison of Adding the Same Concentration Factor to
T DifTerent ﬂﬂ{:fdl Costs

Quintiles Ranked

I. §300 Per Pupil

by Der Capita Without With :
Jucome Concentration Concentration % Difference
1. lowest Income $165 $271 64%
2. 165 201 22
3. 165 167 1
4, 165 158 -4
5. lighest Income 165 133 -19
I.. SAPPE
1. Lowest Income §125 $214 71%
-2, 136 171 26
3. 149 156 S
4, 154 151 -2
5. Highest Income 192 Aléﬁ -15
- 96 -
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-incorporating a concentration cffect into the cost factor were described

“in the preceding section, What was not described is the possible .change

P
(]
e

Threo significant points should be noted in Table

o T

Taveer percentage ncrease in the lowest income quintile
relantive to the highest incoms quintile results (rom the wnequal distri-
bution of poverty children in the respective quintiles. 17 the distribution

ol paverty -children were uniform for all quintiles, the relative changes
i { 3 L

in tae allotment per pupil amonp the quintiles would cxactly cancel out,

(2)  The relative strenpth of concentration coffect is similar for
both values of initial costs. ‘That is, the digtriﬁutians of "% Nifference
coluim appear quite similar,

(3)  The purposc of the concentration effect is to reallocate the
é»AML money among cconomically dil{erent caunilesi This phenomcnaﬂ is
not soncthing intrinsic in the way the CDHLDﬂtTHtlDH Cffcct operates;
rather, 1t results from having to’'divide a fixed amount of grant .money.
IF the supply of totul grant moncy were unlimit&d, a quite different
outcome would occur.  Specifically, every county would receive a higher
allotment per child compared to the initiﬁl situation when the concen-

tration cffect is absent; the sizes of ﬂddltl

proportional to the sizes of concentration ratio. When the supply of

total grant money is lixed, introduction of concentration effect is

equivalent to a renllocation of the grant money from richer to poorer

countics, : -

3.2.3 ]nign%Jty of (GHCCDLIIL]DH Effect. ‘The specific consequences of”

in allocations in response to varying the intensity of concentration B —

S
N




chicot, More specifical by, the mportance or relat ive weipht of the

concentration eifect vis-a-vis a given cost (actor can be variced freely

so that such consequences should be studied,

The question naturally arises what weight should he attached to the

concantration effect.  The allocation results of altomative weights

glven to concentration offect are shown in Table 3.2.4. The table
reprosents thic outcomes using three different concentration welghts

(Tow, moderate and high) with the $300 per pupil cost and compares them

to the results derived from the same cost without av concentration

effect, The designations, tow, modevate, and high are arbitrary; what
matters is that their relative rankings are maintained.* The $300 per
pupii is chosen hecausc changing allocations are thus casier to compare by

quintiles, but similar effects would result for the other costs.

*More speciflically, the concentration effects can be defined in terms
of the cost formula discussed in Section 2.4,

M = M' (i+aC)
where M is per pupil cost incorporatiiig concentration effect,

M' is cost,.

C 1s concentration ratio of poverty chil: ren, and
a 18 the weighting constant.,
The four cases of concentration effect are defined in terms of the

weighting constant as,

none: ¢ 0
low: a = 2.5
moderate: o = §
high: a = 10

It should be stressed that the choice of the specific values for the
weighting constant is an arbitrary and subjective one, depending or a
prefervence for desired outcomes. : ' :
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' compares the percentage difference in a]lotment per pupil far each of

(UJPV

CNCENTRATION

Quintiles Rmhed

By Per Capira ~Loncenivation feipht
dncome None Loy \E‘L‘Lj}i‘_ M.l
1. lLowest ]ncamc» $105 5235 §271 $303
2 165 187 201 212
3 105 165 167 168
4, 16 159 158 156
5. Highest Income 165 - 142 133 123

In the above fﬂh]Q; noticeable changes ﬁTc conflined to the first,
the second, and the Fifth quintiles, while the thivd and fourth qgintiles
are affected only slightly, Still, these numhcfs arc-not Suffiziént=ta
detemine Whui the “abpr@p?jnte” WGight should be. -llowever, numbers
like these may be usced to choose a desired weight, if the resource needs
can be dctcrmjned Jndcpcndently for thosc counties he clonging to different
income categoriecs,

The same inrormﬂtion:thut is pr@scﬁtcd to Table 3.2.4 is shown in the i

fellowing three sots of graphs in a more dl%lngffgdlCd form. Each gféph

the 51 homogeneous county groups when concentration effect is added to

the cost. That is, cach point (designated by the ihtegcr 1) represents

the diffcrcn{;:e in allotment per pupil (as expressed in 'percentagé value) ;

for those cases with varying levels of concentration versus one withaut

concentration cffect.  The 51 county groups are pldCDd alﬂng the h@rlzontal

*Ihc tGHLLﬂtTEL]DD effects in torms of ?APPI and 3300 per pupil costs
presented in lnhlc 3.2.3 correspond to the case of m@deratc weight.
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Coaxis according vo the size of per capita income (increasing from leflt

Eall

- to.right). Thus, county group 1 has the lowest average per capita

incane and county group 51 has the highest average per capita income.

The praphs reveal dramuatically the reallocation. conscquences among

©the countics when concentration effects arc added.. The beneficiaries

of the concentration cffect are the countics with lower per capita

“income.  Their guins are offset by the losses of those counties with

higher per capita income. It should be pointed out, again, that the

unequal distribution of cligible -children among the county groups, i.e.,

more at the higher income end, gives the impression that there are more

gains than losses., Such an impression can be counteracted by noting

“that the measure compared in the graphs is allotment per child, not

total allotment to the counties. : : ' ' .

3.2.4 Alternative Intcrpfgtgtiaﬁ of Ccncen}rﬁtjangﬁffgctf lHerctofore,

“the interpretation attached to the concentration effect has been that

the resource needs for compensatory cducation may be different according

to & pupil's cducational environment, As the environment becomes

~unfavorable, the need for resources increasecs, i.e., the cost of

compensatory cducation rises. Thﬁ pupil's educational environment is
measured by the concentration of poverty children at the county level,
An alternative interpretation of the concentration cffect is. to
agsume that the costs of cmmpcnsarofy cducation arc actually known, at
Teast the minimam levels thnt'nrg'neﬁessary.tc administer some specified

!

form of compensatory education. The' concentration effects, under this

interpretation, are used to channel more money to specific areas

= 107 =
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or ccunties so that more cligible children can participate in the

compensatory cducational- programs.

If the cost factor is viewed as some mininuum necessary cost whiih
is greater than thgiavciagé allotmient per pupil, the number of eligible
children being able. to participate in thé Title T program in any Eauﬁty
must-hg Jess than the total number of cligible children so long as
underfunding of Title 1 prevails, The maximum nunber éf'childreﬁ that,'
can He ﬂccoﬁmﬂdated by a  given level of” allotment to a county can be;7
calculated and be expressed as the progiam partiéipatinn rate. As the
allotment level riscs,’sa would its participation rate.

Thc:zrjtjcal assumptiéﬁ regarding this interpretatjan of the concen-
tration effect is that the cost factor is actually known, The use @f the

minimum necessary cost concept may prove to be helpful in estimating the

cost operationally. Tor example, a particular program may specif{y a
! : C

"reading specialist for five disadvantaged children at one-quarter of

their séﬁcgl time. -Théu581ary afrthe specialist then heccmes.the minimum
necessary cost for tha-administratign'éf this particuiar program,

Table 3;2.5 illustrates the distributions of participation rates
for the county quintiles. The same four concentration weights. are used
and the cost factor is $300 per pupil.

Three observations may be made from the table,

(1) 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

- 104 -
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o C Table 5.2.5 . : 0
CPROGRAN PARTICIPATION RATES FOR ALTERNATIVE :
T TINTON WETGHTS

$300 Per Pupil

Quintiles Ranked
by Per Capita _ o
Income ~ None Low Moderate  High

e
[
iz

1. lLowest Income- 73% 905 101%

63 67 - 71 | i

st
(7]
L

56 56

"
L]
i
(¥ a]
%]
i

D

£, ' 55 53 5: 52
41

[y ]

5. [lighest Income 55 47 -4
of cligible children among the quintiles make possible the trade-off of -

a smaller sacrifice in terms of participation rate by the highest income .

quintile &jth a large gain by the poorest two quintiles.

(2]- The program pmrticipation rate is 101 percent for the lowest
inconme quihti]c under the high i@n;&ﬁtratjaﬁ ijghi. In other words,
mqrc than the cnumerated eligible children can parti:ipste in the progranms.

It is clear that an upper limit can be sct 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 progran patticipatign rate is a more operationally

usable concept than allotmént per pupil, it may be used as a guideline

for fund allocation., Tor example, some particular level of participation

£ a2 e

rates may be specified as the program goal for some or all of the.county

quintiles. The same procedurc may be used to find the combinations of

- 105 -



cost factors and concentration weights that best achiceve the speciCied
goal, provided that the alternative cost Tactors to be considered are
reasonable estimates of minimun necessary costs,

3.2.5 Concentration Hffect: Comparison Among: City-Suburb-Rural Counties.

The concentration effect is brought out more dramatically in terms of
the mean value, as well as the highest and the lowest values, of the
allotment per child in cach of the classes from the' specially selected

48 countices.

Table 3.2.0 :
D CTITY—SURURE—RURAL CO}JPAI'{ISDE

[RATION WETGITT: MONERATE ™

City  Swurb  Rural

fveroge $169 $100 $190 B

Iliphest Value © 196 117 309

Lowest Value' 144 01 114

!

The allotment per pupil is uniformly $165 for all countics when the
concentration cffect is absent, The substantial decreases for the sub-

urban counties are to be expected. Even the highest value for the suburbs

K
L3

7

3
i
H
i
i

is about the same as the lowest value for the rural counties and welirbeléw_
fhe lowest value for the cities, Although tﬁe_highest value comes from

the rural counties, the rural county valuesrhgve greater variatioﬂ'than

the city values. In other words, tﬁe cities, élthough representing

various geographical regions, are characterized by uniféﬁnly high degrec

of need whercas theneeds of the rural areas are more varied.

*The list of counties is shown in Table 2.4.4 of Section 2.4.




ﬁ,?ib Sumnary. Although éaﬁcrctc data on the costs of compeﬂgatafx §

education are lacking, the forepoing una1f5e5 bring out Certﬁin §

pencralizable patterns in the intercounty nllocitién effects associated |

with the alternative assumptions of the cost factor. The nain findinés

arc sunmarized: ! é
1. The allocution effccts measured by Thé_allctméht per pupil show §

substantial changes among the counties when the definition of the cost . %

factor is chanped,

2. The present version of the cost factor--MAX(SAPPE, NAPPE)--

oqualizes the per pupil allotment Jevel for about 80 percent of the

countics rather than onc hall as might be expected.

3. Tf a uniform cost is to be used when underfunding exists, its

particular level dees not matter. Both 50 percent of NAPPE ($429) and

- $300 pupil cost factors givc cssentially the same allotments per pupil

to all counties, §
4. Tﬁé zcﬂacntratian foegt becones a reﬁistributioﬁ effect when g
the;uppr@prigtioh level is Tixed. Funds are shifted frém richer to é
poorcr counties while the intermedjate counties are relatively unaffected.
1 ‘ .
" 5. Lven wlien using SAPPL, a large cnough concentration weight can
bring ahout a significant.redistribution of funds amang the counties. | i
6. Tf minimum neccessary costs can be roughly estimated, allocations ;
may be mﬂdé}tD Sﬂtisfy‘prespecifiéd levels of program participation rate.
1 .
7. The concentration effect shifts funds from suburban areas to ]
larger urban and poorer rural areas.
. 1
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5.% - Reduction Procedure and Tloor Lifects

3.3,7 - bifferentinl Tunding Rates for SIAs and LEAs,  The number of ~

children administered by StAs is rvelatively small in the Title I program,
In 1'Y73, they constitute about 4 fitrcent of the total cligible children.
Because of their small relative number, the allecation differcnces of

fully funding or ratably reducing the SEA grants have a small effect-
} 13 = = -

on the LEA grants. Thus it is casy to overlook the fact that differential

funding rates appear to constitute an important inequity in the present
Title 1 funding procedure.

The actual level of appropriation was r@ughly dO'pcréeﬁt ol the
authorization in Y72, Since the Stns were fully funded while the LEA
grants werc ratljhly,rcc]uCEd3 the SEA Shére of the total aﬁprapriati@ﬁ
was dﬁout_i@ percent, i.e. two and a half times as much per child as the
LEA Sharafr | | | -

An ajtcrnafivc formula using a uniform $300 cost factér and full
funding of the SEA grants allocates $300 per SEA chilﬂ-;nd bout $160 per
LEA child. 1f the SEA grants arc proportionatcly reduced, all children
arc allocated about $165 cach.

The problem of differential funding rates Canﬂét bé'resclvéd in
termms of analysis results. It is somctimes argued that tﬁg neceééafy
dataz for recsolving the problem are, once again, the respective costs of
cémpenﬁﬁtary cducation. Tt may be stated, nevefthelcss} that unless
some presumption exists for needing the differential funding procedures
bétwccn the two groups Ce.g., in terms of perceived costs), thélpféSEﬁt

wocedure is unnecessarily discriminatory.
#
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11 o new policy is to be nﬂééqu for a unifom reduction rété,
however, same form of Floors appears ﬂéCEFSHTferT the SEA grants
since tlie required reduction in SEA grants 1s so large rclntivg to
their present share. FDf,EXumpic, the aggregate of SEA grants in a
state C]ikc fhc aggregate of LIA grants) Coﬁid be given a floor of 90%

ol the previous year's aggregate grant.

3.3.2 Yloor Lffects:  As a peneral principle, it is reasonable to
= z i i N A E!- I ¥ = R

assuiie that participation in Title | programs should depend Gﬁ'aétual
need, not the vagaries of fund availability. Over the years, the
funding level of Title T has become progressively igggz_whcn compared

to the increasing needs sxpressed by the uuth@rizntiun,furmulﬂ, even
though in absolute dollar tevms the Tunding jcve] has increased. The
floor pravisicn,'thorcféTc, performs the “task of protccting the ongoing
}Wqﬁmgimmzwcﬂﬁﬁﬁmmdgyaim@r£mdﬁglm@L Since the SEA
grants are fully funded by law, the present floor prmiisian applies only
to the LLA prants. ,

The extent of wunder funding was so severe in Y72 that 18 states

“had to be supported by vheir respective floors. As a result, the

formula was incffective lor about onc-third of the states.
is that the floors are superficial; they do not offer protection to
units below the state level, i.c., to counties, LEAs, schools, and

individual children, The {loor values are defined in terms of state

apgregates of allotments for LEAs, but the data used to allocate below

- 109 -

The major defect of the floor provision as it is defined-at present
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the state Jevel may chnnnﬂ. AlTotments IQELHAQ;TFDT é#nmp]u, may change
considerably, J.D;Zic::ﬂly, it would be preferable to apply the [loors at
lﬁw&?_gCﬁngphiCﬂ]_]év@]é‘thﬂﬂ the 5tates,'faf cxample, the counties.
The practical il-ﬂ]‘)l ications of doing so have mt yot l)("F‘.i‘l worked out.
Thu’unulyniﬁ ol Fiun;x prv&gnrcd in this SCETfun is dunurﬁjthr
respect to the gtnrez, not countics, bocause the existing fldor provision
applics to the states. Effectseés be analyzed are the numbers of states
supported by their floors, as a result of (1) the apptropriation level and
and tho loor vn]uég and (erthe choice of -enumeration methods for Eli;jble
children. Since the FY73 appropriation level and the definition of floor é
Valuég are still undctcrmiﬂéd, the following threc cascs are assumed
for the purposcs of analysis.

Appropriation Floor ;

Case I $1.5 billion 80 percent of I'Y72 LEA allotments - : é

Case IT  §1.5 billion 90 percent of Y72 LFA allotments
Case Il §1.6 billion® 100 percent of FY7Z LEA allotments b
When the five enumerations of eligible children Tor FY73 as defined §

in Section 3.1, are altéfﬁati§e1y substituted in the present allocation
“procedure (i.e. Qith MAX (SAPDE, NAP?E) as the cost factor, and with SEAs fullyg
funded) the number of statos supp@rteé by the'floérs can be tabulated
as follows, Except in Case i using Kl (the present enumeration), the
jnmbér of states supported by the floors is.lafge. This demonstrates

that unless the floor level is much smaller or the appropriation level - i

much higher than those listed here, the substitution of new enumerations §




Table 3.3, 1 ,
STATES SUPFORTED BY HIE FLOORS

NUMBER_OF
7Eﬁ9@cratigﬁ Methods. -
Ko K K

21 14 . 16

=)
Rl

A
o3
l
RN
[y

M
|
|

—
i
Pl
iy

31 - 31 3l

B
P
ard
et

g o b s o 4

203 38 . 39 1)

of elipible chi]drcn can be negated by thg floor. - Conversely, those - 2

who ghﬁuld he entitled tg‘highcr allotments cannot Téccivc“thcii proper

sharos. |

Another way of ass,ssiﬁg the influence of the Floors is to compare

- the state aggregate allotments that result with,ahd without the floors,
Since the pufp@sé of such a comparison is @hly to assess ‘the influence

- of the [loors, this demonstration uses Case II-éf the appf@priatién and
f]aﬁr levels, and cnumcfatiun chanpes [roin Kl 1o RZ and from Kl to KSi

Tables 5.3.2 and 3,3.3 show that the applications ‘ol the fldors restrict

the changes in ullotment levels for the states, Described in another

k]
3
i
H
H
i
i
i

way, changing the method for enumerating poverty children does not

affect the expected changes in allotment levels so long as the influence.

of floor provision is retained in the allocation procedure. ' , !
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Table

AlJotnent

5.

3.2

Changes \mong States

1\2 7

Subs 11 ‘Ldi-. d Tor

Y

Change in Allotments

With

" Without . .

(in absolute vitlues) . Floors - Floors

G - 10% | 45 12

11 - 209 3 17

21 - 30% 0 8

31 - 40% 0 7

41 - 50% 0 7

“S51 - 604 0 .0

61 - 70% 0 0
7TQ£Hi . ] ) 777§i 7 o 7”51

Table 3,3, 3

Djstz]butlan of Allotment Changes Among States
Ké bubslltuted tor k ' o

thngc in Allotiments With Without
(in_absolute velues) _Floors ”Fiségs‘
0 - 10% 38 16
11 - 204 8 13
21 - 308 3 13
S1 - 40% 2 4
41 - 50% 0 1
51 - 60% 0 2
01 - 70% 0 2
TDtai 51 51
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Appendix A

SPUCTAL. GRANTS BASED ON THE (DNC]NIR&ITDA
OF PUOR CHILDREN: PEIL C of Title 1

Part C of Title I éuth@riacs bonus grants for LEAs that
have a COﬁCéntrailan of Cllglb]& children cqual ta 20% @f the

schiool age population, or that have at least 5,000 eligible

phch

children who constitute a 5% or greater concentration. The

'undcr]yjng assumptzan of thl% program is- that more money per,

child is necess 541y where 1hc cmnccntratlcn of Cllélbl@
children is higher, The follawlng analysis dddresges two-
aspects of Part C: practical considerations, sugh as admini-
strative problems and the effects of the program in terms of

the resultant #llocation of fUﬁdé, and the thcoretical or

conceptual foundations of the program.

A1 Practical Considerations.

Al Technicalities., The administrative process for Part

C at the Pederal level (interpretation of the lawv, collection

-and validation of data, and- iamputaticn of allatments) is

extremely burdensome. The computational process itself 15

Qansidefably more complicated than that for all the rest of

Title I. An example of the technical prcb ems is found in

the ”marginal” LEAs that are Ellé]ble pursuant to Sec. 131

(a) (2), The%e are the LEAs that are not ellglble for Part C

g£rants under the defined conditions of the number and perceritage
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of eligible children, but that "would be cligible" for such a

grant i there were "“a relatively small iincrease in the number

of such childrcn, but only provided that the LEA meets

unspecificed crjicr‘a of "urgent need" for financial assistance.

In rcdugiﬁg the grants from the authorization level to the
apprapriatibn level, cach part of Title I affects the others.
Part C makes DDATéfETQﬂCC to the grants to SQAS for
a&ministrativc expenses, and the pravisicﬁs for those
administration grants in Part D do not distinguish between
the regular Part C grants and thosc to the mafginal LILAs .-
Nonetheless, legal opinion has establiished ﬁhé practice

that the Part C grants to marginal LEAs are to be disrcgarded
in computing Thé administrative grants, in épite of the

fact that the SEA's administrﬁtivé)burdgn is greater, not
less, for gfantsAté marginal LEAs since special justificatiéns
in terms of tax effort and other measures of urgent need are
required in those cascs. Because of this é;geption, the
é]ruady &Qmpligated reduction pfogedu§e for undertunding is

made considerably more complex.* The total amount of money

-
A]ihaugh thc E\LEﬂt of the CDmPJTCa1]DHS will not be apparent
to the casuanl reader, no detailed example is provided here.
Such an anmp]c, Lo&ethc1 with its explanation, wouldibe longer
than this appendix. The complexity of the 1eduutlcn plDCEdLTE
results in part from a logical circularity in which the admini-
stration grants ucpend on the actual allotment levels of the
other grants (under Parts A and C), while at the samc time
the noney available for those allotments depends partly on
the administration grants.: If the administration grants were
proportional to the others, the solution would be relatively
simple. However, this is not the case, and since the reduction
p]ngtdu1c comprises a sct of Amnlcnl rules as well ds mathe-
matical relutions, therve is no strictly mathematical %alutlan.'r
A description of the reduction process has béen provided in the -



thit was lch tributed in FY71 as-a conscquence of this

cxccpticﬁ was $1700. EiQVED‘StEfGS were aff@ctéd éa on
thc'avcltyg the. administration grants were reduced by ab@ut
$150 per state. Cclfnjnly the Cff;ct Gf thls technical
nicety, in monetary terms, dldlﬂ@t Jthlfy the complications
it added to the udministratlan Df the Part C grants,

The p?CV1QU%]y cited Intcr:m Rtpoai of Mﬂlch 1972 sLaLed
(p. C-10) that probloms of lhiéfplctéthﬂ have bccn gen;rally
-Scttlcd?'ﬁlthough some still arisc ;ntermlttently;, Since that
reﬁaft was writtcn sﬁch prablcms have arisen, one of them in
'canjuuctiaﬁ with Part C. »In FY71 and FY72 the funds for
administration grants corresponding to Part C grants came
ircm’tﬁe aggrcgate'Partrc.allatment and those fpr Part A
came from the d&él&gﬂl@ Pd]t A dllmfment The praLtlce 1ﬂ77'
FY73 was chanﬁed to makc Lhe iund: for Lhc admlﬂlstratlan grants
for Tart C come off the top Df the Title I dplrcpr;atlan, thus

affecting the amounts avallable for Parts A, B, and C.

Hawcver, no :hange was made in the funding of Part A administration

grants., The amount of m@ney:ihvglvéd in this change is 1&%5
than 1% of the dgg1égaie Part C allctmcnt In addltjon to
further compl;catlng the alla:at;on Df funds, this ncw
exception required that the amount reaerved for FY73 Pazt

C admlnlstintlcn Le an ;StéldL? since the amounts of - the

Purt C grants themsclves were not yet known.
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A;liz- Data. The pérvasive pi@blgm in the admiﬁis;ratidnrdi
Puri Ci at hoth the Fcﬂcraf éﬁd stutc iéfﬁls,(is the Eélleﬁtian
ﬂnd V”lldﬂtl@ﬂ Qf Th: required CDHLLntIﬂLan dgta.‘ Two sgts-
~of"data scem on Eirst read;ng‘t@ entaii no pr@hlcm, but in
fact have hé@ﬁ'VGT§ éifficult Snd‘eﬁpéﬁﬁiveutD Dbtaiﬁ: “these
arc the number,of Tcsident,childrcn of the LEA and the Part
A guthériznthn of the LLA. Ganéla]]y the Dnly source of
hﬁrdzdatd on resident children is the dc;cnninl-ccnzusg until
now 1;1 at n;dht the 1960 census. Thus USOL aﬁd' the Sl/\‘: were
faécd ‘with the choice of uun;; badly outdated data or C:silm;itlng‘;
“the number Qf r251dan children in each LEA, for example,
from sonc iormula‘based on cnrollment. ThE'det that
LEA% dD not in general coincide with census gecgraphlc areas
neans thitrusing the census (either 19G0 or LS?O],pr.LEA
population data requires costly tranéf@rmétiéns and.isrcften“
impracticable. Thé cenéus mapping project currently uﬁdcrﬁay,
at USOL will help=ih this régard,vbut its cavarégc aiéiudesl
‘about 7,000 of the smaller LEAs . |

Obtainiﬁg thc Part A authorizatién for an LEA Cfrom whicﬁ
- 1o :al;ulatc its Part C authc%izati@ﬂ) is a'prabiem béCaﬁse,
in the allocation of Part A grants, authorizations are Dniy
CGmPuTQd to the county§1evel, not tqrthé LEA level. The :
Part A allotments at the LEA level are computed on a
different basis from that used at the county‘level‘bthc LEA
allatmcnts are determined from the county allotnents (not .

flom au1h011aat10n%j by the scveral SLAs, cach nccqrd;ngkte

its chosen method of subcaunty allccatlon_ Thus; USOE must




rely ooow osurvey of the stoter te ohrain the data Trom which
LU ocan compute Part A suthorizations corresponding to the
allotpents at the LEA Tevel.  Needless to say, the collection
and correction of such a volume of data {rom so many sourccs
produccs many mistakes and misunderstandings that must be

detected and covrected through a long process,

AL.3 Results. As a result of these and other data problems,

nonths are required for the allocation of Part C funds.
For TFY71 (the first ycar of Part C), the allocation was completed
on June 30, 1971, the last day of the fiscal ycar. The FY72
allocation was campléted on August 31, 1972, two months
after the fiscal year had ended.

Aside {rom the tardiness of the allocation, the size of
the Pert C allotments shows some ridiculous results. While
some LIAs do receive sizable grants from this program in
FY71 (the lurgest grant went to New York City: $2:3 million).
the avc%agc grant [in IFY71) was $3,8068, and 223 LLAs reccived
grants of $100 .or less (in two cases only $2). Although the
average grant is far short of the amount ﬁecdcd)to hire an
additional téazheT, it could provide an aide or some additional
cquipment.  However, many of the grants are so small that not
only co they provide a useless amount .of money for intensifying
a program ta-campénsate for the high concentration of poverty,
but the administrative cost to thevrecipiént-LEA consumes the

grant, If the LEA accepts the grant, its personnel must
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themselves with the regulutions and puidelines

Lamiliarize
regarding Part C; they must account for Part € tunds separately;
and thoy mﬁst preparc  a comprehensive plan for the use of
the Part C grant, sctting forth specific objectives and the
criteria and procedures to be used for an annual ¢valuation,
Lven 1f the LEA wishes to decline its grant, it incurs
some cxpense in exchanging correspondence with the SCA.

Because of the smail size of many of the grants, some
states cncourage the LEAs entitled to smailvgrants to relinquish
them so they can be consolidated into one or movre grants Df. |
a4 reasonable size, Coﬁsequently the distribution of the Part
C grants to LEAs actually can require several months beyond
the final =llocation by USOE. This additional process in

the allocution of grants (which is rcquired not by the law

but by reasonableness in using such small grants) represents

a substantial cost to the SEAs and LEAs. Some SEAs and LEAs
have iﬁmpiained 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,
presunably becauée they felt it was not worth the effort
and expense. l

In summary, the practical considerations regarding bart’
C show that the computational complexitics and the difficulties
of the data collection process have re%ulted iﬁ an administrative
nightmarc. The grants have finally gotten to the recipients

after the fiscal year was over. The administrative burden

L A-6
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at the lTederal, state, and local levels has been costly and
out of proportion to the amounts ol money being distributed;
there are instances where the cost to the recipient agency

has excecded the value of the grunt itself.

A.2 Theorctical Considerations
There is no body of knowlcdge that establishes clearly

the costs of providing educational services; thcrefore, there

o

is no factual basis on which to establish whether there is or
is not a reclation between the necded dollars per child and the
concentration of poverty;

Second, if it were assumed that there 1s such a ielatién,
the direction of the relation is not known, nor cven whether
it is unidirectional. ’It>can be argued that the nceded fundiﬁg
is preater where the concentration is greater, hecause the
children have an additional problem of a woréc general social
environment compounded with their individual_problem‘of
educational deprivation. The same point of view can be
argued on the basis that the school faces higher then normal
costs in the fcfm of teacher salary bonuses or repairs for
vandalism. On the other hand it can be Srgued'that a high'
poverty concentration leads to reduced costs due to economies
of scale and to homogeneity Qf the sghcal population, while
poor children in places with low concentrations are social
outcasts, unable to keep up with their peers, énd handicapped

by futility. One might cven adopt bath.érguménts, resulting

A-7




in the view that places with very low and very high concentrations

necd wmore money per child than places with mediun coﬁccﬂtratioﬂsg
In the thivd place, if it were assumed, for cxample, that

the newded funﬂing per child increases when the concentration

increascs, onc still would noi know whcthersit increcases by

the same rate at both ends of the range of concentrations, i.e.,

whether it is a lincar relation.

Finally, if the shapc were assumed to be lincar, the rate

(slopc) would not be known, cven approximately; it could be ;
0.1, 1 or 10.

The éunc1usian indicated by these theoretical considerations é
(apart (rom prugiic$] problems, which might be corrected) é
is thuat there does not appear u factual basis to justify altering g
the distribution of funds according to the concentration of 5

poverty, much less to indicate in what way to alter the i

distribution. A less harsh judgment is possible it one is

williaé to make several assunptions. Some possible implémentatiansg

of such a judgment are examined in Chapﬁer 3. E
The primary assumption that is expresscd by Part C is

that tﬁc per child allotment should be higher in places with

high concentrations of eligiblé 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 reflect vérying degrees of
concentration. Further, the qualificatioﬁ-rulé is a "step

function" (in mathematical language), involving an abrupt

ERIC . L
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change ot a certaln point; an LEA with 4,990 zljgibic children
would need a concentration of 20% in.order to qualify, but
with one more elipible chijd it could qualify with a
concentration of only 5%. The alternative formulation of a
concentration-basced grant developed-in this report applies

in concept to all LIAs and relates the size of the bonus to .

the degree of concentration.

[T
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Appendix B

ENGSERATION UPHATING

Thiv appendix provides techinical detail in support of Section 2,3.2,
comcerning the updatinge adjustments in the enumernt ton of ¢ligible
chizdren, 1€ s presued that the reader of this appendix is familiar

with that scction, which provides a coherent exposition of thc concepts
3

ol updating. This appendix addresses four topics that require more

detiiled diSCHﬁ%an than is appropriate in Chapter 2. The first section
exaines a different general approach to updating than that developed

in this study, and  xplains why this alternative approach, although
comceptually plausible, is technically impracticalile. The second section
anadyzes the major flows in the present Title 1 updating methods, because
these are some of the mportant pitfalls that an alternative method shall
nva}dg The third section is the detailed d@gumcnrétinﬁ of the alternative
updating method described in Chapter 2, ‘The fourth section discusses the
upduting of the total school age ﬁapu?nti@n data requived when a concen-

tration factor is cmployed in an allocation formula.

B.l o General ;\m)m;ﬁiéh

The genéra] approach ta.updating!in this study has been ﬁo make an
adjustment of some basc yeuar emmcration in teims of changes in AFDC
data,  Another approach, that has been considered and rejected, is to
adjust for popilation chanpes and Chnngus:in the inceme diﬁtrihutian.r
The population changes would be in-migration, out-migration, births,
deaths, and aging of the population (such that young children become

B-1
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aduies). An adjustient Tor chianges in the incane charavteristics
et res projected values of income distribution parameters (such as
acmedian and probit slope, 11 o Teg-nomod Form is'le(ni);

Projection modeds Fﬁr popibation and income eatimal lons are
nevescary i L appronch hecaie o there i no comprehensive and

detailed survey other than the devennial census itsel % 0F course,

thera are some curvent data, such as CPs data, that can be usaed to §
cilinrate the projection methods,  The Census Burenu, the Burcau ol Lconomic :
Aradysis (Departicent of Comnerce) and sceveral other PFederal agencies .

are concerned with such projections, lven at the state level (not to
nention the county level) projections are m@%& in the nature of model
development than of standard cconomic indicators, The state of the
art ol detaited ﬁcnnmmic projcction at the subnational level 18 not yet
suf Cicient Ty advanced 1o be seriously considered asoa hanis For allocation
of grants, This is particularly so when the required estimate represents
onc extreme of the income distribution [povcrty).

1t is for this reason that Title T updating must continue to rely
on some direct measure of the poverty population, i.c., AFDC data and,

potent ially, school lunch data,

#)ue to the acceleration of social change, the desirability of having a :
comprehensive census cvery five years (instead of ten) has often been :

Py

suggested. OF course, that would be expensive, Title I funds allocation
is an cxample of a Federal function that could be improved with data
from such a census. '
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Bo20 FPlaws dn the Present Method
Aninuilysis of the Taults of the present updating method not only
shows why it should be discontinued but also suggests the ways inprove-

pents oo be omade,

Bl Dot Fiiconpiat H;L!i(yz ?&szypnqﬂfyg§ihyrily. One - Claw 1s that the
two pranc il caterorices ol L'l]il(]!’(ill - those from Tow income Tamilies
and those counted under AFNC == are not complementary groups; that is,

onc docs not bhegin where the other leaves 6ff. That is illustrated hy

the following two examples, one iﬁ which a poor child would not he counted

and one in whieh a child would he counted twice. The {irst child's

family has an income of $200 from AIDC and £1900 from other sources.

Since the total inceme is greater than $2000, the family is not counted

in the census Tow-incanie component QF the Title T formila. But since

its income (rom AFNC is less than SEODU ii is not counted in the AFIC
component either.  The second example involves u familyiwhoge total

income f&portcd in the census was below $2000, thus causing the family

to be counted by the Title T formula in every year. In some yeér after

the census yenr, however, the family's income (rom AFDC alone has risen
ahoye $2000,_thu5 cventually qualilying the family under the ALDC

component of the formula as well, These examples point to the desirability
of updating the count of eligible children in & way that does not rely

on adding together two incompatible measures.
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et Dans Ineomnatibi ity Seale Disparity. The use of an additive

ad jrodwent - for updating involves another Maw in that the nudbers of
chii Liren weasured by the updating variable are not necessarily on the

sane scale as the nambers of ¢hildren measured by the baseline varisble.

That 15,.uu¢h virtable invelves a measure of poverty, and there is no
puarantee that the two measures are consistent, particularly if onc
measure (AFNC) is %uhjcct to change during the intercensal years and the
other (census) is not. One way to avoid this flaw.is;ta use a multi-

phicative adjustment,® such as o percentage change.  To use the census

and AFDG data as an example, the percentage change in AFDC might be taken

as an estimator of the percentage change in census data that would be

observed if the census were redone in the current year.

B.2.5 CGeographic Bias, The present method of updating by adding AFDC

data to census data is also invalidated by the large interstate bias in
the ADG data, due to differing qualification standards. {ihere is also
an intercounty bias within some states, but this.is less pronounced

than-the interstate bias.) One way of indicating the interstate bias
cmpirically is by means of the coverage ratio defined in Chapter 2, i.c.,
the ratio of all school age AFDC children to school age poverty children

(based on the Orshansky index). Table B.2.1 shows the coverage ratios

for all states, arranged by state median: income,  (South Carolina is the

*Ndifferent approach, involving an additive adjustment, is developed
below, in Section B.3.2; it is shown to vesult in a fom mathematically
identical to the multiplicative adjustment that was presented in

Chapter 2 and that is detailed in Scction B.3.1.
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loweat, md New Yors is the highest.)  As noted in the tabie, the actual
valures shown there are inilated sinee the avaiiable AFDC Jdata cover o
Farper ape span (0-20) than "school ape™ (5-17). As it turns out, this
is of no consequence in the way that the age span enters into the proposed
updazing methed, since an age span adjustment factor would cancel out of
the updating equation.  (This is explained in Scctions B.3.1 and B.3.2.)

A Targe part of the interstate bias dn the AFDC data used in the
present updating method is due to the fact that AFDC children are counted

only in fumilics receiving more than $2,000 a year from AFDC.  When all

AFLC children are counted, without vegard to the level of payments, the

changes over a period of time arc morce und form among the stutes. In
Table B.2.2, the first column shows the percentage increase in the number

ol Title 1 AFDC children from 1965 to 1971, (used for the Y66 to Y72

allocatjons).  The sccond column shows the corresponding increase in

the total numﬁer of AFNC children, aged 0-20. Since: these are pcrcenﬁag@
changes, the difference in age spans should not be important, The degree
to which the two statistics differ for each state is the degree to which’
the two statistics measurc different things. One way to see the inter-
state varintion in the prﬁiticalvdiffe}enzc between these two measures
is-ﬁg examine the ratio of one measure to the other, in the last column,

Since this ratio differs among the states, it matters whether the first

or sccond measure of increase is used.
Still another source ol geographical bias, as well as irregularity
over time, is the unemployed-parent component of AFDC. This program is

optional with the states; about half of the states partigipate:in it.
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Porcuntage Inerease in-APRG, 1265 to.
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Alaba: == ) .- *
Alns 459% 110 4.2
Aric 216 59 3.7
Ari s -- 108 - =
Calitornia 455 104 2.7
Colorado 345 112 3.1
450 .70 6.5
== QE] = =
-= 138 - -
== 261 ==
Hawaii ' 371 121 3.1
Idake 133 76 1.8
I11is0is A ) 95 1.6
Indiana 504 150 5.4
Towa 194 70 2.8
Yanu:s 417 95 4.4
Kenticky .- 73 . --
Loulciana 6153 127 48.5
536 : 184 2.9
472 87 4.9
523 169 3.1
GOS8 134 4.5
239 96 2.5
- = 51 [
Missol 214 37 5.8
Montana 280 153 1.8
Nﬂbff‘ki 2082 131 15.9
251 173 1.5
: 115 208 2.0
New Jersey 551 291 1.9
New Mexico 252 96 2.6
New York 454 131 3.5
North Carolina 584 38 15.6
Korth Dakota 173 60 2.9
Ohic 345 82 4,2
Oklzhoma 158 50 5.2
Orcron - 341 195 1.8
Penrsylvania 270 - .89 3.0
Rhoce Island 325 87 3.7
South Carolina == 137 --
South Dalkota 367 i 75 4.9
Tenr.cssce == 127 T
Texis == 277 ==
Utak 455 63 7,2
Veraont 904 : 186 4.9
Virsinia 1292 155 8.3
Washington 277 _ 88 3.2
West Virginia 17807 = 15 =1187.1
Wisconsin 239 12% 1.9
Wyoming ’ 171 Bi 2.1
Dist. of Columbia = 419 | 168 S 2.1

#hash indientes that there weve no ARG children coumted at the $2,000 level in 1965.
Thus in these cases the percentage increase is either intinite or indeterminate.




The bast Tour vears' dota for Sew Jdersey, shown o the following tabulation,

]

exeenl iy the Drregularity of the unsmployed-parent data,

i}H'{C 7(::!717‘] Tdren

(1) 2

Febvary ofs  Totad  OF ewpidia Parenes 4)-02)
1960 151,000 11,600 . 139,400
1970 214,000 ; 36,200 177,800
197 312,000 64,900 242,100
1072 272,000 272,000

Between 1969 and 1Wﬂ)thczummcrcﬂfchﬂdrm1iﬂ‘ﬂu2unmmﬂﬂyedﬂrnfﬂt
component in New Jersey more than tripled; in the following year it

nearly doubled ngaiﬁ.~ In 1972 the program was droppcq in New Jorsey,

The total number of children shows a large incrcase in 1970 and 1971, and

a decrease in 1972, lowever, the number of AFNC children, exclusive of

the unemployed-parent component (in the last colunn), shows a comparatively
moderate increase in each year., CObiviously, the Joss of nearly 70,000
children from the APDC cound in 1972 does not reflect a decrease in
poverty. New Jersey was chosen here as an illustration’ - The uncmployed-
parent AFNC data for all participating states are given in Table B.2.3.

In general, it scoms that the variati@n in the unonﬁ]@yéd=pnréﬂt
component does not reflect the trend in the number of children needing
compensatory education. Children of the chironically uncnployed do relate
to the objectives of Title T, 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 be removed by excluding

the wmemployed-parent component,
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Calilornia
“olorado
Connecoticut
Nelavware
Iawaii
I1linois
Kansas
Miine
Maryland

Miassachuscetts

Michipnn
Minncsotu
Missouri
Nebrasha

New Jersey
New York
Ohio
OkIahomau
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Utah

Vermont
Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin
District of

Total

Number of States

Participating

Columbia

PR T T T

Nunsiery of Childrrn (agedd 0=20) in

104,000
3,800

L

8§50 '

320
1,000
15,300
1,100
100
720
3,300
5,500
450
280
11,600
63,400

10,200

1,800
8,100
16,400
1,200
4,200
340
6,500
20,200
3,900

284,000

(RS
(sl

119,000

Feb., 770

3,300

190
080
16,400
1,100
520
1,300
10,900
8,200

660
290
36,200
47,200
8,400
980
16,000
9,500
1,200
4,200
380
9,200
14.500

311,000

23

grent Caimmmnent of ARDO*

197,000
6,700

500
1,600
37,300
2,000

2,600%%

2,600
6,200
24,760
2,400
1,700
690
69,900
64,400
18,800
1,000
18,800
10,800
2,300
5,700
1,300
14,400
14,600

. 640
509,000

X}
[}

Feb. 72

146,861 -
6,652

436
2,801 "
58,774
2,305
431
2,778
6,871
38,920
4,934

634 .

28,142
34,4009 !
1,531
13,515

"Blank indicatcs £hat the state elected not to participate in that
year. States not listed did not participate in any of these years.

**Apparently an error.
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P20 Hpdatine the Poverty Stindavd.  Another part of thoe updating

process is the revision of the definition of poverty, to reflect

Sinfletion,  The present Title 1 provisions attempt to accomplish this

by ¢hanging the $2000 Jow income factor-to $3000 in FY6S and to $4000
n V75,0 However, under conditions of undéffundjng the flactor reverts
to a lower level, as pfovﬁﬂéd elsewhere in Title T, and in fact the
Jow income Faci@r has Témﬂingd at $2000 throughout the history of Title I.
Ccnscquéntly, in the census data used for Title I allocations, there has
never been an adjustment for inllation. Furtherm@fc, if such an adjust-
ment had materialized, therc would have been substintial distributional
shifts. 'This undesirable side effoct was explained in the previpmély
cjtedx]ﬂtcrjm Report of March 1972, beginning on page C-10,

These considerations point to the need fDT(ﬁﬂ effective but smooth
influtiun:ﬂdjugtment such as the built-in Consumcr Price Index adjustment

in the Crs data,

B.3  Alternative Method

B.5.1 'sz}uﬂtjp}iéativciﬁh:tqr_ Chapter 2 describes an altornative

method of updating, which uses a multipicative adjustment factor on the
asswiption that the "true' change in the Title 1 cligible populatien in
cach county is best approximated by the ratio expressing the change in

the local APFDC data, Symbglically?

B-10
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where Kois the nuber of eligible chiildren in a county,

W (for "welfave) is the mumber of AFDC children in
the same pluace, -

the subscript ¢ means current, and

the subscript b means as of the time represented by the

baseline (census) data.
This avoids the pTincipji objection to the concept of an additive adjust-
ment as prcscntiy used in Title T, namely, that the AN data as a whole
are ot ol scale with the census data and that the ANDC data for the
scale o with each other due to

severtl connlies, or states are ont ol

different coverage in dilferent places,  lixcept for coverage changes

variation in coverage is eliminated in the ratio Wg/h%;.that is, each
county's current ADC datum is compared only with the samc county's base
: ' ADC datum, and not. directly with that from any other county or stata,

However, if the ADC coverage changes in that county, W_ reflects

a difflerent eoverage than W, and thus the ratie W /W  is biased in
’ g . h? . [ h .

! prcpértiﬁn to the coverage change. Chapter 2 observed that at the
national level the cévgrage apparently has been inifénsiqgi The normali-
zation process (discussed in detail in Sections B.3.3 and B.3.4) adjusts
for the national trend in coverage. But sinﬁe this adjustment is applied
to each county, cach county's normalized value is only partially corrected
for coverage éhﬂng@ég That is, cach county vélué is stili bias&d in |

proportion to the ratio of its own coverage change to the national

‘ coverage change, Therefore, this residual bias is the major weakness
- in this updating procedure,
O
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As o explained in Chapter 2, the AFDC data used. in this method represent
Chéldfrn aecd 0=200 00 all AFDG Tami Lics, except those in the wnemployed-
parent component, The bias due to the broader age ol the AFDC data {as
opposed to the census data) is cancelled out by the WC/Wh ratio.

As-n@tcd'iu Chapter 2, the AFDC data used i this study are 24-month
avernaes of state totnls., The mﬁnfhs used for h% ﬁcre Séptcmbcr 1970
through August 1972, and those for W, were January 1969 thiough December
1970 since the census data reprosent- the 1969 incomes of persons cnumerated
in 1970, The monthly data at the state level are available ffém the SRS
publication cited in Table B.2.1, Data by county are available only for

February of cach year.® In order to obtain wmonthly data by county it

would be necessary to institute a survey of all the states.

B.3.2 Aprﬂqai}jvg_ﬁgpjaa;hi As noted in Chapter 2, a diflferent approach

to the alternative updating method is to use an additive adjustment, based
0il thf assumption that the arithmetic difference in a zaunty s Title I
cligible population for two years is cqual to the difference in the

corvesponding AFNC. data when adjusted in scale by the local coverage

ratio. Symbolically,**

) . o hb
K,o= Ko+ (W, - W) o= .
7 b “b
JkUL]PlQHL% of Puh11g Aas;%tanLC Money Payments and Amcunts of Such
Foyments, by Program, State, dand County, SGoS Report A-§ social and
RehabiTitat ton Service, Aatjcnal Center for Social %tﬂtlbi cs, DIEW,

published amnnually,

**lo update county Orshansky datn 24-month averages of state AFDC data
can be applied to the mu1t1plicnt1vc method by assuning the constancy
ol the county shares within a state. Practically, howcver, only the
Fehruary AEDG data can be used for the additive method as ﬂpP]lPd to
countics at present. .
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3
i

the foenl coverage in order to adjust it to the scale of K, - Since W !
appesrs in batie the numerator and the denominator of the additive term, i
no adjustment for the larger -age. span of W is necessary, i.c., it would ;
cancel out anyway, : i
. ) . i
But this cquation is actually the same as the cquation in Section §
B.5. 1 using the multiplicative adjustment. Mmnipulating the right side
of the present equation,
Wo- W !
: . L |
N KiK. X =g ;
¢ ! b W
b ;
NC ‘ﬂj
K.o=K. A+ & - o
N N ol
b b
W,
C b (W¥)
b
which is the multiplicative .adjustment. 3
B.3.% Narmalization. The updated distribution is normalized to a ;
national total estimated from the CPS. . Since the sampling basis of the
C'S is different {rom that of the decenniual census, estimates from those
two sources arc not strictly comparable. Therefore the :actual value
derived from the CPI’S should not be used to normalize a distribution |
based on the decennial census. -On the other hand, the rate of change '
in the CPS data is applicable to such a distribution 'since the populations

measured by the CPS and census data can be assumed to.change at the same

rate, Thus the current total ol a poverty population can be: estimated

B-13
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Dy e Cipiying the decenniad censtes total by the ratio of the corrent

S total to the GPS total for 1909, The CPS data Tabelled 1909 correspond

to the 1970 census dati since the former refer to the 1969 incaﬁc of
familics emmerated as of March 1970, while the-1970 census data féfér
to the 1969 income. of familics enunerated as.of April 1970,

To scule a djstrihutian up or down such that the resulting distri-
butica has a desired total, it is ﬁécaggary;only-tc multiply each clement
by a ratio w}hﬁg nuwierator is the dg%ircﬂ total and WhQSC denominator is
the actual total,  The normalization procedure s illustrated in the
sample citlealations in BRa.4,

B.5.4 Sample Calculations. This section illustrates the alternative

updating method and provides data examples and data source citations.
Table B.3.1 shows the statc totals of the census data used (at the

county level) in this study. The'sguriés of both the 1960 and 1970
census data were special tﬂbulntiéns produced by the Census Bureau under
contract ta the National Center for Tducational Stati%tits, Usor., Tn the
1970 census, data on Chi]dTCﬂ;5%17 years old in families below the $3,000
level are also available {rom the TFourth Count computer tapes, a standard
census product available to the public,  Thosc data do not ciactly match

the special tabulation data because the Census Burcau made certain

corrections. to its basic records (the common source of the Fourth Count

and the special tabulation) after the Fourth Count was produced and

before the special tabulation was,
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M:ine
Maryland
Masspacliugetls
Michipan

Missour
Hontani

ipshire
Ly

ivi

Kew Yoark .
Borth Carolina
Fortih Dakota
Chig

Oklahona
Cregon
Pennsylvania
Khode. 'lsland
Soputh Carolina
South Dakota
Tenuessce
Texas

Utal

Yermont
Virpini:
Yashingien

West Virginia
wiscanuin

Wyoming

Dist. of Columbia

Table 8.3.1

Children 5 - 17 Yeurs O6d in familic

Ko low bpeec i el Aninal Lis ere Levels

1960 S S

12,257
147,516
76,386

71,789
40,263
193,550
701,090
18,408
53,716
17,065
124,732
77,250
254,903

© 125,158
14,166

37,554 27,041
200,060 194, 560
323,090 99,224

25,346 5,005
151,310 104,125

3 19,583
175,394 102,040
12,083 §,BD5
206,638 71,844
30,712 10,763
220,048 81,832
398,274 . 192,639

106,406
58,440 .
5,408
14,854

4,947,525 2,645,838

86,115
43,7063
fug,4dg
166, BUG
12,849
162,993
66,465
31,382
160,892
13,857
111,118
18,005
133,221
20

Orshanshky

272,146
12,393
84,014

155,135

595,765

98,936
261,679
172,955

74,598

45,452

10,890

14,2586
155,690

50,559
526,402

53,953
304,815
24,482
206,945
33,815
245,157
.636,776
30,796
13,062
214,357
§0,1712
106,359
103,895
10,054
17,193

7,700,368

RPN R

i
4
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Sable BUacZ Tists the APDE ration, d.o., the multiplicative factors,

used Jor the distributiona? upduting adjustment.  Sultiplving the Alabama

:

Factor by the number of chiildren indicated in the $3,000 census data

yicld:s i udju5lﬁd number of Chi]drcn:
1.20587 x 151,759 = 182,098,
Similarly, for thc'@r%hnn%ky data:
1.20387 x 272,146 = 327,628,

when this adjustment is made to every state (actually, to every

county), the national totals of the adjusted $3,000 and Orshansky data,

respectively, are 5,741,501 and 10,535 It is known in advance,

however, that these totals arce greater than the respective totals of the

F

census data Fﬁr two reasons, i.c,, the mu]tipljcative factor TCpTEﬁCﬁtS
two cffects: (1) the slipght peneral increase in poverty, as indicated
hy the CPsS data, and (2) 15@ considerably greatoer general increase in
ADC coverage.  The n@rmnlization‘ﬁraﬂéss retains the first of these and
excludes the sccond, |

To generate the normalizing fact@r;!it 18 HCCESSﬂfy to know two
values: the scale from which to normalize, and the scale to which to

normilize.  The first of these is simply-the sum of the distributien at

its present adjusted stage.  The sccond is the current number of poverty

lor the $3,000 level the estimate-is calculnted as follows. The

Census Bureau's Current Population Report, Sceries P-60, No, 85, p. 31,

gives the income distribution for several years in terms of constant

N_1s

S i
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Disiributional Updating Factors

Alabanma
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Geocorgia
Hawaii
Idaoho
Illincis
Indiana
Towa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Massachusotts
Michipan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

- Nevada

New lampshire
New Jerscy
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Duakota
Chie

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Daketa
. Tennessce
Texas

Utah .
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoring

Dist. of Columbia
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dollass,  The most recent (1971) dats are used for the "current' CHTJH?iD;
Now, this Crs report does. not give directly the number of Lh]]dICH 5-17
years old. 1t pives the total nuinber of families in the U,S. CSS,ZéG,DOO)-
and the percentage of thcm-h@i@w ihcl$',000 level (8. 3% ) # Multiplying
these pives 4,423,568 lamilies.  The corresponding nuwiber of families {for

1969 uhth corres 70nd% Lo the 1970 census) s 4,150,197, The ratio of

these two mmbers is 1.0658692; this ratio expresses the 1969-10-1971 growth
n poverty, as measured by the $3,000 income level, When this ratiq is

maltinlicd by the 197¢ census datum for ehildren §-17 years old in

A e e

.

Tumilics below the $3,000 1ch1, the updated estimate for the national

1.0658694 x 4,211,888 = 4,489,323,

This 1s the other value needed for the normalizing factor, which can now

be computed as

4,489,323/5,7°1,561 = 078189938,

*A]ihqnp thc pC]LEHtl“? Figire has only two significant digits, the

sanpling evror of the CPS limits the precision to abhout 1hnt dmmunt so |
there would he Tittle point in going Dback to the unpublished CPS data
to pget the number of Families below 3 ;000 more directly, In the
-enguing caleulations, nevertheless, onﬁlnﬂl significont digits are
carried to avoid introducing additional orrore in the intermedinte i
steps, since such errors are compounded Lh1ﬁunh the course of the
compatation. It is the end result of the computation - that the accuracy.
Timitations should he reflected; u]t;mitélg this means in Lhe grant
allotments.

It is evident that the accuracy of the data, JﬁC]U]lﬂE the decennial
census and APPEE data, may 1ot justify all of Lhc painstaking data mani-
pulation procedures DF the past. The implications of this, however, arc
not scif-cvident, The 1cchn1L1] dspects of this problemw dlU now hé1ng
invest gt ed,




MaTtiplying the estimate previously derived for each coumty (from the
A ratio) by this normilizing factor completes the updating process,
THustrating with the total Cor Alabama: |

182,698 x 0.78189938 = 142,851,
which is the number given for Alabama Unqpr cnumerat ion K4 in Table 2.3.2
in (fhz,i)l't‘l‘ 2,

r?ﬁc normalization of the Orshansky distribution is somewhat simpler,

becanse th? s pub]jgﬁtian (Current Population Report, Series P-60,
No. 86, p.-29) gives the mumber of poverty children under 18 years old.
hjvjding!fhc 1971 value by the 1969 value gpives:

10,344,000/9,501,090 = 1.0887275
as the two-yecar growth in pgvérty, as measured by the Orshansky iﬁdex@
Mu]tjpjying-this by the 7,700,368 children indicated in thé Or#haﬂ5k§
Census dﬂta‘yiclds 5,583,002 as the current national total "of such
children. Dividing this by the total-of the AFDC-adjusted Gréhﬂﬂsky
data CIO,ESS,EQS].ginS the normalizing factor of 0.7959145, which is
then applicd to the AFNC-adjusted Orshansky datum for each county. Again
using the Alubama total to illustrate, the previously derived 32?,628
nultiplied by .the narmalizingifactar yvields the 260,764 listed for

Alabama under enumeration KS in Table 2.3.2,

B.4 “otal School Age Population
When the concentration of poverty is an element of the cost factor

(sce Section 2.4), one more updating problem arises. The concentration
3 £ 3

is defined as the ratio of the cligible children to the total school age

B-10
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populction,  In this stuly the tota] p@puintiﬁn data were taken from the
census but were not updited since no Updatiﬁgidétﬂ are préécntly available.
However, such data will be available by Tate 1975 or carly 1974 {rom a

new Tederal-Stuate C@Dpcrativefﬁr@gram for Population Estimates being
implerentaed now under the auspices of the Census Burcau. This program

will provide total population data for cach coqnfy; The population changes
indicated by these data could be used to update the school age population
dirta, 1L i possible that age-specilic population estimates will be
available anmually at some later time. 11 so, these would provide a

more direct means of updating the school age population data by county.

B-20.
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Appendix C
STATE ALLOTMNERTS BASED ON ALTLERNATIVE FORMULAS
This appendix presents the allocations for cach state as
computed using sixteen variations of the formula components.
As notod in Chapter 3%, there are 960 possible combinations

of formula components that might be considered. Of the 150

combirations that were analyzed, the resulting allocations

for sixtecen are presented in this Appendix. Thesc are among

the combinations suggested s
improvement over the existing formula.

The allocation results, which follow, are prescented in

cight pairs of tables. In cach pair, the combination of

formula components is the same except the first table shows
allocution levels based on the proportional method of

reduction and the sccond table reflects the nonproportional

method (SEA entitlements are fully funded).
The specifications for the formula components, as uscd

for this presentation, are as follows (each of the eight

consists of proportional and nomproportional rcduction):

(]
[}
[

2% providing the most potential -

s

g‘

e b LNt Y

Y, LV TR

= AT



Formula Componcnts

Cost TFactor

Concentration

50% of SAPPE

- None.

2 " 50% of SAPPE | None

50% of SAPPL

M&dafatc

50% of SAPPL

Moderate

"None

e AR B B D =130 3 o

None

e e e i

The computations are based on an appropriation level of :
$1.5 billion, not counting Parts B and C or the outlying areas.
) g B {3
The allecations arce presented as the computer printed the

vesults; {for each state, the allocation is listed for LIA,

G - " None _
7 F 1 $300 Moderate 90§ of IY7:
s | $300 | Moderate None

SEA, administrative grant, and total allocation.

For exmmple, in Table C.1.1 (formula variation number one,
prahartinnul reduction) it can be scen that colwmn one presents 7 :
total LEA allotment for each state, co.g., Alabamd receives
$36,231,421. tolumn two, entitled "State agency', presents
the total SLA allotmcnt for cach.staﬁe, eig.,.Alabama feceives

[
Column three presents the administrative grant

$584,692,

and column four

+ administrative) for each state.-

resents the total allocation (LEA + SEA

2 i R it i

P s b o G s,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The tabiles contain four additional columns with headings,

Motes 1o thvouph 4, Notes 1, 3, and 4 present information of
vilue enly for internal accounting purposes uand therefore,

should bhe disreparded.  However, Note 2, which prescents the
_ er, ; ]

tetal allocpiion as a percentage of the authorization, should.

he of interest to the reader,

For example, in Tuble G.ol.1 iU can be scoen, under
"Note 2", that the tctul allocation, $371184,274, received
by the state of Alabama is only 51.91% of the authorized
entitiement. Thus, 1t may be inferred that if fullrfundihg

were to occur, Alabama would receive $71,632,198.
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