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. . PREFACE

" The- T1tle I D1str1ct Practices Study was conducted by
Advanced Technology, Inc. for the U. S. Department'of Educatlon s
Plannlng and Evaluat:on Serv1ce._ One goal of this study was to-
descrlbe how local d1str1cts operated pro;ects funded by T1tle I-f

of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act [ESEA] in the

~ 1981 82 school year. A second, related goal~was to document
_ local educators ratlonales for the1r program dec1s1ons/‘the1r
atperceptlon of the problems anégbeneflts of requlrements conta1ned'.

1n the 1978 T1tle I Amendments, and the1r assessments of the

~

expected effects of Chapter 1 of the Educatlon Consolldatlon and
,Improvement Act [ECIA] on school d1str1ct operatlons of Title T
,pro;ects. The study was des1gned spec1f1cally to draw cross—t1me
ompar1sons with the. f1nd1ngs of the Compensatory Edﬁcatlon Study
jconducted by the Natlonal Inst1tute ‘of Educatlon [NIE] and.t0w (,
O

‘prov1de base11ne data for subsequent analyses of Chapter l

.ECIA s adm1n1strat10n.__

. The results of the T1tle I blstrlct Practlce% Study are .
- X ,

-presented 1n th1s and e1ght other spec1al reports (see back

cover), plus the study*s Summary Report.. These reports synthe—'

s1ze data collected from a mall questlonnalre sent to T1tle I

4 -

D1rectors in nbre than 2,000 randomly selected school dlstrlcts,
structured 1nterV1ews and document réviews in lOQ natlonally

;,'representatlve T1tle I d1str1cts, and 1ﬂdepth case . stud1es i 40

'spec1ally selected T1tle I dlStrlctS. o R 3

-~

N _ : ' N L N
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To meet the objectives of this major natﬁonal'study,la

.special'study'staff was assembled within Advanced Technology's

+

Soclal_Sciences Division. That staff,-housed in .the Divisionrs:

Program Evaluatlon Operations'Center, oversaw the study"design,'

data collectlon .and process1ng, analysis work, and report pre—

x-

paratlon. The study benef1ted from unusually exper1enced data

—

: <
collectors Who, w1th Advanced Technology s senlor staff and

consultants, conducted the structured 1nterV1ews and case
_studles.7 Two consultants,vBrenda Turnbull of Pollcy Research
Assoclates.and'Joan Michie, ass1sted 1n major aspects of the.
"study 1nclud1ng author1ng spec1al reﬁorts and chapters in the
bSummary Report. Mlchael Gaffney and Dan1el Schember of the law
flrm Gaffney" Anspach Schember ‘Fllmaskl, & Marks applled the1r -
ongstand1ng fam111ar1ty w1th Title I's legal and pollcy 1ssues |
‘ to each phase-of the study. The author of this paper w1shes-to -
acknowledge the helpful comments of Richard- Jung, Ward Keesllng,-.
‘-fV1ctor Rezmov1c, Joel Sherman,.and Brenda Turnbull. Thahks also
‘go to Jeffrey Lud1n, who produced the computer graphlcs., of {
"course, any errors 1n fact or 1nterpretat10n are solely the -
f_author S respons1b111ty.'f_»';'; o N = ,J'. | R
ThelPrOJect Off1cers for the study, Jan1ce Anderson and

“,‘ : -

'Eugene Tuoker, prov1ded substant1Ve gu1dance for the completlon

-

of the\tasks result1ng in these f1nal reports.. The suggestlons _”

of the study s Adv1sory Panel and helpful frlthues prov1ded by

1nd1v1duals from the T1tle I programs off1ce,'espec1ally W1111am

Lobosco and- Thomas Enderleln, ‘are also reflected in these
' LA . ¢ ‘

reparts.




Members of Advanced Technology s analyt1c, management, anJﬁ

‘ >

productlon staff who contrlbuted to the completlon of th1s»and

‘other reports are too .numerous. to 11st, as &re the state and

-local off1c1als who cooperated with th1s study. Without“pur'
S
mentioning their names,‘they should know their contributions have

been recognized-and_truly‘appreciated, I o .

- \
, ‘Ted Bartell, Project Director - '
"Title I-District Practices Study
R1chard Jung, Deputy Progect D1rector
T1t1e I District Pract1ces Study i
o . . )'
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I . THE INFLUENCE OF TITLE I BUDGET CUTS
s~ , ON LOCAL ALLOCATION DECISIONS:
o SOME PATTERNS FROM PAST- AND CURRENT PRACTICES

SUMMARY
—_l—

Us1ng data from a study of 1oca1 T1t1e ﬁqpractlces, th1s
o

paper examlnes the 1nfluences of changes in T1tle I, ESEA budgets
-~ o5

- on several 1oca1-Tit1e‘I decisions- how Tltle I funds are allo-

‘cated between 1nstruct10nal and non1nstruct10na1 act1v1t1es, how ]

_reduction, the-paper focuses on budget-related dec1s1ons in dis-.

'many schools and students are served with Title I funds, Whether

=T1tle I serv1ces to students 1n nonpubllc schools are altered

and what grades;are served and subjects provlded with T1tle I.

resources. IR ' L R
o L . _ :

leen the poss1b111ty that the fundlng of Chapter 1 of

i ECIA--which supercedes Title I 1n_school year‘1982-83--w;11

‘decline becausevof the effects of'inflatiOnﬁand Federal budget

tr1cts that exper1enced e1ther 1eve1 fundlng or significant bud-.

get‘cuts-from 1978 to 1982. Data from the former districts pro-

.v1de clues about 1arger 1mpacts 1f nat10na1 fund1ng for Chapter 1

rema1ns roughly the same over "the next few years but dec11nes 1n’

~

real terms because of 1nf1at;on._ Data from the 1atter.d1str1cts
provide‘s0me'clues about districts’ behav1or 1f budget cuts are
more severe under‘Chapter 1.

-

Data from the Tltle I D1str1cts Practlces Study show thatP'W

1ocal school d1str1cts spend a. 1arge proportlon of the1r T1t1e I

funds (between 75 and'80 percent) on 1nstruct10na1 servlces Eo

Cxiid - - B o



':pabout the ‘same but decllned in real terms because of 1nflat10n.'

iy
S

o~ - . Lo " L NP

childrenw Moreover, allocatlons to 1nstruqt10n tend to parallel

\.

"_overall changes in the T1tle I budget. In - d1str1cts with level

fund1ng between 1978 and 1982 the 1nstruct10nal budget remalned

.-‘

In d1str1cts that exper1enced s1gn1f1cant overall cuts, T1tle,I R

RPN

1nstruct10n .was cut by\s1m11ar proportlonsb

y e

Although dec1S1ons on the: number of schoo%é’aed ch11dren to fy'i

b |

fserve w1th T1tle I funds are compllcated by the varlous optlons

e

'parallels overall budget cuts whlle changes in the number of

- . .@ .
Title I schools is less pronounced than changes 1n local T1tle I

budgets. D1str1cts w1th level fundlng served 3 percent fewer

v

schools and 5 percent fewer ehlldren in school year 1981 82 than

'»1n school year.1978-79, wh1ch 1nd1cate some of the Lnfluence of

1nflat10n on those d1str1cts., D1str1cts Wlth s1gn1f1canﬂ budget

.

percent fewer ch11dren.- . ‘ “f S u;_ T 3_7 -'1h'._'7ﬂ'
) . ‘ . ) N . L . . . N - .. E.
The D1str1ct Practlces Study found no clear relatlonshlp

publlc schools.' Very few d1str1cts s1gn1f1cantly 1ncreased or 3;

decreased such serV1ces. F1fty§f1ve percent of those that slgnl-'

f1cant1y 1ncreased serv1ces experlenced level fund1ng or s1gn1f1-

"cant decllnes.. Forty-three percent of dlstrlcts s1gn1f1cantly

reduc1ng serv1ces had s1gn1f1cant budget 1ncreases between school

years 1978- 79 and 1981- 82. COEC e -

&

The data from th1s study show that budget changes have some'

1nfluence on thedprades served by T1tle I funds and on the : '\‘.‘
P R o

_avallable to local d1str1cts, he numbér of chlldren, on® average, U

cuts (averag1ng 19 percent) served 7 percent fewer schools and l7 pf\

_'between budget changes aﬂgngtle I’ serv1ces to ch11dren 1n non-.:'.

<



subjects provided When budget reductloﬁs due to 1nflatlon or to
8o i

actual funding. cuts forced T1tle T adm1n1strators to reduce the
.’ﬂ , - 3

"
Fa.

' number of grades served,,they were more llkely to drop Tltle I

: (%
serv1ces from preschoobwand secondary school programs -in order to;

33 c
. o

t
preserve serV1ces to the elementary grades. Slmllarly, T1tle I

'admlnlstrators m0st often acted -to preserve T1tle I read1ng

serv1ces by cuttlng T1tle I math and programs “in other subjects.
[ . N ‘ '''''

Pred1ct1ng future actlons must always be done- w1th care, but

.-
'

°'the,data,from this study proylde some - clues about local declslons'

funderQChapterll{ ECIA. If Chapter 1 fund1ng decllnes in: real

termslbecause.of 1nflatlon or if Federal: fund1ng for Chapter 1l is

s1gn1f1cantly reduced, one could reasonably expecb the follow1ng.2;i‘,

H%"Eo;;? Local allocatlon of Chapter 1 funds to 1nstructlon will
DR ‘ dec11ne in. proportlon to reductions 1n the oVerall e

[ER : budget. 3”:~A3-- _ o .

i .foffi The number of children served by - Chapter l programs
KR S w1ll parallel the percentage change in the budget.

e The percentage change in the number of schools. served
S w1ll not be as pronounced as budget changes..

e Chapter 1 adm1n1strators will str1ve to maintain ser-

' " vices to:the elementary grades and to provide reading
e h , .serV1ces by cutting, early childhood and secondary pro-
S grams and by cutt1ng math and other serv1ces.
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THE.INFLUENCE OF TITLE I BUDGET CUTS ‘
ON LOCAL ALLOCATION DECISIONS. . ' ‘
SOME PATTERNS FROM PAST AND CURRENT PRACTICES . )

INTRODUCTION . ~-v'“ o o :'.'*‘.‘ ,

Th1s is an’ era of dec11n1ng resources f01 compensatory
education. One‘indication of declining national support is the

failure of appropriations for Title I of the Elementary and

_ Secondary Education Act [ESEA]* to keep up with- 1nf1ation, which

has_regularly,risen at a double-digit rate since 1978. Between

school years 1978~ 79 and 1981-82, Title I appropriation rose

-

'fabout 8 percent. During the same period the Consumer Prlce

Index [cpI] rose 30 percent. ) < S
‘Not only has Title I funding failed to keep pace w1th infla-
tion, but recent. Federal budget actions have actually reduced the

program’s appropriations. Table 1 shows that the 1982 Continuing

‘Resolution has cut FY82 appropriations** for Chapter i?basic

grants by 4 percent. In addition to this reduction, the Adminis-

tration's revised buddet asks for additional cuts of $316 mil-
lion, and the FY83 budget'calls for $§1.7 billion for basic E

.vgrants, a reduction_of 31 percent from FY81 appropriations.

, . :
LS

.- ) ¥ . .
— »

_,*Title I, ESEA, was superseded by Chapter'l of the Education
-Consolidation and Improvement Act [ECIA] .in August 1981. The

provisions of Chapter 1, ECIA, become effective in school | year
1982-83, - In this papér Title I will refer to the program prior
to school year '1982-83; Chapter 1, or ECIA, w111 refer to the
program beginning in school year 1982-83. .

"**FyY82 appropriations w111 fund Chapter 1 in school year 1982~ 83.C

1

14



. o p
i :
| TABLE 1 = S
PAST, CURRENT, AND REQUESTED APPROPRIATIONS - -
FOR- CHAPTER 1, ECIA, BASIC GRANTS
- 1982 -
: , 1982 .. REVISED . 1983
1981 = CONTINUING BUDGET = PRESIDENT'S
) 'APPROPRIATIONS RESOLUTION  REQUEST ~ ° - BUDGET
< ' . '
L (dollars in thousands) # - .
Chapter 1,  $2,512,614 $2,412,756 - $2,096,312 $1,726,526
. ECIA basic - o : - ’
. grants : _ ' = #
r : a
Source: Education Daily, Aprll 1.2,. 1982, p. 5.
r
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The Congresslonal}Budget Offlce p01nts out that: I
. ~ / ’
// ‘When 1nflat10n is taken into account,-recent
. and proposed cuts in Title ‘I have been sub-
stantial . . . . In constant 1980 dollars, .
current funding for Title I as a whole is,
~« + + down 26 percent from the 1980 level
e e o o« The Administration's proposed level -
for 1983 would be a 51 percent reduction from
1980 in real terms. Reductions in grants to’
LEAs have been roughly proportlonal to reduc-
L tions in the program as a whole (Congres- -
. - sional Budget Offlce, 1982, p. 4)

This report, which uses data from-the‘Title"Ifbistrict
~ . ) : - - )

Practices Study,* examines the. influence of"declining resources
on local Title I allocation decisions. It first examines how .

.. districts allocate funds between instructional and noninstruc-
_ . _ ¢ : al :

tional activities and how district size and?budget changes.affect
these allocatlons. The report next examines'the impact of Title
I fund1ng levels on d1str1ct dec1s1ons about how many schools and

how many children to serve with-Tltle I money. The report also

1nvest1gates the 1nfluence of budget decreases on services to

children in nonpubliC'schools. F1nally, the report explores the

)

relat10nsh1ps between changes 1n fund1ng and local dec1s1ons

about which grades T1tle I serves and which subjects Title I .

prov1des.'

) - i i . . e

In addition to describing past. and present patterns of -
influence, clues from these patterns are used to anticipate

<

»

*Hereafter referred to as the District .Practices Study or DPS.
This study, which was conducted by Advanced Technology,- Inc.-for
the U.S. Department of Educatlon [ED], used three research
strategies: -a mail guestionnaire sent to(z 000 randomly selected
- local Title I Directors, structured interviews and document
.rev1ews in 100 representative Title I districts, and -case stud1es
in 40 specially selected Title I d1str1cts.

S 3 o
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i
-

behav1or that mlght result from future ‘budget reductlons. “This
report concludes w1th‘suggest10ns on how 1oca1 dlsiiispé mightF
apply lessons 1earned from Tltle I and from other organ1zat10ns

. in dec11ne to cope w1th the potentlal of shr1nk1ng resources for

educatlonally deprlved ch;ldren.

~. -

'THE ALLOCATION OF TiTLE I FUNDS

AN ,
One important decisian that school administrators must make
iS‘how to'ailocate their Title I funds between instructional ang

non1nstruct10nal act1v1t1es. As background to the influencesjof

budgetlng changes on that dec1s1on, it is' necessary to examine

the amount of money avallable for the “auerage" (iqe{, the_mean)
Title I program. An 1nspect10n of Table.2 shoWS that d'stricts o
'_on average had'8 percent more Titie I ﬁone&vin'school year'.
1981482 than in 1978-79. Table 2'a1so’shoﬁs somegdi.ferent ways

to describe local average budgets.*

.

' Three 1mportant allocation questlons are: How .do

'allocate the1r total T1tle I budget between 1nstruct10na1 and

non1nstruct10na1 act1v1t1es? Do 1arge and small d1str1cts allo— _
cate T1t1e I funds di%ferently? And how do overall budget

changes'affect these allocations? Table 3 shows that.ln both

. . ‘ ] - ’ : . T
, A . -

- *The avékage budgets of $174 931 and $189 182 are calculated from
data weighted to reduce the influence of 1arge Title I districts,
which were purposively over—represented in our sample. The °
unwe1ghted averages show the effects of large budgetg on the ’fl
overall data. Weighted data are usually. reported‘”however,
unweighted data are used when budget f1gures are broken down by
‘district size. - '

v -
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| | . TABLE 2. S
TITLE I BUDGET FIGURES AND. THE CONSUMER - , *
+PRICE INDEX IN-1978-79 and 1981-82
SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR . .
_1978-79 -1981-82 .PERCENT CHANGE
Consumer o 3 S - |
Price Index ‘ v » 223.4 290.6 30%
o (Sept. 1978) (June 1982) '
National . o
Title I e .
Appropria- _ ‘;Qﬁ?v L .
_tions . - $2,300,000,000 $2%500,000,000" 9% '
~Weighted o A .
Local Aver-. - . o ‘
age Budget $ 174,931 S - 189,182 8%
_ Unweighted ‘  _, o
Local Aver- a . S o - o :
age Budget $ 309,000 s . 335,000 8%
Lowest Title - L
I Budget (in - .~ S o .
this surVey)( S 450 $ . 300 - s
'Highest. Title ' ‘ _
'I Budget (in ‘ B . - L : _
this survey) § 13,080,000 $ 12,940,000 -
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~ TABLE 3 - ., °

s | TITLE I BUDGET ALLOCATION DATA R N, Sy

. - i
‘. . . _’ VN ) ;o e O
' . T a X C S
. . . ) f

S
Lo

'“.f§74;75;{;4'L197§—79**. leBlﬁéz*f

Instructlon P ';ei: 74% T79% L L 7é§'

(Percent of Total) o co e . P
?'Aux111ary Serv;ces' . sy 3% ."> ‘ -ﬁf=3%
‘ (Percent of Total) ' . - : '

Administration = ¢ T TR S -1 T
(Percent of Total) =~ ..-.° ' ‘ sl

4Opera£ionsfand Maintenance . - 2% 1% | ;": 1%

- (Percent of Total) = ' . o - '

‘Fixed Charges ' 118 - 6% . 75
(Percent of Total) o o

Capltal Outlays 1% .18 0.5%
(Percent of Total) S B

R

Ja

*From a memorandum to John Jennlngs and’ Jean‘
- "Hill, August 11, 1977. R
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'5 school years, distgict adminisﬁraﬁors alloééﬁed the.preponder—
/anée Qf'fitievl funds 1néériy~8b‘percent)_té ih;tructién.* .ﬁuch'
smaliér amounts Werg allqéaied‘to{auxiliary ée:viées (such as
:'Tifie'i nurses;and couhgéibrsf,1admiﬁistrétidd;fcperatibns and
'_main;eﬁaﬁce; fikea dha£§és (which'inéiude ffingélbenéfiis to';ff
teaghéfé and adminiskra£orsﬁ}~§hd capitallbuéiéY'(quipment pur-:f R
Chéses).f* Moreover, aszé§1é¢3iilldstra£es,?gheSe allécatioﬁs,“  
. Qary little fromvthe.findingsf6f £hevNation§1.1h5£ituté of'Edu—_:' H

L

g § [

,céfion tNIEJ'stﬁdy,‘Which ékamined-khe*Titié‘I.prpgram~intthe -‘}
1975-76'échool_year-;‘Thé iny'diécfepaﬁgieéréiﬁ'instfuction‘and
fixed chéfges-4may béLdﬁe'to'éome‘respohdenﬁs]-inéiudiﬁg_ffihgé
penefits to teachers:in'the'inétrudtioﬁ'éatégoriw‘ L

Figﬁre 1, thch de§i§ts pércenfage éhanées frbm'197é-79.

"to 1981-82, SHPWS tﬁaﬁ some alloéaﬁidn deci$ions appear to be

.proportional..‘Thaf_isi ﬁbe percent chgnges in;some'budgét .

- . . N FOEURNET ' .
, : _ T R ' .

1
*These are self-reported budget figures, which should be .inter- |
- preted cautiously. - For example, we know from case study data ' /.
»!" that some Title I Directors include in their instructional budget
 Title I resource teachers who provide’ services to classroom. .~ ‘
- teachers:but never serve children directly. One could argue that
these salaries.could be included in thé administration category.

**The mail questionnaire did not give detailed definitions of
_.these budget categories. Thus, some of the conclusions 'about -
budget allocations must be tentative. Qne difficulty with these
aggregate budget data is that the subcategories- do not sum
exactly to the total budget allocations. This may be explained
in pdrt by the failure. to include an indirect costs. category 'in
, the mail questionna re. When Title I Directors added this cate-

;gOry,'indirect‘costs-—which‘cankincludé costs aliocated to
locally provided accounting and payroll services, ,computer time,
space rental, and utilities--typically ranged ‘from 2 to 5 per-
cent. If assigning these ‘expenses to indirect costs is wide-
'Spre?d, this would account for the money, missing from the
subcategories. - ' : ' -
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PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN TOTAL BUDGET-AND S
BUDGET COMPONENTS BETWEEN 1978 79 AND 1981 (VA

b St




e . . L R @ R
- . . LT - R . LI A
S . f

'categorles parallel the percent change in the overall budget.

,1For example,ﬂan 8 percent 1ncrease in total Tltle I funds seems

—

to 1ead toljlmllar 1ncreases 1n 1nstruct10n and adm1n1strat10n.,

- = - .
v e

Allocatlons to other categorles, such as f1xed charges# are not

sO, closely 11nked to overall budget changes.ﬂ on average, f1xed'f

.
B

'charges rose at more than tw1ce the rate of total budgets, per-

haps reflect1ng the 1ack of control that T1tle I adm1n1strators
;have over funds earmarked for Soc1al Securlty, 1nsurance, and.'

ret1rement benef1ts. To adjust for these uncontrollable 1n—

1“”creases, T1tle I adm1n1strators apparently make proportqonately f

- larger: cuts in aux111ary services, Operatlons‘and mainteénance,
- and capital‘Tutlay.f

. The numbers Just noted represent the average“»Title I'bud;

get allocatlons.‘ But do d1str1cts with $50 000 and $5 000 000

-~

T1tle I budgets allocate the1r funds the same way? ‘Table 4 shows

- that,d1str1cts rece1v1ng vastly d1fferent-amounts of T1tle I

i

. money dirstribute their funds ih ‘much the same fashlon. . AS one'

would expect; T1tle I d1str1cts, regardless of s1ze, allocate“the

* ]

'[largest pr0port10n of the1r T1tle I budget to. 1nstructlon. H0w—
.ever, there appears to be some var1at10n 1n .the percentage that

goes for 1nstruct10n. In 1978 79 and 1981 82 large and very

[

'large d1str1cts* spent about three—quarters of the1r—T1t1e I

ot
w¥on

- XA small d1str1ct is def1ned as hav1ng a total enrollment of less

“‘than 2,500 children: ‘a medium’ d1str1ct as .fewer than 10,000 chil-"

dren; and ‘a large district as at least 10,000 children. ‘Very -
* large (districts" are,those,among the 60 largest in the nation.
. AR ) 3 ‘ - - . o . “;" .




TAB%‘M B
;*‘ '

o S - ALLOCATION OF TITLE I FUNDS IN SMALL

L DN TARGE, D VERL LARGE DISTRICTS* \

- ‘(Budget.flgures are:lnvfhousands of‘dollars)'\ o N
e TmrimeM g T R - T
B S B 81 Change oo M8 81 Change 78 81 Change' o’ 8 Change

-

R N T TR X A SR Y SR Y W
L < B | IR - || N,

Mt BT % M K B WY N e ma
{f Total) S E o e -
ol 2y 20 4 SRS BT R RN AL IR DY 184
o (fTh o P e
hlstaton S04 SN AN A% W 6 6N i sy sy o
{§ Total) | - S B P

oT

peratiors A Nalater 06 0T LA L el e [T T T
ance (§ Total) R s " R C
Fluod Charges 7\;0_1 Y T SR S X S SR T Y E R TN

o (§Totel) - ' [ T -

it Ol . 20 ST o,zzo.'s'x.'-"f”-sozl 0y o

'L:".f . '-:-'.. ‘I.‘SS .0'.9" .23% g
- (§ Total) .~ [ , S

*mwmmwwmmm~ | w] . ;*fﬁﬁvl
L i S Lo o

**Veny large distr lcts are anong the 60 Iargesf In fhe naflon, Iarge dlstrlcfs have af Ieast 10,000 chlldren modlum dlsfrlcfs have
26 bmwnmwmM%mwmannmmmm%memnwmwm  --:.y“ .
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. budgets on instructlon.a Medlum and. small districts..allocated a
somewhat larger percentage.- ST , , T ' a e

Data from the representatlve site V1s1ts may expla1n~th1s3¥f

d1fference.‘ Larger d1str1cts usually fund most or all non1n—?*

B

-

;,structlonal Title T salar1es and act1v1t1es (for example, T1tle I‘5ﬁ
.adm1n1strators and evaluators) with T1tle I money. Many smaller ;'1
d1str1cts do not have large enough budgets to justlfy a T1tle I |

'i.admlnlstrator or evaluator and often fund some or all of these
:f act1v1t1es.w1th local funds.. In medlum d1str1cts, ‘these jobs.are

f'often performed by a. Coord1nator of Federal programs, whose sal— _J

- o

”ﬂary may be pa1d only 1n part by T1tle I. In small d1str1cts, the'

fcurrlculum coord1nator, Pr1nc1pal, or even a teacher handles
2 4

"&Tltle I adm1n1strat10n 1n addltlon to h1s or her regular ]Ob. In |

i . a

“;:such d1str1cts, adm1n1strat1ve costs' may ‘be part1ally °r'Wh°1ly -

'pa1d by - local funds or they may be 1ncluded in 1nstruct10nal

Pl :

5tfcosts.t)Thus, a relat1vely large proportlon of T1tle I money is ‘_;
:!ﬁ”allocated to 1nstruct10n. For . example, 22 percent of the d1s—
tr1cts w1th fewer than 2 500 Title I students allocate all of

ffthelr T1tle ‘I budget to instruction. : :Q

3
'

" As Table 4 also shows, budget changes have s1m11ar 1mpacts

ﬁregardless of d1str1ct s1ze. Some ‘budget declslons are made 1n.

) proportlon to the overall budget changes. Most notably, changes
73 1n money allocated to 1nstruct10n parallel overall changes. '

»

Other budget decisions. do not closely track overall budget-

changes., Allocatlons to f1xed charges and to admlnlstratlon
" (except in small dlstrlcts) tend to-outstrlp‘total,budget~w_'

BTEIR

R . . - e - . . . . .

S 11 AT
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~increases. Allocatlons to aux;llary serv1ces,'operatlons and
. ! . ‘
ma1ntenance, and cap%tal outlay show llttle change or are reduced

v . o '

e

even though the total- budget 1ncreases sllghtly \

Budget é&&ocatlons appear to be sllllar acros T1tle I pro—"
o - .
grams of qulte dlfferent slzes. But do deferent magnltudes of

budget changes affect local allOcatlon de01s1ons? To examlne

- !. K 4 . N «,..

vthis questionr 1t is necessary to look at budget allocatlons 1n'“

o N

..districts that had dlfferent budget exper1ences between school

- years, 1978 79 and 1981 82. Three types of . dlstrlcts are exam—
~11ned., The f1rst set of d1str1cts experﬁenced llttle change in’
.thelr Tltle I budgets and as a result d1d not keep up w1th 1nfla— o

Ustlon. D1str1cts 1n the next set exper1enced budget 1ncreases of

‘lO~percent or motre. - The third set 1ncludes districts that experi

M P

1enced cuts of at least lO percent in the1r Tltle I fundlng

-
- . ‘ A
<

between 1978 and 1981.'; o o T
. : : P _ : N
Table 5 shows that 40 percent of the d1str1cts for wh1ch

'.there is complete 1nformat10n “had ?early the same budget in f~f~)'

':1982_82 as in 1978-79. Despite 11tt1e or. no increase in their . -

e

: total T1tle I budget,_these d1str1cts managed deest 1ncreases 1n

. [

_~1nstruct10nal allocatlons.' leed charges,.whlch are largely : 1:ff
".outs1de the control of T1tle I admlnlstrators, rose-at a rate'

~<'." ) <-ﬂ

h1gher than the overall 1ncrease." Funds allocated to adm1n1stra-

ﬂ'tlon also 1ncreased s1gn1f1cantly desp1te the stab111ty of the

overall average budget. To make these 1ncreases, T1tle I adm1n1-f7f¥

strators apparently made relat1vely large cuts in areas where

.7they had some budgetary d1scret10n°' auxlllary serv1ces,f{"'
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SR CHANGES IN TITLE ; BUDGET PR e
" ALLOCATIONS FROM 1978-79 TO 1981—82 IN L
DISTRICTS , WITH DIFFERENT BUDGET EXPERIENCES* !

= | LITTLE'-'AT LEAST At LeasT o
ooaiwe CO40 SRt ALL 0 -BUDGET. . 108 . . 108
'BUDGET CATEGORY :~° ~~ DISTRICTS ' CHANGE INCREASE . DECREASE

rar U T, - ® D o

IR

] Lo e o ,.‘ = _A.. PRV T . R

Z‘Totalﬁlﬁéfeasé;“ . 8% _ »-'ﬁl%g':;EF;:24%i‘.ff[3-19%

Cu Instructlon ;h?__' S i_g%t_ RIS :'5-26%_.“.5;ﬁ-19%g[f

R L et

' Aux111ary Serv1ces ‘M;:a,f?0.3% _ -{ﬁ?O% i‘ 'E20% {I;’:€533%§;E'

S Admlnlstratlon - S o118’ LoIlg o208 o c-2B% o0 o
- e e T N R
Operatmons and . : e A 3 SO
“Maiftenance .l 738 m33%. T 0% o 0%
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operations and maintenance, and capital outlay.i Thus, Title I

programs With level funding appear to have cut -extras" to

maintain more important program areas and to meet budget demands

4

outs1de their control.
As indicated in Table 5, 43 percent of . the districts ‘had

Title I budget increases in excess of" 10 percent. In these dis-

L4

tricts, major program areas increased in’ proportion ‘to overall

budget.increases. On average, allocations to instruction, auxil-

i - -

iary serVices, administration, and operations"and maintenance all
rose between 20 and 30 percent, while the overall budget rose 26 -

percent. Fixed charges roge at' .somewhat higher rate and capi- |

¢

tal outlay was cut substantially, in part, perhaps to make up Ykh/lv'

extra increases in fixed charges. o ) ) .

The last column in’ Table 5 shows that 17 percent of the

Cy 1 3
'

districts not only failed to keep pace w1th inflation but experi-

enced actual dollar reductions in their Title I budgets. Alloca—'

: tion.patterns in these districts are especially important given

1

the 1ikelihood of fueure Chapter 1 budget ‘cuts. Some allocation A

deciSions appear to be' proportional to total budget cuts. Most

s1gnificantly, cuts in instruction seem to parallel overall bud-‘

get reductions. Other decisions, however, do not follow the

.

total'budget pattern. Fixed charges@have actually.increased

despite s1gnificantg:eductions in total budgets.d To make‘%p for.
CB
this increase, other‘ﬂdisgretionary cgiegories--auXiliary ser-
. é“ ‘

' -vicesf admihistration‘ and capital outlay—-are cq&kmoré dras-



In brief, past district.behavior indicates how budget cuts
can affect l6cal Title I’allocation decisions; The data suggest>
that, when substantial budget reductions occur because of 1nfla-

_tion or actual dollar cuts, proportlonally large cuts in direct
xserv1ces,to children must occur because the only é%urce.of large
,cuts is Title I 1nstruct10n. Postpon1ng equipment purchases and
:reducing funds to aux111ary serV1ces cannot make up - for largelm
overall funds reduction. Exacerbating thigwproblem are funding
irequirementf largely outside the control of the Title I admini-Igf

4stration. For. example, 1f the overall Title 1 budget is ‘cut by .
20 percent, administrators may not be able topmake commensurate
cuts‘in fringe benefits. As a‘result,hinstructional funds.and‘
'noninstructional categories-over which administrators'haVe/some'
Acontrol may have topbe cutieven more'severely%than the.oyerall'

pudget.

INFLUENCES OF -BUDGET CHANGES ON SCHOOLS AND CHILDREN SERVED

‘Services to Children in Public Schools

In addition to decisions about allocat1ng Title I funds

between instructional and non1nstructional act1v1t1es; Title I
administrators must also decide how many schools will be des}g-’
nated prOJect schools and how many students w1th1n those schools"

w1ll-rece1ve Title I serV1ces. Title I fund1ng lgvels can have

consaderable 1nfluence on .those d801510ns.4 Once locaLgdastricts
17*} -

.0

- receive their Title I allocations, however, they have substant1allff




‘F.

discretion on_how.-o'spend'that.money* (and ECIA is aimed at

increasin .that{disch ion). For example, a district receiving 5

percent fewer fun choose to serve fewer schools, fewer
._children withinisgiating Title.I schools, the same number of
Uschools\and children but with.dimlnished.serVices, or some com-
'b1natlon of ‘these optlons. _ o

Table 6 shows that between 1978 and 1981 d1str1cts served 3v
-percent fewer schools and 5 percent fewer children, desplte an
average 1ncrease of 8- percent in T1tle I budgets.: Districts w1th,
level Title I budgets served 7 percent fewer schools and 9 per-f
cent fewer.chlldren in 1981 than in 1978. The effectsvof 1nflaf
‘tion‘can be seen»in these districts; the same"dollars in 1981
supported fewer schools and fewer students than in 1978. ln dis~
\trlcts w1th ‘substantial budget 1n%?eases (24 percent on average),
the same number of schools were served whlle the number of chll-
dren served rose 3 percent. Dlstrlcts w1th large budget cuts
‘(averaglng 19 percent) served 7 percent fewer schools’ and 17 -
percent fewer chlldrenr, L :

Declslons on allocat1ng Title I dollars among eligible
schools and chlldren are complex because of optlons avallable to
local T%tle I adm1n1strators and because ‘of larger issues. w1th1n
LdlstrlCtS such as changes 1n the overall dlstrlct budget,

»

'zdeclln;ng enrollment,_and_desegregatlon.ordera. Data from the»“

*See Michael Gaffney and Daniel Schember, "Current Title. I School
‘and Student Selectlon Procedures and Impllcatlons for. Implement--
ing ‘Chapter 1, ECIA," a special report in this series, for. fur-

ther discussion of selection and targetlng procedures. '

"
} !
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Y TABIE6
~ AVERAGE NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AND CHILDREN SERVED
* IN DISTRICTS WITH DIFFERING BUDGET EXPERIENCES*

R L SUBSTANTIAL - '
AL LITRE BUDGET . SUBSTANTIAL
DISTRICTS  BUDGET CHANGE .~ INCREASE - BUDGET. CUTS

Average’Number - | - o
of SChOO1S-(1978)- j 3] 43 R 3a o 2.8

werage Schools, (1981) 3§ 41 3§26

Average Children (_1978) " - 42 o LW > 5

werage Children (1981) M5 ¥ Cw I

Averége Budgét (1978) 174,931 o 208,855 . 165,400t i' | ~108,867 |

Average Budget (1981) . 189;182' | : ;211,520' ” | 205,898 88,034 B
v .

: | . ' "
‘*Based on weighted data. .

J
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The schools and students served followed these changes falrly

case studies of local Title I programs'illustrate'theicomplexity'

of these decisions.’ Tabieh7 presents the.budgets as well as
schoois and,children served in eight'case study districts_for the
four school years.between 19?8'and:1981ﬁ“~
In some districts, the number of Title I schoolsfand{phil_
'drenvclosely trackfbudget fﬁcreases‘and decreases. ﬁorzexample,

the Title I budget for‘District 1 rose from 1978 to 1979, stayed

about the" same from 1979 to 1980, and dropped from 1980 to 1981‘

» closelyf Numbers of T1t1e I schools and students rose between"

1978 and 1979, dropped between 1979 and 1989 (perhaps because of
»1nflatlon), and dropped s1gn1f1cantly from 1980 to 1981. |

In other.d1strIcts, T1t1e I budgets and schools and students‘
'serVed’do not parallel'each other as closely., ‘In Dlstrlct 2,
numbers of Wltle I ch11dren rise and fall W1th the Title I ‘bud-
’get, however, the number of schools rema1ned the same between n
1980—81 and 1981—82, desp1te a 13 percent cut 1n funds.7 When

. funds became ava11ab1e 1n 1980 81, adm1n1strators in this disf -

v.trlct added a new m1ddle,sch001 program in.4lschools, and. 700

add1t10na1 ch11dren were served. When‘funds were cut  the next

year, 1oca1 adm1n1strators found it p011t1ca11y d1ff1cu1t to take‘

-+ funds- away from schools that had Just rece1ved them, but they did

cut ch11dren from the program To do th1s, they cut the T1t1e I'
preschool program because its per—pup11 cost was h1gh and, since
. this was the only preschool'program in the’ d1str1ct, they were.

afraid they were using Title I. funds to supplanti(rather than
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TABLE 7 -

CHANGES IN BUDGETS, SCHOOLS, AND CHILDREN SERVED
BETWEEN 1978 AND, 1982 IN EIGHT CASE STUDY SITES*

I

BUDGET = - . o
'1978-79  1979-80 - '1980-81 © 1981-82
District Tot. Title I Tot. Title I  Tot. Title I Tot. Title I
1 s61  $2.7 73 3.1 - 77 3.2 89 2.4
2. 32 1.2 35 1.3 .-38 1.4  NA - .1.2
3 3 1.3 39 1.5 42 1.5, 47, 1.5
& 30 1.6 , 34" . 1.8 40 ".1.8 < 40 1.8
5 22 053 23 0.4 25, 0.3 .26 0.4
6 18 . 1.7 22 1.9 22° 1.6, 26 - 1.5
8- 160 1.1 NA 1.2 NA 1.3 191 1.1
R o © _ SCHOOLS = e

District Tot. Title I Tot. Title I Tot. Title I Tot. Title I

’ -1 58 17 "~ 58. 26 60 24 . 62 . 15
2 43 10 " 42 10 . 42 14 -~ .92 14

3 41 23 . 40 23 40 23 .  SG 20

- 4 28 16 30 13 .. NA 16 - 31 .10 ..

5 26 . 11 24 10 24 13 . 22 - 12 °

6 26 26 . - 26 26" 23. . 23 26 23
7 69 32 63 32 63 32, 68 33
8 108 - 21 - - 'NA NA°-  NA  NA <« 106 23
CHILDREN SERVED. = = . o g

District Tot. Title I Tot. Title I Tot. Title I Tot. Title I

38 37

1 -39 4.0 38 . 4.4 4.0 2.1
2 22 2.0 21 2.1 . 20 . 2.8 20 1.9
3 22 2.0 22 2.1 21 2.0 20 1.5
4 . .21 . 3.3 21 . 4.6 20 4.0 21 . .2.5
5 12 - 0.3 11 . 0.5 11 0.5 "~ 10" ..0.6
-6 14 3.1 15 3.3 13 2.5 ‘13" 2.0°
7 63 . 12.0 61 .10.6 61 .11.4 61. "11.4
8 80 - 1.7 NA 1.8 NA 1.7 79 1.4
‘NA = Not.available- -

*Budgetslafe'in'millions of dollars;~chi1dren,$erved_are in
thousands. - - ‘ ’ f




| supplement) local education efforts; 'In addition, the Title T
-'?Dlrector persuaded the d1str1ct admlnlstratlon to lower the .
'cut-off 'score on the selectlon test so that fewer students would
" be served in all grades. 'Thus, 1ncreased funds led to more
schools and children being'sefved, When funds were cut,‘thesnumf
,'ber of children'served'was.reduced,bbut sthools addedvduring a
_more prosperous t1me remalned 1n the program | |
| D1str1ct 3 shows what can happen when actual cuts are not as'
. great.as expected *‘ Prior to; the 1981—82 school year, the T1tle
I Dlrector in th1s d1str%ct believed that congress1onal actlon
‘'would lead to budget reductlons of up.to 20 percent. As a |
rresult he dropped the T1tle I h1gh school program, wh1ch had
lowest prlorlty and had only been added récently when funds
'became avallable. ~In addltlon,‘although'three h1gh schools were
fcut from T1tle I, only six teachers were affected..’When'actual
cuts were much smaller than forecast the D1rector dec1ded to
stand by . h1s dec1s1on, thus allow1ng h1m to 1ncrease his carry-
over funds for 1982 83 to cover future cuts that might be made.
In D1str1ct 4, Title I funds dropped by about 4 percent butb
—'numbers of schools and‘chlldren served decllned;by 38.percent. A

A
newly 1mplemented desegregatlon plan accounts for some of . the

) schools dropped 1n-1981382., Two of the three schools ‘added (in

. ~*This can be a w1despread problem because local adm1n1strato S.
make program and staffing decisions based on proposed national
budgets. When actual appropriations are significantly -different
from proposed levels, it may be difficult to change local dec1—-
sions.. :
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1980 81 barely had enough e11g1ble ‘children to quallfy for T1tle
I.. Implementatlon of a desegregatlon plan changed - the popula—_
tions of these schools and made them ineligible for Title I funds'.
., in 1981 82. Moreover, the Pr1nc1pals in these schools d1d not
-support T1tle I. and d1d not want the program in the1r bulld1ngs. =
As .a result, the T1tle I Director made no Spec1al effort to pre-
'.serve serV1ces for'these.schools.l A th1rd school became a
;s1xth—grade center to. wh1ch all s1xth graders were bused.l Thlsd :f

<

school, wh1ch preV1ously had" a large number of educatlonally
A

'deprlved~ch11dren, ‘now has a more d1verse populatlon and is no.
longer: el:glble for T1tle I. As a result, many s1xth graders who
lwould have rece1ved T1tle I before desegregatlon now 80 not |
'rece1ve 1t because they attend a non—T1tle I school.l" \
District 5 1llustrates a—strategy of. cutt1ng the most expen-
-rste program component When T1tle I funds are’ reduced., Between
.1979 and 1980, th1s d1str1dt expe 1enced a 21 percent reduction
,1n its T1tle I budget. Instead Of cutt1ng the numbers of schools
'.and chlldren served by sxmllar large percentages, T1tle I adm1n-'
_1strators r:duced the T1tle I prek1ndergarten program by one—\
th1rd. Th1s program was expens1ve because 1t prov1ded food and
: transportatlon in add1t10n to educatlonal serV1ces.: By mak1ng
.Zma]or cuts in. th1s program, d1str1ct adm1n1strators preserved
'T1tle I serV1ces to chlldren 1n later grades and actually were
able to add T1tle I serv1ces to three schoolS.. | |
In D1str1ct T, bas1c T1tle I sexv1ces to ch11dren were also
reta1ned and an additional” school rece1ved T1tle I aid desp1te a~f
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.6 percent budget cut. This was done by eliminating or.reducing -

services that administrators and the community saw as less impor-
'tant.'-Title-I counselors were cut by one-third, all‘Title I

‘nurses were eliminated, and the'TitleﬂI'homefschoollliaison pro-

v

‘gram was curtailed. o ' e
Results from the case stud1es show how natlonal averages can
overs1mp11fy the. relat10nsh1ps between changes 1n T1tle I budgets

and the numbers of schools and ch11dren served. Slmllar budget,

a

.Jreductlons in several'dlstrlcts'can result 1nbd1fferent deci-
sions.' Some d1str1cts mlght make cuts in Title I schools and
chlldren in proportlon to. budget cuts. Others m1ght use a d1s-

'tr1but1ve pr1nc1ple, that is, reduce the number of ch11dren'

served whlle ma1nta1n1ng at least some T1tle I serv1ces in as:

many schools as. posslble._ Stlll other school dlstrléts m1ght cut
schools (as well as students), us1ng a pr1hc1ple that the last

'schools to rece1ve serv1Ces w1ll be the f1rst to. lose them. '

e D

Flnally, although T1tle I serv1ces are 1ntended to be'completely

e - vy
R

supplementary, dec1s1ons about wh1ch schools and students to Lt

serve. are often made in: the larger context of d1str1ctw1de dec1-

vslons, wh1ch must take 1nto account the demograph1c change,'

. s

9

" other compensatory programs.

~

court—ordergd.desegregatlon,\gnd alteratlons in fund;ng from = -

N

Influence of ﬁudget Reductlons on Title I. Serv1ces to. Chlldren 1n<
Nonpubllc Schools :

4 ‘ -~

T1tle I budget changes can potentlally 1nfluence local dec1- )
-hslons on the k1nd and amount ‘of serv1ces prov1ded to T1tle I ell-‘

~gible students Who attend nonpub11c schools. Slnce the or1g1nal

Q
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_enactment of ESEA, Title I programs have been requlred to serv1ce

L

~nonpub1ic school ch11dren, and there has been cont1nu1ng concern
' about the guality and eqUallty of those services.*
‘ An important concern is that cuts_1n Title I'allocatfbns'tO‘

local districts would be translated into:fewer nonpublic?ser-

vices. However, limited data from site visits to 100 representa—'

t1ve T1t1e I d1str1cts show 11tt1e relat10nsh1p between T1t1e I
.fund1ng and changes 1n nonpub11c serv;ces. Table 8 shows that 55
.percent of the d1str1cts that 1ncreased nonpub11c serv1ces by 10

'percent or more had 1eve1 fund1ng or exper1enced budget decreases

of at 1east 10’ percent. Slmllarly, 43 percent of the dlstrlcts

'that s1gn1f1cantly reduced nonpub11c~serV1ces had budget "b}' 'Pf‘

2

increases of at 1east 10 percent.

£

When asked why they 1ncreased or’ decreased nonpub11c ser-

'vices, T1t1e I D1rectors never g1ve budget changes as a’ reason.h

The most frequent explanatlon for reduC1ng servaces 18 ‘a reduca.

nis

»

. tlon 1n e11g1b1e students in’ nonpubllc schools. The main reasons'

»‘

4
reasons for 1ncreased serV1ces are greater numbers of eliglble

students and 1ncreased 1obby1ng by nonpubllc school off1C1a1s.

-4

One cannot conclude from these data’ that deeper and more '

w1despread cuts would not dlsprOportlonately affect serviceé to'

~gch11dren‘1n—nonpub11c schools. _But there 1s-no.ev1dence from

~

: *See the spec1al paper by R1chard Jung ("Nonpubllc School Stu-
dents in ‘Titlé I, ESEA, Programs: A Question of ‘'Equal' Ser-
‘.v1ces") for :an indepth d1scuss1on of serv1ces to nonpublic
'ch11dren. : : ; . )

2



- . | TABLE 8
ST S ,REQATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHANGES -’

LT ' IN BUDGET .AND SERVICES 'TO
o e CHILDREN IN.- NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS 1978-82

N Title I .Budget Change5”

"Services to = L LT e T :
- Children in Non- - At Least = Little. At Least, .
"~ public Schools " '10% Incr. - 'Change . 10%‘Decr!‘ N

At Leé§£ 10% - ITL_ - "T,: AR 1 0 R
-'Increase - 1: oo 44% - - .-33% : B 4&2% )9

thtle Change . . 44% . 41% - . L 15% 'f‘ 41 |,

-Hf At Least 10%.ayg' ¥ . Y
‘Decrease . . ] 43% |- 29% |v
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B past practlces that budget changes are d1rectly translated 1nto

-t

mofe or fewer T1t1e I dollars for nonpubllc school ch11dren.

ﬁ:,' L&
PRI

L4

BUDGET EFFECTS ON GRADES AND SUBJECTS

N Tltle I budget changes can a%s&laffect d1str1ct admlnlstra-.

'Li tors» dec1s1ons about whlch grades ‘will be served w1th T1tle I

'

funds and wh1ch sub]ects T1tle I programs w1ll prov1de.- Data‘
fe

from the Dlstrlct Pract1ces Study show that: T1tle I from 1978’to
. ?A'

,,,,,
’,4‘ P "‘t--,

prOV1ded to elementary school chlldren. ' Of course, many dls-

n. ~'f;

'{may have a s1m11ar 1mpact. ~F1gure 2

*See the Summary Report of the D1str1ct Practlces Study (Advanced

Technology;.l982) for a more comprehens1ve descrlptlon of T1tle I

**Some. uestlbns on reductlon in. grades and subject 'were :
1ncludeg in - only .One-~fourth of the questlonnalres to reduce thes
burden.on xesppndents.. Thus,. the data in ‘Figures 2 and 4 are

based on'a_;esponse rate of 444 rather than the rate of l 769 for
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>

o g i
- cuts.” For example, -

1?garten programs because of budget reductlons...;f'

Clearly, budget_redjytlonsl1nfluence T1tle7L-services t0‘allf

t

grades. ,Even'the elementafy grades, which.Title I has traditiOn—'

'ally served have been sxgnlflcantly cut or. even dr0pped 1n some

'-d1str1cts. For example, 52 d1str1cts out of 444 (12 percent)

‘chlldren becaus

o
Q» Y

wedr
iy

s1gn1f1cantlywre
".l - .l

duced or dropped Title I services to’ thlrd-grade

-
1

e of budget reductlons.:‘ﬂn

Although T1tle -I serv1ces to elementary grades are not.

1mmune from cuts due to budget reductlons, d1str1cts.are much

ﬂpre llkely to ma1nta1n some serV1ces for those grades rather .

. than that o

than drop them altogether. Flgure 2 shows that)the proportlon of

d1str1cts reduc1ng serV1ces to grades 1 through 6 is much h1gher

hose dropp1ng serV1ceS from those grades. On the
_str1cts Wlth T1tle.I,programs in k1ndergarten'and

ough 12 more often drop those grades when budget

i eductlons requ1re cutt1ng serV1ces. For example, 44 percent of

d1str1cts "that haVe eleventh-grade programs and that made budget-

related reductlons dropped serv1ces to.that grade. Another 8

percent_kept the eleventh-grade program'but,reduced services by

10 percent'or more.
Thus,.as Figure 2 indicates, several'patterns emerge. - When

bydget réductlons force costs in services to elementary. grades,
£ v ' :

. : -
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' senior high school. = L

-}At‘the'same time, not all Directors would make larger.cuts in

T1t1e I D1rectors are nmore 11kely to reduce, rather thanldrop,'
serv1ce to those grades. If they have early ch11dhood or
secondarygprograms,vthey are more 11kely to drop,'rather than

reduce, services to students in prekindergarten and in junior and .

Figure 3 indicates that similar behavior can, be expectedvif

significant cuts are more widespread. -This'figure—-based on

4
responses from 1, 769 questlonnalres--reports responses of T1t1e I.

D1rectors who were. asked wh1ch grades they would cut or drop if

he1r fund1ng ‘was reduced by at 1east 10 percent. Of coursef

"
-

many of the cuts would come 1n the elementary grades because manyf_

dlstrlcts only'have.programs in those grades._ But in dlsgrlcts
. - - -

that have preklndergarten, klndergarten, or secondary programs,-

the proportlon that would cut'these grades is much h1gher.

.Interv1ews with 100 Title I D1rectors prov1de some 1ns1ght

w

into the'reason1ng beh1nd those-dec1s1ons. Flfty f1ve percent ofv

- °

these Title - I D1rectors say they would preserve serv1ces to . ear—;

lier grades and cut 1ater grades because they'belleve serv1ces‘jov

younger ch11dren are nore effectlve 1n prevent1ng later dlfflcul-

T

. ties. Slmllarly, some D1rectors ‘believe that 1ater programs have

;less’ impact on the students they serve and report that students

.in 1ater grades are often too far behind to-be helped byATltle I.

‘iater'programs;. Twenty percent say they would reduce serv1ces ‘i

equal proportlons to all grades. l '.‘\\;

Budget reductlons also can ‘influence. the subjects T1t1e I

‘ prOV1des; To exam1ne these 1nfluences, respondents to the. mail.

43 o
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| CGRADE |
PERCENIAGES ARE CONPUTED USING THE - NUMBER OF

DISTRICTS WHICH: ACTUALLY SERVE STUDENTS AT EACH LEVELA |

| ‘R FIGURE 3.

) PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS WHICH WOULD B
DECREASE TITLE I SERVICES AT THE VARIOUS
~ GRADE LEVELS IF FUNDS WERE REDUCED SIGNIFICANTLY

. . [ ' ) ! ) o .
. - + s Co N , - " -
WAoot e ; ’ ' ) ) ' o K ’ . .
S B . . . IEA )




questionnaire were asked whether‘they made significant'changes in

the’subject offeredi'and,cif.so, whether T1tle I budget alloca-

tions influenced those changes.' Overall, only 18 percent of :the

;f444 respondents say they s1gn1f1cantly altered offerlngs bzcause

of’ budget changes. F1gure 4 displays the responses of,those

' [ Rl

.~D1rectors.

‘The 1nterpretat10n of Flgure 4 is s1m11ar to that. of Flgure

.

2. For example, 66 T1tle I programs that made budget—related

ochanges 1n some sub]ect prov1ded’serv1ces in read1ng. pf those

.about 15 percent s1gnrflcantly.reduced read1ng:serv1ces3 an the

S B percent’dropped‘reading all together. Thus, 2 percent of all

Of the;56~ 1str1cts that offered math and

fgetﬁﬂ ere'reduced.

a

.’.

£

made some cuts in sub]ect areas due to budget reductlons, about T

30 percEnt of those cut math services by at least'lO percent. An

-

additiohal 20 percent eliminated»math programs-altogether.d

Flgure 5 reports the subjects D1rectors would reduce or cut_
gluen a 10 percent fundlngnreductlon._ Of course, read1ng‘pro—
.,grams.mould be cut.because manyldistricts.only prouide reading
and would have no other cholceg‘ But_the proportion of.districts
with math programs that‘would cut thesehprOgrams is much higher"

than other proportions. Again, the representatlve 1nterv1ews_

.n
ax..-

-help'explain these decisions. - Th1rty—f1ve percent of the Direc—
tors say that‘reading~instruct10n is the fundamental-serv1ce'

J, provided byp&itle I. Math and other subjects, many believe{ are

.
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q} less cruc1a1 to a1d1ng educatlonally deprlved ch11dren Thus,.

_.these D1rectors wou1d reduce or e11m1nate math and other Tltie I* :;

. 2
N

‘programs to preserve bas1c read1ng servlces.A On the other hand,
_10 percent say they would reduce all T1t1e I subjects by an equal

ol e 3 S -;, . : A - . G -"n 4
vproport;on. R ;@_'p‘ S : _,-”‘ o I

.+ "SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION: LESSONS FROM PAST TITLE ‘I BUDGET
' PRACTICES . _ . —
~In part, th1s paper a1ms at descr1b1ng the 1nfluence of

L

:7;T1t1e I budget changes on 1oca1 declslons regard1ng how to allo-,

Lcate T1tle I funds, how many schools and students to se;ve w1th
dT1t1e I programs,thether to alter T1t1e I serv1ces to ch11dren

".1n nonpub11c schools, what grades to serve, and wh1ch subjects to

-

jprOV1de w1th T1t1e I resources. But th1s paper also focuses on

dpast patterns in budgetary pract1ces to ant1c1pate behav1or that

-

*,vmlght result from future budget reductlons. Of course, any
- pred1ct10ns of future dec1s10ns and actlons from past pract1ces.

,must be ‘made cautlously. Th1s is espec1ally true because of the
¢ :

1mportant changes 1n the law creat1ng Chapter 1'and uncerta1nt1esi:
'about future Chapter l budget dec1s10ns at the” nat10na1 1eve1...5°
IR, B
’ﬁ[At the same t1me, 1t 1s 11ke1y that exper1ence “and past practlces

..

r ' wITl 1nf1uence the future behav1or of 1oca1 dec1s10n makers 1f

e

they must deal w1th s1gn1f1cant reductlons in Chapter l funds.

Cae . < . e 1 ',rx,

If fund1ng for Chapter 1 rema1ns constant over the next few
years but 1s reduced 1n real terms by the effects of 1nf1at10n,'

past pract1ces 1ead to thetpredlctlon that 1oca1 spend1ng for

[

S . ~




o ‘

that spend1ng for f1xed charges and perhaps for

1on would r1se, and that«Chapter l funds allocatedﬂ'Q

~u:.~"

'o’

”}, erV1ces, operatiOns3and malntenance, and capltal out—~"

lay w1ll'be s1gn1f1cantly cut.. If Chapter 1 fuhdlng is- s1gn1f1—"

.
\

cantly reduced, a reasonable predlctlon is that 1nstructlon would B

‘_,,P FLI

°

,Past T1tle I budget pract1ces also g1ve some clues about
future dec1s10ns on thegghmber of schools and ch11dren Chapter 1

w1ll serV1ce. Overall, changes 1n the number of" ch11dren served

L

w1ll probably parallel budget changes, wh11e changes in the

number of schools serV1ced may bé less pronéunced than changes lnij
local_fund1ng.b Slnce 1978, d1str1cts<that have experlenced level'
‘fund1ng have, on- average,'reduced the number of ch11dren served

by 9 percent and the number of T1tle I schools by 7 percent.

-

These changes can reasonably be attr1buted, at least 1n part, to

the 1nfluence of 1nflat10n and s1m11ar reductlons could be

expected 1f Chapter 1 fund1ng rema1ns at the same level and

,<
i-r

i'flnflatlon resumes double—d1g1t rates. o ;j;;7ﬂ' ,F B _fﬁldj'

A

L
T
\

If Chapter 1 funds are s1gn1f1cantly reduced, one Mould

expect substant1al reductlons in the number oﬁ~ch11dren served%

. and somewhat fewer schools served. If patterns from those
_ . e

.;}' d1str1cts exper1enc1ng average cuts of 20 percent can be




Past pract1ces, together w1th the'predlctlons ofITltle I

5D1rectors, also prov1de some 1dea about future 1nfluence'

pre—school and secondary school students in . order to malntaln

-serV1ces to’ the elementary grades.: Of course, dlstrlcts that

Vserve only elementary grades WQUld be_forced to reduce or ell-f'f B

. minate - serV1ces to some of those grades~ _1tle I D1rectors also o

“1nd1cate hhgt s1gn1f1cant cuts would<1ead them to reduce ‘or

: —. '\‘n‘ﬁ"”: ‘

read1ng programs.. If these-predlctlons are-correct, Chapter 1
. Y : : ' .

‘u-

would become .even more of a read1ng program than Tltle I has

s . ', . RN

been.

*Although read1ng programs are h1ghest pr10r1ty ‘for many T1t1e I'

‘Directors, -this priority could" change in some dlstrlcts when o
other- administrators becaome involved: in: curr1culum dec1s10ns.,f-*gﬁ
One Title:I Director reports--that Title I personnel ih his - 77
district favor preserving reading services and cutt1ng other
Title I, programs :when budget reductions make - .some’ choices . 2
necessary.u ‘But Principals “and non-Title: I teachers: prefer to’

. ‘reduce reading .and maintain ‘math services. As a- Fesult; the.
JhSuperlntendent and, the Title I"Director followed the preferénces
'jof the larger group and reduced the - T1tle I read1ng prog =

....:,r_& .

>




fchanges, the llterature~on organlzatlons

funds are slgnlflcantly cut *

. O -
- Teoa ! _-‘-\‘ e °

'ﬁecilne are:

Reduced slack resourcés (for example, carry—over fundsO
to. cope w:.th uncertalnty, +£0 reward achp.evement, and
to prbmote 1nnovatlon b : e : :

o

Lowere morale”leadlng 'o the.departure of the*
*talented_employees, whoy an more eaS1ly change rganl-

slows or ceases, solutlons based on growth models may beCome
“ n‘.'.'....

."1nappropr1ate.” Few models exlst for deallng w1th permanent or-

s

a .
a,
)

long—term condltlons of resource scarclty., MoreOVer,,admlnls-'ﬂ:;

Y
. P .
-

'trators experlenceS° untll recently, are‘drawn3from

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



'necessarlly useful in reduc;ng or curtalllng programs.

Fortunately,%ev1dence from 1nterv1ews w1th Tltle I Dlrectorsf

%nd from case studLes glves some suggestlons ‘on hew to manage

TR

program decline result1ng from budget:reduq{}ons.: One management-~
B :J T ]e : L
strategy is to ‘seek consensus (through a fo;mallzed process such

as needs assessmentP on Whét components* of - thé’Chapter 1 programg

@have h1ghfand low prlorlty. If budget reductlons are. necessary,pg

. »
k4 0'1:

the low priority components can.be cut f;”st. In ,one d1str1ct we

".!r

..‘ .

o

elementary 1anguage°art ahead of Tltle I mathiand;secondary L

A language arts. Whén pro;ected budgéﬁ reductlons 1n 1981 82 led

v .

to. prograchuts, the dlstrlot e11m1natéd the math and secondary

-:,- v P

1, programs. Whén add1t10nal funds unexpectedly became avallableﬂ

‘; . "-, K “ \
the%math program was re1nstated The secondary 1anguage arts v

LA A Lo

program, wh1ch had 1owest prlorlty,\waqanot relnstated..

ps

uv".lg in addltlon ‘to determlning prlorlty of program components,.

cit 1s useful to have agreement on prlertleS before s1gn1f1cant:

£ ~ “.vu, , . .

budget cuts ‘are necessary. In another d1str1ct, the core T1t1e¢I

!

program 1s protected from budget cutSmby a ranklng system created
A X
4~1n the edrly 1970s. Rea1121ng even then ‘that. Federal fund1ng is’

fQ

( .

R et ‘,f' o - . ' R T
= _’ - “ - ‘ . 3 a., . . . ‘e
*Examples of program components ‘are” grades whldh Chapter l serves

and subjects wh1ch 1t prov1des. R .x'ﬁv*' , S T
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never secure, d1str1ct admlnistrators developed a system.of T
' . ;\ [} o ]
' prlorltles to deflne the order of cutbacks._ ThlS system rank_:
' N ¢ T »
" Tltle I schools-by the number of ellglble students and estab— '

llshes a- rule that schools w1th the fewest ellglble students have

v P T,
-serV1ces reduced or elrmlnated‘flrst. The system also estab- no
’ - v, . .

'llshes that maﬁh serV1ces w1ll be cut before reading and tHEt

'““Tltle I readlng w1ll be cut before language serv1ces are reddbed..

. ‘, .~., - ‘I'
Because these prlorltles were. set and w1dely understood 1n

i w4 e TooaT oLy
advance, there was llttle resentment or reslstance when budget

'fcuts 1n the last three years led to s1gn1f1cant Tlt;e I program

.~

fa - Lo . o . . o . . .;_‘:'-‘
"y reductions. . ' .G » L J H

Another management strategy is to cﬁt expens1ve program

. .

. componbnts and eXpahd components that serve more chlldren w1th

fewer dollars.: We have already mentloned one d1str1ct thatu

'”“dropped its T1tle I preklndergarten program,_ln part, because 1t~
: was.yery‘e;penslve.' As a«result,lthe d1str1ct reallzed 51gn1f1—

(A cadt sav1ngs wh;le serv1ng -just: sllghtly fewer chlldren. 'Anotheri

~ | Ol
. . )

. dlstrlct sought to serve more ch&ldren w1th fewer dollars. Dis—
. LA [
trlct admlnlstrgiors adopted, on a small scale, a Nat;onal le—
fuslon Networh-project called Catch Up/Keep Up._.On the‘basls of
i o
W. jteacher recom;endatlons,.chlldren are selected because of ev13

_'dence that they can beneflt from -a’ short exposure to thlS . pro- -

; o, Cwt '
P gram. For example,'some chlldren are selected because they need
. . 4 :
help 1n Just one or two specrflc skllls. Be&ause chlldrEn are 1n.

ithe program for Just a- few weeks ana ‘then return to their regula;

. classes, many wore chlldren can be servedr~
) . e S S " S E e . A N .
o it S - . .-«-:. : . o . 38 ' - . . e
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. Another qpst s@v1ng measure is to. fihd 1ess expens1ve means -

]iw to. dellyer 1nstruct10nal serv1ces.; One 1arge d1str1ct found that

-, ~ *
aus1ng }wo part-tlme a1des to;replace one’ full—tlme a1de saved
w money bquuSe,partdtlme employees do not rece1ve f1nge benef1ts.
» ~
. The same Elstrlctvalso hlréd work-study students from 1oca1
v" Lo . L

unlversmmles to’ serve . as a1des. Many of these students are in

% v

- ,teacher~tra%n1ng programs and are 1ess expens1v§ than. other aides

. AP .

Jw1th 1ess traanlng because the work=-study program pays part.of
the1r-sa1ar1es.i, sk ‘

o ‘ 5 _ o _ "

o Of course, dec1d1ng on program and personnel changes should
4 - \ R

v

'-not be made solely on cost. 'It ts also 1mportant to-take-lnto

* ‘ : - ‘ .

account 1ocal prlor1t1es and 1nfluences -on the overall effect1ve-:

.ness and equ1ty of the Chapter'l program ‘An early chlfdhood

program may be eXpenslve relat1ve to services in 1ater grades,_a'

,; but it may FMso haVe s1gn1f1cant 1mpact on prevent1ng 1ater
. ~ -..«
'educatlonal d1ff1cuIt1es. To cut or. e11m1nate an effectlve

» . o s

'-preschool program solely because of its h1gh cost may’ be false

3 economy if add1t10na1 Chapter 1 services must be prov1ded 1ater

;Y ' ‘).
- on to remedy prdbled!‘that such a program could have prevented.~
Slmllarly, add1ng or enlarg1ng a program component solely ¢

J

‘vj because its costs-per-ch11d are low does not take 1nto account

- ' B -

the effectlveness of sudh a.program .Serv1ng 10 times as’ many

- . - . ‘ -

\ch11dren by offer1ng each ch11d a few weeks of serv1ce may seem

to be more,efflclent than serV1ng l group of ch11dren for the Nﬁﬁ_'

<

= -

whole year, qux_lfjfewach11dren,benef1t from shortrterm.lnter1
S RN : oo - ’ IR , .

.ventlon,,the.saV1ng,is an illusion.

-
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TOPICS FOR FURTHER INQUIRY -

+

‘This paper examines the impact of budget changes - on local

‘4

Title I practices between schools 1978—79 and 1981-82 and uses

those practices to speculate about future practices under Chapter

) +

l»of ECIA. Some important topics, however,~are not_covered.'

# Because the data collection and analysisvof this study focus on

- Title_I district practices,'this paper doesynot'discuss larger

| questions of the interaction of‘Title I and.districtwide-budget
decisions. In many districts, decisions about Title‘I'funds
allocation and the extent and nature of Title‘; serwvices influ—.
ence and‘are inffuenced by similar decisions about programs for
the limited English—speaking, programs for handicapped children,

b”’ii' and state compensatory programs. j h “l. . .
| Because data for this paper were collected prior "to the
;Jimplementation of Chapter l and before budget reductions for
school year 1982 83 went into effect, it is only poss1ble to -
s speculate about the impact of these changes« Services for the
f{ educationally disadvantaged may be reduced by degrees greater
than prOJected budget costs would suggest if districts enlarge
s .',: the eligibility p001 for Chapter 1l to include less disadvantaged
*children.v On the other hand cuts in Chapter 1 services may be
yless pronounced if the effects-of.inflation continue to abate or

‘_.l- . if some funds available under Chapter 2 of ECIA are earmarked for

the educationally disadvantaged. Only data collected over the

o T

,next ‘few, years can dg;ermine the impacts of recent budgetary and

legislative changes.

4Q. . L .a
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