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PREFACE

The Title I District Practices Study was conducted by

Advanced Technology, MC. for the U.S. Department'of Education's

Planning and-Evaluation Service. One goal of this study was t

describe how local districts. operated projects funded by Title I'

of the Elementary and Secondaryy-Educatfon Act [ESEA] in the

1981-82.school year. A second, 'related goal was to dObument

local educators' rationales fdrtheir program decision4-their
,

perception of the problems arid4bepefits of.requirements contained

in the 1978 Title I Amendments, and their assessments of the

expected effects of Chapter,1 of the Education Consolidation and .

Improvement Act [ECIA] on schooi' district operations of Title 1

projects. ,The study was designedfspecifically to draw cross-time

comparisons with the findings of the Compensatory Ed ation Study

conducted by the National Institute 'of Education [141E] arid to,
r7 '

.

Provide baseline data for subseq6entanaly§es.of Chapter 1,

ECIA's administration.

The results of the Title I bistrict Practices,..Study are

presented in this and eight. other special reports .(see back

cover), plus the study%s Summary. Report. These reports synthe-

size data collected from' a mail questionnaire sent to Title I

Directors in more than 2,000 randomly selected' school districts,

structured interviews and document reviews in 100. nationally

representative Title I districts, and'idaepth case studies irk, 40

specially selected Title I districts.



.To meet the objectives of this major national study,

.special study staff was assembled within Advanced Technology's

Social Sciences Division. That staff, housed in the Division's

Program Evaluation Operations Center, Oversaw the study design,'

data collection amd,processing, analysis work, and report pre-
,

paratioh. The study benefited from unusually experienced data

collectors who, with sAdvanced Technology's senior staff and

consultants, conducted the structured interviews and case

studies. Two consultants, Brenda Turnbull Of Policy Research

Associates and Joan Michie, assisted in major aspects of the

study including authoring special reeorts and chapters in the

Summary Report. Michael Gaffney and Daniel Schember of the law

firm Gaffney Anspach, Schemberllimaski, & Marks applied their

longstanding familiarity with Title I's legal and policy issues

to each phase of the study. The author of this paper wishes to

acknowledge the helpful comments of Richard Jung, Ward Keesling,

Victor Rezmovic, Joel Sherman and Brenda Turnbull. Thanks also

go to Jeffrey Ludin, who produced the computer graphics. Of

course, any errors ,in fact or interpretation are solely the

author's responsibility.

The Project Officers for the study, Janice Anderson and

Eugene Tucker, provided substantive guidance for the completion

of_the tasks resulting In these final reports.. The suggetions

of the study's Advisory Panel and helpful \critiques provided by

individuals from the Title I programs office, especially William

Lobdsco and Thomas Enderlein, are also reflected in these

reparte.



Members of-Advanced Technology's analytic, management, and

'Production staff who contributed to the completion of this and

other reports are too .numerous to list, as are the state and

local officials who cooperated with this study. Without pia.

mentioning their names, they should know their contributions have

been recognized and truly appreciated.

Ted Bartell; Project Director
Title I District Practices Study

Richard Jurig, Deputy Project Director
Title I District Practices\Study



THE INFLUENCE OF TITLE I BUDGET CUTS
ON LOCAL ALLOCATION DECISIONS:

SOME PATTERNS FROM PAST-AND CURRENT PRACTICES

SUMMARY

Using data from a study'of local Title practices, this

paper examines the influences of changes in Title I, ESEA budgets
ca 4

on several local Title I decisions: how Title I funds are allo-
,

cated between instructional and noninstructional activities, how

many schools and students are served with Title I funds, whether

Title I services to students in nonpublic schools are altered,

and what grades, are served' and subjects, provided with Title I.

resources.

Given the possibility that the funding of. Chapter ,1 of

ECIA- -which supercedes Title I in school year 1982-83--will

decline because,of the effects of inflation and Federal budget

reduction, the -Felder focuses on budget-relatNLed decisions in dig-.

tricts that experienced either level funding or signifioent bud-

get cuts. fr9m 1978 to. 1982. Data from the former districts pro-
.

vide clues about larger impacts, if national funding for Chapter 1

remains roughly the same over the next, few years but declines in

real terms because of inflation. Data from the latter_districts

provide some clues about districts' behavior if budget cuts are

more severe under Chapter 1.

Data from the Title I Districts Practices Study show thatq

local sdhool districts spend a large proportion of their Title I

funds (between 75 and 80 percent) on instructional services to
t.



children.. Moreover, allocations to instruction tend to parallel

overall- changes in the Title I budget. In districts with level

funding between 1978. and 1982, the instructional budget remained

about the same but declined in real terms because of inflation.

In districts that experienced significant overall scuts, Title ,I
by

instruction was cut byisimilartproportions.

Although dedisions on the number of sdhoo and dhikdren. to

serve with Title.I funds are complicated by the various options

available to local 'districts, the numbdr of dhildren, on average

parallels 'overall budget cuts while changes in the number of'

Title I schools is lesS pronounced than dhanges in local. Title.

budgets. Districts with level funding served ,3 percent fen"

schools and 5 percent fewer ehildrenin school year 1981-82 than

in' school year 1978-79, which indicate,some of the.influence of

inflation on those districts. Districts with significant tiudget

cuts (averaging 19 percent) served 7 percent fewer Schools and 17

perdent fewer dhildren.

The District Practices Study fOund no clear relationship

between budget changes and Title I services to children in non-

public schools. Very fed districts significantly increased or

decreased such services. Fiftyffive percent of those that signi-

ficantly increased services experienced level funding or signifi-
.

cant declines. Forty-three percent of districts significantly

reducing services had-significant budget increases between school

years 1978-79 and 1981-82:

The data froM this study show that bUdget changes have some

influence on the aprades served by Title I funds and on the

yiv



subjects provided. When budget reductions due to inflation or to
. %

actual funding, cuts forced Title 1.administratCrs to reduce the

number of of grades served, they were more likely to drop Title I

',Sdrvices from preschoW4and tecondary school programs in order to

preserve services to the elementary grades. Similarly, Title' I

administrators .most often acted to preserve Title I reading

services by cutting Title I math and programs in other subjects.

Predicting future actions must always be done with care, but

the data.fram this study provide some clues about local decisions

under Chapter 1, ECIA. If Chapter 1 funding declines in.real

terms because of inflation or if Federal funding for Chapter 1 is

significantly reduced; one could reasonably expecb the'following:

.,411, Local allocation of Chapter 1 funds to instruction will
decline in, proportion to.reductions in the overall
budg4.

The number of children served by Chapter 1 programs
will parallel the percentage change in the budget.

The. percentage Change in the number of scflools served
will not be as pronounced as budget changes.

Chapter 1 administrators will strive to maintain ser-
vices to: the elementary grades and to provide reading

,
services by.cutting early Childhood and secondary pro-
gkams and by cutting math and other services.



THE INFLUENCE OF TITLE I BUDGET CUTS
ON LOCAL ALLOCATION DECISIONS:

SOME PATTERNS FROM PAST'AND. CURRENT PRACTICES

INTRODUCTION

This is an-era pf declining resources for 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 inflation, which

has.regularly risen at a double-digit rate since 1978. Between

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

about 8 percent. During the same period, the Consumer Price

Index [CPI] rose 30 percent.

Not only, has Title I funding failed to keep pace with trifle-

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 l.basic

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

tration's revised budget asks for additional cuts of $316 rdil-

lion, and the FY83 budget calls for $1.7 billion for basic

grants, a reduction of 31 percent from FY81 appropriations.

*Title I, ESEA, was superseded by Chapter '1 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 paper Title I will refer to the program prior
to school year 1982-83; Chapter 1, or ECIA, will, refer to the,
program beginning in school year 1982-83.

' * *FY82 appropriations will fund Chapter 1 in school year 1982-83.



TABLE 1 ti

PAST, CURRENT, AND REQUESTED APPROPRIATIONS'
'FOR-CHAPTER 1, ECIA, BASIC GRANTS

1982
1982 - REVISED 1983

1981 CONTINUING BUDGET PRESIDENT'S
APPROPRIATIONS RESOLUTION' REQUEST BUDGET

(dollars in thousands)

Chapter 1, $2,512,614 12,412,756 $2,096,312 $1,726 526
ECIA basic
grants

Source: Education Daily, April 12, 1982, p. 5.
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The Congressional Budget Office points out that:

When inflation is taken'into account, recent
and pioposed 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
. . . . 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 proportional to reduc-
tions in the program as a whole (Congres--
sional Budget Office, 1982, p. 4).

This report, which uses data from the Title I District

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-

tional activities and how district size and budget changes affect

these allocations. The report next examines the impact of Title

I funding levels on district decisions about how many schools and

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

investigates the influence of budget decreases on services to

children in nonpublic schools. Finally, the report explores the

relationships between changes.in funding and local decisions

about which graded Title I serves and which subjects Title I

provides. /
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 Education [ED], used three research
strategies: a mail questionnaire sent to(2,000 randomly selected
local Title I Directors, structured interviews and document
reviews in 100 representative Title I districts, and case studies
in 40 specially selected Title I districts.

3
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behavior that might result from futuxe,budget reductions. This

report conclude* with'ssuggestions on how local distr15.0 might-

apply lessons learned froin Title I and from other organizations

in decline to cope with the potential of ehrinking 'resources for

educationally deprived children.

THE ALLOCATION OF TITLE I FUNDS

One important decision that school administrators must make

is how to allocate their Title I funds between instructiopal ang

noninstructional activities. As background to the influences of

budgeting changes on that decision, it is necessary to examine

the amount of money available for the "average" (i.e., the mean)

Title I program. An inspection of Table 2 shows that d'stricts

on average had 8 percent more Title I money in school year

1981-82 than in 1978-79. Table 2 also shoWs some di ferent ways

to describe local average budgets.*

Three important allocation questions are: How do istrict;

allocate their total Title I budget between instructional and

noninstructional activities? Dili large and small districts allo-

fcate Title I funds d fferently? And, how do overall budget

dhanges affect these allocations? Table 3 shoshm that in both

*The ave age budgets of $174,931 and $189,182 are calculated from
data weighted to reduce the influence of large Title I districts,
which were purposively over-represented in our sample. The
unweighted averages show the effects of large budget* on the

P'
overall data. Weighted data are usually reported;'however,
unweighted data are used when budget figures are broken down by

, district size.

4



Consumer
Price Index

TABLt 2.

TITLE I BUDGET. FIGURES AND, THE CONSUMR
.,PRICE INDEX IN -.1978 -79, and 1981-82

SCHOOL. YEAR
1978-79

SCHOOL YEAR
.1981-82 ,PERCENT CHANGE'

423.4 290.6 30%

(Sept. 1978) (June 1982)

National
Title I

,

0
,,,

'Appropria7
tions $2,300,000,000 $2',.500,boo' ow

Weighted
Local Aver-

4,0

age Budget $ 174,931 189,182

Unweig-hted
Local Aver-
age Budget 309,000 335,000

Lowest Title
I Budget (in
this survey), 450 300

Highest. Title
I Budget (in
this survey) 13,080,000 12,940,000

18

9%

8%

8%



r

1

TABLE 3

TITLE I BUDGET pS,LocNripN,DATA

4,..
1%74-7

Instruction
(1,3ercent of Total)

Auxiliary Services-
(Percent of Total)

Administration- (

(Percent of Total)

Operations and Maintenance
(Percent of Total)

Fixed Charges
(Percent of Total)

Capital Outlays
(Percent of Total)

'

°

*From a memorandum to John Jennings and Jeanjroelicher from Paul
"Hill, August 11, 1977.

**Based on weighted averages and a sample size of,1,377.,

19



school years, distOct administrators allocated the preponder-

ance of Title I funds (nearly 80 percent) to instruction.* Much

smaller amounts were allocated to-auxiliary services (such as

. Title I nurses and counselors),, administration', operations and

maintenance; fixed charges (which include fringe benefits to ,

teachers and adMinistrators), and capital outlay (equipment pur-
.

chases).** Moreover., as Table 3 illustrates, these allocations

vary little from the findings of the National. Institute of Edu-

cation tNIE] study, which examined the'Title I program in the

1975-76 school year The only discrepanciest-in instruction and

fixed chargesmay be, due to some respondents' including fringe

benefits to teachers in the instruction category.

Figure 1, which depicts percentage changes from 1978-79

to 1981-82, shows that some allocation decisions appear to be
Y

proportional. ,That is, the percent dNanges in some budget
k '

*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 the administration category.

**The mail questionnaire did Act 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 part by the to include an indirect costs. category in

1 the Mail questionna re. When Title I Directors added this cate-
,

,gory, indirect'costs--which canAnclude costs allocated to
locally provided accounting and payroll services, ,computer time,

space rental, and utilities--typicallanged from 2 to 5 per-
cent. If assigning theSe expenses to indirect costs is wide-
spread, this would account for the moneyimissing from the

subcategories.



TOTAL INSTR, AUX, APO, MINT. FIXED CAPITAL

SERVICES & OPER, COSTS OUTLAYS

FIGURE 1

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN ,TOTAL BUDGET .AND

BUDGET COMPONENTS BETWEEN 1978-79 AND 1981-82

21



categories parallel the percent dhange in the overall budget.

For example, an 8 peicent increase in total Title I funds seems

to lead to similar increases in instruction and administration.

Allocations to other categories, such as.fixed Chergeee are not

so,close],y linked .to overall budget changes. On average, fixed

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

haps reflecting, the lack of control that Title I administrators

haVe over funds earmarked for Social Security, insurance, and

retirement benefits. To adjust for these uncontrojlable in-
.

creases, Title I administrators apparently make proport4:onately

largenputs

and capital utlay.'

The numbers just noted represent the "average" Title I-bud-

get allocations. But do districts with $50,000 and $5,000;000

in auxiliary services, operations and maintenance,

Title I budgets allocate their funds the, same way? -Table4 shows

that ,districts receiving vastly different.amounts of Title I

money distribute their funds ihmuch the same fashion. As one

would expect, Title .I districts, regardless of size,, allocate the

largest proportion of their.Title I budget to instruction. HOw-
,

ever, there appears to be some variation in the percentage that

goes for instruction. In 1978-79 and 1981 -82 large and:Very*

'large:districts* spent.about,three-qUarters of their -Title I

4l.

*A small district is defined as having a total enrollment of less
than 2,500 childreni'a medium district as fewer than 10,000 chil-
dren; and a large district as, at least 10,000 children. Very
largefdistricts'are those 'among the 60 largest in the nation.



ig 4

ALLOCATION OF TITLE I FUNDS IN SMALL,

MEDIUM, 'LARGE, AND VERY. LARGE. DISTRICTS*

(Budget. f lgures are in thousands of dollars)

nRY LARGE**

18 81 Change

Total $4,196' 5,0`58' 6%

N (14)

.1 nstruct Ion 75,7$ 77.1% 95

($ Total )

Auxiliary 2.95 2.0% .41%

(% Total)

1-1

'LARGE** MEDIUM** SMALL "*

78 81 Change 18 . 81 Change 18 81 Change

$912

(262)

77.15

4.3%

$1,003

17.0%

4.0%

9%

9

$226

(480)

18.8%

2.7%

$240

80.0%

2.5%

1% ,

-2%

$54

(581).

794

49%

$58

79.3%

1%

4$

AdmInIstratron 5,0% 5.2% 11% 4.3 4.

Total)

14

Operations & MaInten- '1.0% 0,7% -26% 1.4% 1.1% -15

ance (% Total)*

Fixed. Charges 7.0% 9.4 44% 5.3% 547% .

($' Total)

6

Capital Outl ays 2.1% 0.1% -54% 0,1% 0.35

(% Total)

*Based on weighted averages.

6.7% 14% 5.6% 5.2%. ,2 -7%

1.7% O5 1.9% 1.7% -4%

1.4% 8.6% 25%8,0% 9.2%

0.9%, 0.4% 1.3% 0.9%, -281

**Very large districts are among the 60, largest in the nation; large districts have at least 10;000 chltdren; medium districts have

between 2,500 and 9,999 children; and small districts have fewer than 2,500 children.



budgets on instruction. Medium and small districtsallocated a

somewhat larger percentage.

Data from the representative site visits may explain- this

difference. Larger districts usually fund most or all nonin-

structional Title I salaries and activities (for example, Title I

administrators and evaluators) with Title I money. Many smaller

districts. do not.haye large ,enough-budgets to justify a Title I.

administrAtor or evaluator. and often fund some or all of these

activities with local funds. 4
In medium districts, these jobs are

often performed by a Coordinator of Federal programs, whose sal -

Lary may be paid only in part by Title r. Ih small districts, the

curriculum coordinator, Principal, or even a teacher handles

Ti4e I administration in addition to his or her regular job.

such districts, administrative costs may be partially or 'Wholly

paid by local funds or they may be included in instructional

costs.")Thus, a relatively large pioportion of Title I poney is

allocated to instruction. For example, 22 percent Of the dis-

tricts with fewer than 2,500 Title I students allocate all of

their Title I budget to instruction.

As Table 4' also shows, budget dhanges have similar impacts

regardless'of district size. Some -budget decisions are made in

proportion to the overall budget changes. Most notably, dhange-s

in money allocated to instruction parallel overall dhanges.

Other budget decisions, do not closely track overall budget
. -

1

changes. Allocatious to fixed charges and to administration

(except in small districts) tend to outstrip total budget



increases. Allocations to auxiliary services, operations and

maintenance, and capital outlay show little change or are reduced
.

even.though(the total budget increases slightly.

° Budget Oiocations appeai.i.8 be sl ilar acros Title I pro-

grams of quite different sizes. But CIO different magnitudes 'elf

budget dhanges affect local allecation deciiiOns? To examine

this question, it is necessary to, look .at budge't allocations in

districts that had different budget experiences between school

years, 1978-79 and 1981-82.- Three types of districth are exam-

ined. The first set of districts expel4enced little change in

their. Title I budgets and as a result did not-keep up with infla-

tion. Districts in the next set experienced-budget increases of

10 percent, or more. The third set includes districts that expert

ienced cuts of at least.10 percent in their Title I funding

between 1978 and 1981'.

Table 5 shows that .40 percent of the districts for which

there is complete information had ?early the same budget in

1982-82 as in 1978 -79.. Despite little or no increase in their

total Title I budget, these districts managed modest increases in

instructional allocations. Fixed dharges, which are largely

outside the control of Title I administrators, rose at a rate

higher than the overall increase. Funds allocated to adMinistra-

, tion alSo increased significantly despite the stability of the

overall average budget. To make these increases, Title I admini-

strators apparently made relatively large cuts in areas where

they had, some budgetary discretion: auxiliary services,

12:



TABLE 5
i' NI

CHANGES IN TITLE I.:BUDGET ..,..

ALLOCATIONS. 'FROM 2978-7.9 TO 1931-82 IN.
DISTRICTS WITH DIFFERENT BUDGET EXPERIENCES*

;.ALL

'BUDGE111::CATEGORY : DISTRICTS

LITTLE AT LEAST
BUDGET 10%
CHANGE_ INCREASE

AT LEAST
10%

DECREASE

Total .I.Aciease

Instruci.ion
P .4

Auxiliary Services

Adminidtration

Operationa' 'and.
Maintenance

Fixed. Charges

Capital Outla.y

Sample ,Size

8%

9%

0.3%

11%

, ,
20%

-43%

1%

2%'

-20%

11 %,'

.-33%.

15$

-30%-

.536

e

'24%

26%

20%

20%

0%

-50%

573

.

a.

-19%
.

-28%

-o%

226

*Based on weighted data

o.
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;operations and maintenance, and capital outlay. Thus, Title I

programs with ,level funding appear.to have cut "extras" to

maintain more important program areas 'and to meet budget, demands

outside their control.

As indicated 'in Table 5, 43 percent of the. districts had

. 4

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

tricts,, Inajor program areas increased in:proportion to overall

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

iary services, administration, and operations and maintenance all

.
rose between 20 and 30 percent, while the overall budget rose 26

percent. Fixed charges ro e.t.a somewhat higher rate and capi-

tal outlay was cut,substantially,, in part, perhaps to make up or

extra increases in fixed dharges.

The last column in Table 5 shows that 17 percent-Of the

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

enced actual dollar reductions in their Title I. budgets. Alloca-

tion-patterns in these districts are especially important given

the likelihood of fueure Chapter 1 budget cuts. Some allocation

decisions appear to be%proportioaal to total budget cuts. Most

significantly, cuts in instruction seem to parallel overall bud--

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

total bildget pattern. Fixed dharges have actually increased

despite
signific4ntP

eductions in total budgets. To make 'lip for.
47,

this increase, other ,"discretionary" categories-- auxiliary ser-

vices; administration, and capital outlay--are ctOmore dras-

;tidally relatiye .to other budget categories.
P

14'



In brief, past district behavior indicates how budget cuts

can affect lOcal Title I allocation decisions. The data suggest

that, when substantial budget reductions occur because of infla-

tion or actual dollar cuts, proportionallli large cuts in direct.

services to children must occur because the only dource of large
r.

cuts is Title I instruction. Postponing equipment purchases and

reducing funds to auxiliary services` cannot make up for large,

overall funds 'reduction. Exacerbating this problem are funding

requirementts largely outside the control of the'Title I admini-

stration. For example, if the overall Title I budget is cut by

20 percent, administrators may not be able to make commensurate

cuts in fringe benefits. As a result, instructional funds and

noninstructional categories over which administrators have some

control may have to be cut even more severely than the overall

budget.

INFLUENCES OFBUDGET CHANGES ON SCHOOLS AND CHILDREN SERVED

Services to Children in Public Schools

In addition to decisions about allocating Title.I fupds

between instructional and noninstructional activities, Title I

administrators must also decide how many schools will be des.0-

nated project sdhools and how many students within those schools

Will receive Title I services. Title I funding levels can have

Once local,diatrictsconsiderable influence on those decisions.

receive their Title I allocations, however, they have substantial

15



discretion on how o spend that money* (and ECIA is aimed at

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

percent fewer fun dhoose to serve fewer sdhoolS, fewer

children withinpioting Title I schools, the same number of

schools and children but with diminished services, or some com-

bination of these options.

Table 6 shows that between 1978 and 1981 districts served 3

percent fewer schools and 5 percent fewer children, despite an

average increase of 8 percent in Title I budgets. Districts with

level Title I budgets served 7 percent fewer schools and 9 per-

cent fewer dhildren in 1981 than in 1978. The effects of infla-

tion.can be seen in these districts; the same dollars in 1981

supported fewer schools and fewer students than in 1978. In dis-

tricts with substantial budget ir>eases (24 percent on average),

the same number of schools were served while the number of chil-

dren served rose 3' percent, DiStricts with large budget cuts

(averaging 19,percent) served 7 percent fewer schboli and 17
f.

percent fewer children.

Decisions on allocating Title I dollars among eligible

schools and children are complex because of options available to

local Tittle I administrators and because of larger issues.within

districts such as dhanges in the overall district budget,

declining enrollment,-and desegregation orders. Data from the

*See Michael Gaffney and Daniel Schember "Current Title ,I Sdhool
and Student Selection Pi.ocedures and Implications for Implement-
iqg Chapter 1, ECIA," a special report in this series, for fur-
ther discussion of selection and targeting procedures.

16
30



TABLE 6

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AND CHILDREN SERVED

IN DISTRICTS WITH DIFFERING BUDGET EXPERIENCES*

SUBSTANTIAL

ALL LITTLE BUDGET SUBSTANTIAL

DISTRICTS BUDGET CHANGE INCREASE BUDGET CUTS

Average Number

of Schools (1978) 3.7 4.3 3.5 2.8

Average School si (1981) 43.5 4.1 '3.5 2.6

_Average Children (1978) 367 423 343 s 225

Average Children (1981) 345 388 357 185

Average Budget (1978) 174,931 208,855 165,400 108,867

Average Budget (1981) 189,182 211,520 205,898 . 88,034

*Based on weighted data.



case studies of local Title'I programs illustrate the`

of these decisions.. Table ,7 presents the .budgets as well as

schools and. children served 'in eight case study districts _for the

four school years between1978 and 1981.'''

In some districts, the number of Title I schools and ,chil-
dren closely trackbudget iftreases and decreases. For example,

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

about.the'same from 1979 to_ 1980, and dropped frore1980 to 1981:

The schools and students served followed these changes fa3:tly

closely. Numbers. of Title I School's and students rose between'
al

1978 and 1979, dropped between 1979. and 198P (perhaps because of

inflation), and dropped significantly from. 1980 to 1981.

In other districts, Title I budgets and schools and students

served do not parallel each.other as closely.. In Didtrict 2,

numbers of ?Title I children rise and fall with the Title I bud-
-

get; however, the number of,schools remained the same between

1980-81 and 1981-82, despite a 13 percent 'cut in funds. When

funds became available in 1980-81, administrators in this dis-

ttict added a new middle sdhool program in 4 schools, and 700

additional children were served. ,When funds were cut the next

year, local administrators found it politically difficult to take

funds away from schools that had just received them, but they did

cut dhildren from the program. To do this,, they cut the Title I

preschool program because its per-pupil cost was high' and, since

this was the only preschool program in the district, they were.

afraid they were using Title I funds to supplant (rather than

18 32
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TABLE

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

BUDGET

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82
District Tot. Title I Tot. Title I Tot. Title I Tot'. Title I

1 $61 $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 34 1.3 39 1.5 42 1.5 47. 1.5.
4 3.0 1.6 k 1.8 40 1.8 40 1.8
5. 22 0.3 23 0.4 25 0.3 26 0.4
6 18 1.7 22 1.9 22 1.6 26 1.5 '

7 NA 4.1 70. 4.8 NA 4.9 NA 4.6
8' 160 1.1 NA 1.2 NA 1.3 191 1.1

SCHOOLS

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

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 90 20
4 28 16 30 fl 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:.

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

1 39 4.0 38 4.4. 38 4.0 37 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

80 1.7 NA 1.8 NA 1.7 79 1.4

NA =Not. available'

*Budgets are in millions
thousand6.

of dollars; children

3
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supplement) local ed4cation efforts. In addition, the Title I

Director persuaded the district administration to lower the

cut-off score on the selection test so that fewer students would

be served in all grades. Thus, increased funds led to more

schools and children being sekved. When funds were cut, the,num-

ber of children served was reduced, but sbhools added during a

more prosperous time remained in the program.

District 3 shows what can happen, when actual cuts are not as

great as expected.* Prior to,the 1981-82 school year, the Title

I Director in this district believed that congresiional action

would lead to budget keductions of up to 20 percent. As a

result; he dropped the Title-I high school program, which had

lowest priority -and had only been addeci recently when funds

became available. Iri addition, although three high schools were

cut from Title I, only six teachers were affected. 'When actual

cuts were much smaller than forecast, the Director decided to

stand by his decision, thus allowing himto increase his carry-
,

over funds for 1982-83 to cover.future cuts that might be made.

In District 4, Title I funds dropped by about 4 percent, but

'numbers of schools and children served declined by 38 percent.

newly implemented desegregation plan accounts for some of the

schools dropped in 1981-82. Two of the three schools added in

*This can be a widespread problem because local administrato s
make program and staffing decigions based on proposed national

budgets. When actual appropriations are significantly different
from proposed levels, it may' e difficult to dhange local deci-
sions.



1980-81 barely had enough eligible children to qualify for Title

I. Implementation of a desegregation plan changed the popula-

tions of these schools and made them ineligible for Title I funds:

in 1981-82. Moreover, the Principals in these schools did not

s"upport Title Land did not-want the program' in their buildingS.

As-a result, the Title I Director made no special effort to pre-
.

.serveservices for these schools. A third school became a

sixth-grade. center to which all sixth graders were bused. This

school, which previously had a largenumber of edudationaiiy

deprivedchildren, now has a more diverse population and is no

longer eligible for Title I. As a result, many sixth graders who

would have received Title I before desegregation now, do not

'receive it becagse they attend a non-Title I school.

District 5 illustrates a strategy of, cutting the most expen-
t

silie program component When Title I funds are reduced.. Between

1979 and 1980, this distri4t expo ignced a 21 percent reduction

in its Title I budget. Instead of cutting the numbers of.s.chools

and:children served by similar large percentages, Title I admin-

istrators reduced the Title I prekindergarten program by one-

third. This program Was expensive because it provided food and

transportation in addition to educational services. By making

major cuts in this program, district administrators preserved.

Title I_services to children i 'later grades and actually were

able to add Title I services to three schools.

In District 7, basic. Title. I services to children were also

retained and an additional-school received Title I aid despite a

35
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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 Title .I home-school liaison pro-

gram was curtailed.

Results from the case studies show how national averages can

oversimplify the relationships between changes i Title. I budgets

and the numbers of schools and children,served. Similar budget

reductions in several districts can result in different deci-

sions. Some districts might make cuts in Title I schools and

children in proportion to budget cuts. Others might use a dis-

tributive principle, pat is, reduce the number of children

servdd While maintaining at least some Title I services in as

many school6 as.possible. Still other school distriets might cut

schools (as well as students), using a principle that the last

schools to receive services will be the first to lose them.

Finally; although Title I services are intended to be'completery

supplenientary, aecisions about which schools and students to t.

serve are often made in the larger context of districtwide deci-

sions, which must take into account the demographic Change,

court-ordered desegregation d aaterations in funding from

other compensatory programs.

Influence of tUdget Reductions on Title I Services to Children in
Nonpublic'Schools.

Title I budget changes can potentially influence local deci-

signs on the kind and amount of services provided to Title I eli-

gible students who attend nonpublic schools. Since the original
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enactment of ESEA, Title I programs haVe been required

nonpublic school children, and there has been continuing concern

to service

about the quality and equality of those services.*

An important concern is that cuts in Titld I allocations to

local districts would be translated into fewer nonpublic ser-

vices. However, limited data from site visits to lop representa-
-

tive Title I districts show-little relationship between Title I

funding and changes in nonpublic services. Table p Shows that 55

percent of. the districts that increased nonpublic services by 10

-percent .or more had level funding or experienced budget decreases.

of at least 10 percent. Similarly, 43 percent of the districts

thatsignificantlY reduced iionpublic,services had 13udget

increases of at least 10 percent.

When asked why they increased or decreased nonpublic ser-

vices,- Title I Directors never give budget changes as a reason.

The most frequent-explanation for reducing servider:Cis'a'reduc-
..

.7101

tion in eligible students in nonpublic schools. The main reasons

e
-

reasons for increased services are greater numbers of eligible,

students and increased 19bbying by.nori/Sublic, school'officiald.

One cannot conclude from these data that,deeper andmore
ft

widespread cuts would not 'disproportionately affect 'serviced to

children in-nonpublic schools. But there is no evidence from

*See. the special paper by Richard Jung ("Nonpdblic School Stu-
dents in Title I, ESEA, Programs: A Question of 'Equal' Ser-
vices") for an indepth discussion of services to nonpublic
children.



RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHANGES
IN BUDGET,AND. SERVICES TO

CHILDREN laNoNppLic SCHOOLS:, 1978-82

Services to
Children in Non-
ublic Schools

-

At LeaSt 10 %.
Lncrease

Little'Change

At Least 10%
Decrease

Title, I Budget Changes .

At Least Little: At Least,
10% Incr. thange. 101 Decry '

44% 33% 2.2% 9

44% 41%. 15% 41.

43%

25

29%
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past practices that budget dhanges.are directly' translated into

mo or fewer Title I dollars for nonpublic school children.

BUDGET EFFECTS ON GRADES AND SUBJECTS .

Title I budget changes can'alsdo'affect-district administra-
-.

tors,., decisions about' which grade's will be served with Title I

funds and which subjects Title I programs will provide. Data

froth the District Practices Study show that Title I from 1978/Lo

1981 continued to be primarily a reading and mathem4tic6 p&olrAm

provided to,elementary school children.* Of coursb, many dis-

-tricts,also serve students in pkesdhool and secondary programs

and provide other services such aS Eng#W1or the limited-
,

-
,

Engligh-proficient, special education, and ocational education.

Between 1978 and 1982, budget changes affected decisiopp on

`.which grades' to serve and whichusubjeCt,p t.o \provide. , Possible

future bAdget,reducgiOns:may have a sithillar 'impact. Figure 2

shows the4'Psults-frOircTitle I DirectoPS"1:414 say that budget

decreases influenced, their decisionS to: reduce` or drop' services

to a
,

rparticula grade or grades.** The percehtages 'are he'pro-

portion of' DireCtOrs who had Title.I services a given grade
, . .

and decided.to reduce or drop those services Idecauseg budget

tl

*See the Summary Report of the District Practices Sttrdy (Advanced
Technology,A982) for a more comprehensive description of Title I
services.

**some.qUestiplis 'On reduction in grades:and subjects:were
included 'in c5,111ne-fourth of the quebtionnaires to reduce the
burden::On ,t*SpoPdents. Thus, the data in Figures 2 and 4 are
basee.01:1.&,xiesponse rate of 444 rather than the rate of 1,769 for
quesEiont:hat were in all questionnaires.
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cirti. For eXAMPle,.23 of the Directors who reduced or dropped

grades had prekindergarten ptograMs. f.,those, 39

percent reporel.they reduced prekindergar en services by at least:
, ,

-10 percent. Amother 9 percent say they dropped .their prekinder:-
,

garten 'programs because of budget reductions.-
.

Clearly, budget redu tions influence Title I. services to all

7 ,

grades. Even_the elementary grades, whichTitle I has tradition-

ally served, have been significantly cut or even dropped in some
,..

districts. For example, 52 distticts out of 444 (12 percent)

significantly-reduced or dropped Title. I services to third-grade

children because of budget reductions.

Although Title-I services to eleMentary grades are not

immune from cuts due to budget reductions, districts are much

%mcire likely to maintain some services for those grades rather

than drop them altogether. Figure 2 shows thatithe proportion of

districts reduping services to grades 1 through 6 is much higher

than that hose dropping services from those grades. On the

other hand, districts with Title I programs in kindergarten 'and

grades 7 through 12 more often drop thode grades when budget

redtctions require cutting services. For example, 44 percent of

districts that haird"eleventh-grade programs and that made budget-

related reductions dropped services 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 reductions force costs in services to elementary grades,

42
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Title I Directors are more likely to reduce, rather than drop,

service to these grades. If they have early childhood or

secondary programs, they are more likely to drop, rather than

reduce, services to students in prekindergarten and in junior and

senior high school.

Figure 3 indicates that similar behavior can be expected if

significant cuts are more widespread. This figure--based on
4

responses from 1,76.9 questionnairesreports responses of Title I

Directors who were asked which grades they would cut or drop if

their funding was reduced by at least 10 percent. Of course,

many of the cuts would come in the elementary grades because many

districts only have programs in those grades. But in districts

that have prekindergarten, kindergarten, or secondary programs,
a

the proportion that would cut' these grades is much higher.

Interviews with 100 Title I Directors provide some insight

into the 'reasoning behind those decisions. Fifty-five percent of

these Title-I Directors say they would preserve services, to ear-

lier grades and cut later-grades because they believe services 4o

younger children are more. effective in preventing later difficUl

tied. Similarly, some Directors believe that later,programs have

,less impact on the,students they serve and report that students

in later grades are often too far behind to be helped by.Title I.

At ,the same time, not all Directors would make larger. cuts in

later'programs'. Twenty percent say, they would reduce services

equal proportions to all grades.

Budget reductions also can influence the subjects Title

provides. To examine these influences respondents to the mail

43
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GRADE

PERCEMAGES ARE COMPUTED USINP :THE NUMBER OF

DISTRICTS WHICH ACTUALLY SERVE STUDENTS AT EACH LEVEL

FIGURE 3

PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS WHICH WOULD

DECREASE TITLE I SERVICES AT THE VARIOUS

GRADE LEVELS-IF FUNDS WERE REDUCED SIGNIFICANTLY



questionnaire were asked whether they made significant changes in

the subject offered, and,, if so, whether Title I budget alloca-

tions

444 respondents

influenced those dhanges Overall, only 18 .percent of ;the

say they significantly altered offerings l cauSe

of'budget changes. Figure 4 displays the responses of those

Directors.

The interpretation of Figure 4 is similar to that of. Figure

2. For example, 66 Title I programs that made .budget-related

changes in some subject provided-services in reading. Of thd.s0;

about 15"percent significantly reduced reading: services; another:

percent dropped reading all together. Thus, 2 percent f

444 districts significantly reduced reading and40.7 perceil

droppedreading services because o udget reduOpkin

er'''I math programs were-::M6re likeitelt?e-but 9d ,
.,

when:,
4,

°' A
;'were reduced. Of .CIW56Aistriats that offered math:andgets

made some cuts in subject areas due to budget reductions, about

30 percent of those cut math services by at least 10 percent.

additional 20 percent eliminated math programs-altogether.

Figure 5 reports the subjects Directors would reduce or cut

given a 10 percent'funding reduction. Of course, reading pro-

grams would be cut because many districts only provide reading

and would have no other choice. But the proportion of districts

with math programs that would cut these programs is much higher

than other proportions. Again, the representative interviews

help explain these decisions. Thirty-five percent of the':Direc-

tors say that reading instruction is the fundamental service,

provided by. Title I. Math and other subjects, many believe, are

30 45
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Percentages are computed using ,the number of districts which actually piOvide Title I

Services in a given subject.

FIGURE 5

PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS.THAT WOULD,

DROP TITLE I SUBJECTS GIVEN SIGNIFICANT BUDGET DECREASES



Cr' less crucial to aiding educationally deprived dhildren. Thus,

these Directors would reduce or eliminate math, and other'Titie

programs to preserve basic reading seryrces. On the other hand,

.10percent 'say they would reduce:alliitle I subjeCtsy an

proportion.

SUMMARY AND coNcalsiodl. LESSONS FROM PAST TITLEsI BUDGET.
PRACTICES

equal.,

part, this paper aims at describing the influence'of

Title I budget changes cn local.decisions regarding how to allo-

cate Title I funds, how many schools and students to se;ve with

Title I programs, whether to alter Title I services to .children

in nonpublic schools, what grades to serve, and which subjects to

provide with Title I resources. But this paper, also focuses on

past pattetns in budgetary practices to anticipate behaviorthat

might result from future budget reductions. Of Course, any,

predictions of future decisions and actions from Fest practices

must be made cautiously. This is especially true because of the
r.

important dhanges in the law creating Chapter l'and.uncertainties

about future. Chapter 1 budget decisions, at the national level.

At the same time, it'is likely .that experience and past practices

will influence the future behavior of local decision.makets if

they must deal with significant reductions in-ChapterA. funds

If funding for Chapter 1 remains constant over the next few-

year but is reduced in real terms by the effetts of inflation,

past practices lead to the prediction that local spending for



Chapter.1-:ingiruction will also remain copstant (but decline in

real teirfp' ):, ,that spending for fixed charges and perhaps for

administration would rise, and that, Chapter 1.fupds allocated

.-services, operations and maintenance, and capital,,6ut-
,: 4

lay will be significantly cut. If dbipter 1 fuhding is signifi-
,

cantly reduced, a reasonable prediction is that instruction would

be cut in proportion to the ove.r.a-11"budget,redUction and that''a11
i

other categories, except for fixed charge ey be cut by even
5),,,',

greater percentages; ;"Of .course, cuts in real
.

,:-,

,, , :;t"

larger because of the additional effects':

terms would be

nflation..

Past. 'Title I budget practices also give some clues about

future decisions on thembei- of schools and. children Chapter 1

will service. Overall, changes in the.number of children served

will probably parallel budget Changes, while changes in the

number of schools serviced may bd less pirondunced 'than changes in

local funding. Since 1978, districts-that have experienced level

funding have, on average', reduced the number of Children served

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

These changes can reasonably be attributed, at

the influence of inflation and similar reductions could, be

expected if Chapter 1 funding remains at the same level and

inflation resumes double-digit,rates.

If Chapter 1 funds are significahtly reduced, one *mid'

expect substantial

and somewhat fewer schools.served.' If patterns from those

reductions in the nuMber of-children served

districts experiencing average cuts of 20 percent can be



Past practices, together with the:predictions of .Tit le

also provide some idea about future influences ,of:

Chapter 1 budget CI-ranges on the grades Chapter 1 will service and

the subjects it will provide. If'dhapter 1 budget ,cuts force

local adMiniatratorS to reduce or eitminate.service to various'

.grades, Chapter l i s, ikelay to become even :in6re:':o

school: grogram than .it alx'ead is. Large ProPqrtione

Directors say they would cut or eliminate existing services to

pre-school and secondary school students in order to maintain

services to the element:ary grades. Of course, districts that

serve only elementary grades wouldbe forced. to reduce'or eli-

MinAte services to sOme.of thOse grade4 1

indicatel*at signifiCant cuts. would ieed themHto
. ,. ,:: ._.

- . -

eliminate, and Other subjects W eOrder to presery Chapter:.---,
. .',,,szv'

. -. .
,

reading programs: If
4

wouIdbecoMeeven

been.*

x.

*Although reading programs-are highest priority 'for many'Titie
Directors, this priority could change in some districts when.,-
other administrators become involved'in.cUrriculum
One Title,I DireCtor reports-that Title I personnel in his
district favor preserving reading services and cutting other
Title I, programs when budget reductions make some choices
necessary. But Principals and non-Title I teadhers prefer .to
reduce reading and maintain math services. As a i.esult, the

,..-Superintendent and,rthe Title
I; Director followed the preference

of the larger group and reduced the Title I reading progbek.

these predictions are correct, Chapter 1

more of a reading 'program than Title I has-



-,: .

t .

sions 'an action flowing from possible future Chapter '1 budget

changes, the literature- on organization %in decline gives some

clues about difficulties local administrat4ors face if Chapter 1
;s

funds are significantly cut.* Among the problems resulting from .

-
'decline are:

.
Redu cad slack 'resources (for example, carry -over funds!)

to cope with uncertainty, rt9 reward adt4evement, Viand

to prOmote -innovatioff
.

.Aeduced or eliminated reeoui'de for .analytic t000.1
which pay be most ,needed In times. debline

Bring ..freeiew.,,or_ reductions in-force, limit' the
.

ability to 'at.tre.cti new, talent and tend to discriminate
.

aga44tt and women

LoWered morale leadingto the -clepart.ure of the most

talented emPloyees, whIS:tan more easily change:':Orejani.-

nations careers thari.,:bther employees can- ''"
ttiote ,'general ly, :Organizational structures and management systems'.'

_this country are on the' assumption: of

inued growth' (LeViffe,,.'1978; Whettan,980). Growth is seen,, as a
.

.g

signal of 'auccess--decline, -a-:sign of -failUre. groWth

slows or ceases, solutionS based on grov/th ilOdels may 'bedome

,

inappropriate. F w models exist for -dealing with permanent or

long-term conditions of resource'. Scarcity . Moreover, adminis-
a

tratOr s 'experiences:, until recently;' are'. drawn from ,periods of

... growth vihen new progi4ftis were impleMented: existing programs

.

*For useful .aiscuSsionsof.Organizations in decline see' Freeman' -%
,

and Hannan (1975, '1981 ) , Mitnick ,( 1978 ) r and Whet.bon. ,-.11980 )
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were expanded, and lessons learned duriWg'prosperaty are not

necessarily useful in reduo4ng or curtailing proiirams.°

Fortunatellw.leyidence from interviews with Title.I Directors
v. ,, A

40 from case studies (jives, some suggestiOns on how to manage

- ,

program decline resulting from budget'redu9tions. One management
i,

strategy is to seek consensus (through a fotmalized _process such
. .

, 17

as needs assessmentY, of what compopents* of-t1W Chapthr 1 program

.

lave high and low piiority. If budget reductions are 4ecessary,r.
, r .3

the low priority components can: be cut;first. In one district we

visited, parents on the District Advisory Committee, regular

yteadhers,andqitle I teachers.-ennually-are asked to rank the

objectives of thCTitle, I prog.ram. The results of this process

for the 1980-81 school,. year placed Title I:kindergarten and

elementary
-

-

languages art ahead of Title I matn4'61-Secondary

language arts: `When projected budge), reduCtions in '1981-82 led

to.program_cOts.,-. the distriat:eliminated the math .and secondary

programs. Whin additional funds unexpectedly became availal.e,
? .

the math program w#s reinstated. me seconds* language arts ti

program, which had lowest priority,kilwaSnot reinstated.
Or

., In addition to determining priority. of prograw'coMponents,t)
it his useful ,to -have agredient .on prior:ities before significant

,

budget cuts are necessary. In another district, the core Title I
.... ,

_

:):
program ie'protected, froill budget cUtgby a .ranking system created

.

in the e2 rly.1970s. Realizing even then that. Federal funding is

*Examples :of program components',aregrades-.WhiCh'Citapter,1
and subjects. which it provides,

serves
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w

never, secure, district admini,strators developed' systet, of : 0,

do

priorities to define the order of cutbpcks.
'

,This ,system
0

#

Title I schools- by.the number of eligible students andfestab- '

lishes a rule that schools with the fewest eligible students 'have 4
r

°

services reduced or elikinated first. The System also,estab-
0

iisheS that matii.services will be put before reading aryl that'
-

Title I reading will be oat before language services" are reutdod.-

Because these priorities were set and widely understood in

advance, there was ifttle resentment or resistance when budget

cuts in the .last three years led to significant Tittle. I program
0

eductions:: (.7

Another management strategy is t.6 cut expensive program

components and expand components ttiat serve more children with

fewer dollari. We have already mentioned one district that

dropped its Title I prekindergarten program, in part, because it
,e

was very''expensive. As a result, the district realized signifi-
- t

,
. , ,t

caqt savings While serving just slightly fewer dhildren. Another

district sought to serve more children with fewer dollars. Dis-,

t/-1;,4
. :.

trict administrators adopted, on a small scale, a Nat4onal Dif-
,

fusion Network .project called Catch Up/Keep Up: .::)n the basis of
- .,

teacher recommendations, children are selected because of evi-4

dence that they can benefit from -a short exposure .to this pro-
, d

o

gram. For example, some dhildteh are selected because they need

help in just one or two specific skills. Betausechildrtn are in

the program for just a few. weeks ana, then return to their regulaF
ft

classes, many vorechildren can be .served.

38
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Another spstAaving measure is to.fihd less expensive means

to de,liVer instructional services:, One large district found that

part -time
---

part-timeaides to;repAace one full-rtime 'aide saved

o
0 money becighse4,pert-I'time employees do not receive fingeApenefits.

lk

The same4strict4ialso hired work-study student6from local

universities to serve.as aides. Many of these students are in
%." 4,

. teacher-traping'programs and are less expensiA than other aides
.

with less training because the work-study program pays Part of
..

their. salaries.
_. ,

a course, deciding on program and personnel .changes, ..should
. .

4 ..
. 1not be made solely on cOst. -.1.t ±s also important to take'-into

.
. .

-. .

account local priorities andinfluences on the:overall. effective-
.

... .;.

ness and equity of the Chapter 1 program. An early childhood

program may be ekpensive relative to services in later grades,

but it may alis8 have Significant impact, on preventing later
1

educational difficulties. To' cut on eliminate an .effective

preschool program solely beCause of its high'dost maybe false

economy if additional Chapter 1 services must be provided later
,

on to remedy prdblenirvthat such a program could have,prevented.

Similarly, adding or enlarging a protgram domponenesolely

vet..

because its costs-per-child are low does not take into account
a

s as''the eectiveness of such a. program.- ;Serving 10 time asmahy

,children by offering each child abfew weeks of service may seem

to be morw-efTicient tfian serving 1 group.
,

of childrep for the
4., . . :- .

whole year, But if, few.Chiidren benefit from 'short-term inter-
.

.

':ivention, the :savihgs
t
an illusion.

sft
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.TOPICS FOR FURTHER INQUIRY

This paper examines the impact of budget changes on local

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

'those practices to speculate about future practices under Chapter

(1 - of. ECIA. Some important topics, however, are not covered.

Because the data collection and analysis of this study focus on

Title I district practices,-this paper does not discuss larger

questions of the interaction of Title I and districtwide budget

decision6. In many districts, decisions about Title Ilfunds

allocation and the extent and nature of Title ..51 services influ-.

ence and'are influenced by similar decisions about programs fot

the limited-English-speaking, programs'for haridicapped children,

,a d state compensatory programs.

Because data for this paper were collected prior to the

implementation of Chapter 1 and before budget reductions for

school year 1982-83 went into effect, it is only possible to

speculate about the impact of these changes -. Services for the

educationally disadvantaged may be reduced_by -degrees greater

than projected budget costs would suggest if districts enlarge

the eligibility pool for Chapter 1 to include less disadvantaged

`children. On the other hand, cuts in Chapter 1 services may be

less pronounced if the effects of inflation continue to abate or

if some funds available under Chapter 2 of ECIA are earmarked for

theeducationally disdvantaged. Only data collected over the

next-few years can ermine the impacts of recent budgetary and

legislative dhanges.

40 57
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