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The Impact of Chapter 2 ECIA on
; One State: A Case Analysis

This study wattempted using a single state; its state education

agency (SEA) and each of its local education agenc1es (LEAS): - to gather

comprehens1ve data on expenditures under Chapter 2 .of the Education

Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA); to compare Chapter 2
oxpenditures with those in the various categorical grant programs
consolidated into Chapter 2; to collect perceptions of LEA Chapter 2
adninistrators regarding various aspects of Chapter 2; and to attempt to

placeé the information collected in both an historical perspective
relative to previous federal consolidation initiatives and in the role of
the federal government in education. |
Historically, federal legislation and federal funding in education
has been pr%ﬁéf%ij Fegtiﬁétea to éatéﬁdiiCéi fUhdihg programs which were

Vogel (1982), “A]though federal education programs still exhibit some
anbivalence of purpose, certain fundamental concerns have remained quite
constant for more than a decade.” She identifies the following five
cehtrai.concerns-

- Equal educat1ona] opportun1tg

= Inducement of specific state4andglocalgeducatlon serv1ces
which are in the nat10nalglntenestgtngenhanca ‘

Ca Educat1onaleneseanch4andglnnoyat1Dn

- Reform of state and locaLJmhuuunnmaJApnactlce

= Compensatwn for neduéfiéag'iﬁ tax base

In the context of these fundamenta] concerns, ﬁhieﬁ prdvided the

basis for narrow]y targeted federal educat1on ]eg1s]at1on, there was a

1
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Chapter 2. Impact 2

removal of some of the program and EarééEing restrictions which
characterized federal categorical programs in education: In essence; the
basic policy question raised was the extent to which fédérai eat‘e'gerieai

The Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA),
passed by Congress and funded in accordance with the Omnibus Education
Reconciliation Act of 1981, represents one outcome of the debate over
federal control of programs and targetina in the education area:
Chapter 2 of ECIA provided for the consolidacion of Some twenty-eight.
(28) program authorizations preVioﬁsij authorized on a categorical basis

"into a single authorization of grants to States for the same purposes

set forth 1in the prov1s1ons of 1aw“ for those preVious ‘categorical

programs "but to be used in accordance with the educational needs and

priorities of State and Iecal educat1onal agenc1es as determined by such

agencies." [€hapter 2; Sec.: Sﬁl*(a)]* A further purpose of Chapter 2 was'

"L to greatly reduce the enormous’ adm1n1strat1ve and paperwork burden

imposed upon schools. . . [Chapter 2, Sec. 561. (a)}  The Chapter 2

consol1dation contains four subchapters (Basic Skills Development;
Educational Improvements and Support §ervicés;- Special projects,
' Secretary's Discretionary 'Funds) which identify the purbbsés for which

the funds may be used. The act prOV1des no fund1ng restr1ct1ons or

prescr1p+1on° for Support of programs e1ther within or among subchapters,

>

giving each local educat1on agency d1scret1on over the allocation of

funds to any subchapter area or ‘areas 1n accordance w1th 1ocal needs and

pr1or1t1es.
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The American Association 6% schubi Administrators (AASA);' at the

categor1ca] programs to funo1ng through the 1982-83 block grant de]1very
system and by ask1ng specifically how school districts are spending their
Chapter 2 money." (AASA, 1983) Their éuFVéy was sent to a random sample

of 2500 school districts (of the approx1mate]y 16,000 school districts in i

tne——country), had- approximately a 45% "turn rate; and was of a:

seif- report nature. . The data generated by the AASA survey provide some

1nterest1ng; although 11m1ted* 1ns1ghts 1nto the_1982-83 expend1ture of

”1mpact based ﬂpoﬁ district size. The maJor f1nd1ng was that "“ECIA
Chapter 2 sends larger sums to more sma]] school districts and dra1ns
funds from ]arge urban centers.“ The " ARSA survey also attempted to
determine the extent of the Chapter 2 expenditures within each of the
categorical pro'g"ram’s consolidated in Chapter 2. This information;

collected on a sampie basis5 was seif:reported‘rather than independentiy

_therefore, prov1ded a restr1cted 1nS1ght into the nature and extent of
.‘-sﬁi?ts reflecting local funding priorities and their re]at1onsh1p to
previously art1cu]ated national fund1ng pr1or1t1es. The. basit poiity
issue raised earlier in this section. --the extent to wh1ch federa]

CategoriéaT program goa]s have continued to be pursued vunder‘,ECIA,

3

-Chap(ex\f--.rema1ns as an issue in need of exam1nat1on.
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P . oo - _® _ _
. Methods and Data Sources-

Bata for this study were collected in a variety of ways and from a

Var1ety of sources. The  following summarizes the nature of the data'.

collected, its method of collection, and its source:

-1.

FY82 expenditures in the categorisal programs consolidated in
ECIA Chapter 2 were collected for each of the LEAs in the

state. S1nce the federal categor1cal funds were administered

contact a number of d1Fferent #individuals to collect these
data. In those instances where 'categor1cal grants were
administered and funded through the SEA, interVieWé and, in §oﬁe
instances; exam1nat1on of proaect appl1cat1ons were held to
determ1ne the amount of fund1ng W1th1n each category which had
been granted to each of the state's LEAS. Where the categor1cal
grants were "granted d1rectly to LEAs (1ndependent oF the SEA),
the reSponS1ble ‘LEA officials were 1nterV1ewed ‘to determ1ne the
amount of fund1ng rece1ved | : |

FY83 and F784 Chapter 2 expend1tures were colleeted for each of
the state's LEAs. . These expenditures were collected ﬁﬁy:ﬁ.
examining the enaﬁﬁér'é project’ applications; includjng all

project  amendments:  Simce the LEA Chapter 2  project

aﬁaﬁeaaaﬁé required tha’t;eiﬁénditu"es be diréc"ti'y. iaeﬁti%iea
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3. Perceptions of\variods aspects of Chapter 2 administration and
jmpact were collected through a quéstionnaire mailed to each LEA
Ehapter 2 administrator. Thirty=six (36) of forty (40), or 90%,
of the questionnaires, were completed and returned. |

4. Based‘ upon responses to the Chapter 2 questionnaire (see #3

above) foliow=up" interviews. wére‘hefd‘wiih‘f%Vé’LEA Chapter 2

administrators. These five LEA adm1nwstrators were selected in

QF&éF to solicit more in- depth comments wh1ch they made in

' Distribution of funds:  When examined in total dollars,
Rhode Isiéﬁa school systems appear.to ﬁaVE:éxpériéhcéd little change as a
result of the shift frof categorical to block grant funding. Table 1
shows that statewide funding incfeased approximately 5.5% from the final

year 'of categorical funding (FY82) to the first year of block grant

funding (FY83). An increase of approximately 1.5% in funding was.

exper1enced between the first and second year of block grant funding.

TABLE 1

. : Statew1de Fund1ng teve]s
FY82 Categor1ca1 Through FY84. Chapter 2 -Block Grant

_FY82  F83 | Fys4 Change
Categorical - Chapter 2 = Chapter 2 FY82-FY84

$1,663,431 $1,775, 544 s, 7@2 972 © +7.2%

Within the state dollar totals, however, therL hgve been some rather

substantial shifts in funding levels. Of the state's 40 school districts
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32 (BO%) received increased funding'uhder Chapter 2, while 8 districts
(26%‘ received reduced fuﬁd%ﬁg levels. Tabie 2 bieééﬁté a ébmbaiﬁébﬁ 6?

block grant fund1ng, where the cate96r1es for compar1son ‘are the tota]
amounts of FY82 categorical grants received by the state's LEAs:
 TABLE 2

_ _ Comparison of Average Allocations
FY82 Categor1ea] Through FY84 Chapter 2 Block Grant

AVg. AVg. . AVg.

Fve2 . Py FY83.  FY84  Change
Funding teve] Catégbiica] Ch. 2 Ch. 2: FY82- FY84'
Less than 1,000 . 597 .. 2,742 2,609 + 337%

1,000 = 4,999 3,30 8,088 8,815  +166%
5,000 - 9,999 - 7,821 16,795 .. 17,000  + 119%
10,000 - 14,999 11,881 19,586 18,936 ¥ 60%

15,000 - 24;999 20,058 22,544 }51;685 8%
25,000 - 49,999 35,776 34,565 - 34,553 - 3%
50,000 - 99,999 - 72,057 159,703 157,044 + 118%
More than 100,000 248,128 190,096 ﬂ 20? 366 - 6%
Inspectidh dbeab]e 2 shows that those d1str1cts which rece1ved small

! amounts of eategor1ca] funding (predom1nate]y ‘Title 1v=B .allocation

funds) registered substantial increases in funding with the shift to

block grant funding. In fact; all districts whose . pre=block, grant
funding was 15,000 or less showed increases in funding ‘tinder Chapter 2,
with 40% of the state's districts more than doubling. their block funds:

With the exception of the two schools in.the pre-block 50,000-99,000
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Category --each of these being.relatively large districts which were -not
very aggressive in szeking federal funds-- as the amount of pre-block
grant categorical fﬁhaiﬁg increased the % change from categorical to
Chapter 2 decreased. Those districts which experienced decreased funding
iere either urban areas or small districts which had received one or more
Title IV=C competitive grants which were no longer available following
the consolidation. | o
Further ;examihation of .changes: in categorical to Chapter 2 dollar

allocations indicates that even a by-district analysis such as that shown

changes: The preceding paragraphs have shown that although the overall
state funding level remained relatively stable there was a’substantial
shifting of funds from district to district, with the smaller districts
tending to receive the greatest benefit. A second redistribution also
a community's public .and non-public Schools. Table 3 illustratés, on a
statewide basis, the funding levels for students who attend public and
non=public schools under FY82 categorical funding and FY83 and 84
Chapter 2 block grant funding: | | |
| TABLE- 3

,,ﬂﬂ,;Pubjié?ﬂéﬁrﬁﬁﬁiié,PfééiéﬁwFﬁﬁﬁiﬁé,téY?iS,W,,W,-
FY82 Categorica} Through FY84 Chaptér 2 Block Grant

 Fv82 _ Fys3 . FY84 _ Change
Categorical Chapter 2 ‘Chapter 2 _ " FY82-FY84

— . . —
Public 1,558,145 1,393,869 1,822,861 . - 8.7%

Non-Public 105,286 © . 361,475 360,111 + 282 %

TOTAL 1,663,431 1,775,388 1,782,972 .+ 7.2%
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Table 3 highlights' the funding shift mentioned above. While overall
from the last year of categorical funding in FY82, programs for students
attending the state's public schools experienced an 8.7% decrease in
state's non-public schools experienced a 242% increase in funding.

 Expenditure of funds: Clearly the programs which were the single

largest "losers® of support Following the shift from categorical to bluck
Eriergency School Aid Act (ESAA). Expenditures in this area dropped from
the FY82 (categorical) total of $404;294 to the FYB4 Chapter 2 Block
Grant total of $60,876; or a shift from 24% of the .state's categorical
expenditures to 3% of the state's Chapter 2 expenditures being for
desegregation activities. This large a;d'o'iia'r ‘and percentage shift,
given that the state's total allocation changed oniy siightly over the
same period, could account for the fact that most other program areas
showed increases with the exception of §t5661 ‘library resouries --which
“showed a reduction of 16% (from $635,770 tp $535,283). For example,
funding of programs for gifted and talented increased 32% (from $110,653
~to $145,934) and funding for teacher training increased 39% (from_ $98,000
to $136;321)- | | '
Aside from those general program expenditure levels briefly described

above, examination of the actual project -expenditures showed a strong
tendency for LEAs to utilize Chapter 2 funds f8r purchasing computers;’

(particularly microcomputers) and computer software. Although it was'not
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if local administrators perceived that the “administrative ease" purposes
of block grant funding (e.3j., ease of administration, increased
flexibility, 1less paperwork) had been achieved -for them with the

Thirty-six of the forty "questionnaires were returned and summary
e : ) s '
statistics were calculated: .

Further, -the federal programs coordinators -in six districts were
interviewed to provide more in=depth information on their reactions to

~ changes in operation from calegorical funding to the first year of block

~

Results of the questionnaires indicated that local school district

administrators in®charge of Chapter 2 block grant programs felt that the

application process was easy to complete, involved less paperwork and

allowed increased flexibility in programming. Less than half indicated
; . 2

"that administrative or fiscal changes had accrued as a result of

Chapter 2, and 59% stated _that - programs previously conducted under

*
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categorical funding had been continued. This -information is summarized

2

in Table 4.
- TABLE 4
Block Grant Issues by Percentage Agree/Disagree
S Strongly Agree Strong]y Disagree
TOPIC . _or: i : __or
Agree ‘ Disagree

Application Completed with Ease - 86% B : 18%
Increased Fiexibiiity - 97% \ 3% -
Less ‘Paperwork 69% oo 31% 7
Prev1ous Project Continued 59% . . 41%
Administrative €hangesOccurred 36% . 64%
Fiscal Changes Occurred . 48% . 52%*

The chéhgé from categor1cal to block graht funding resulted in the

majority of the d1str1cts report1ng they were serving ore students than

before  and de11ver1ng more serv1ces than they did under categor1ca1

funding. Most districts reported that there was no change in staff being

trained, wh1le most dﬁstr1cts irdicated that more- staff was, in fact,

involved under block grant programs than under categorical funding.

Table 5 presents this 1nformat1on.
‘ TABLE é ‘

TOPIC | More o  Less . " None
Students Served 54% 24% 22%
Serviceés Delivered - 54% o 20k - 26%
Staff Involved ' 42% 33% . 25%

Staff Trained - 39% . S99 4%
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Follow-up site interviews in six school districts prov1ded Tittle
supplementary information to the questionnaire resuitsa'l Interviewees
considered . the abbiieati6h~ process to. be é§1er than in the past,

primarily because only one application was involved. This simplified

_ bookkeeping and necessitated fewer <committees and meetings. = Few
substantive administrative or fiscal changes. had resulted because the

administrators respons1b]e for managing categorical programs in the past

had been given respons1b1]1ty for administering the block grant programs:

‘This paper has ékéﬁiﬁé& the changes that have occurred ih thé

change from categor1ca] to. block gréht fund1ng. Certainly there bave

been somie shifts in where the funds are expended:
- smaller school- districts received substantial increases (although
still relatively small dollar_ amounts) in funding with the change

from categorical to block grant funding;

= programs for students attending non-public schools received

substantial_increases in funding while programs in .public ‘schools

received decreases in funding.
There have also been.some shif#s in how the funds are expended:
- less méhéy is béihg éxﬁéhaéd on désegrégatidh prbgramgg

programs,

- more expended on programs for g1fted students;:
- more for (micro) computer hardware and software;
- more for teacher training.

P
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Responses to the basic policy issue which this paper attempts to

changes are perceived as being in the national interest and consistent
with the federal government's central concerns in education described by

offered through public schools, and toward desegregation and other
programs. cited in . this study as receiving = lessened support under
Chapter 2. If other states are noting changes  similar to those
identified in this study, and if upon examination it is Felt that these
areas continue high:as federal priorities in the héiibﬁéi interest, then

consideration should be given to means to insure they are addressed.

[Ny
h_&w
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