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PREFACE

.Section 823 of the Education Ameriaments of 1974 (yr, 93-380)
requires a thorough study of the manner in which the

"relative measure of poverty for use in the financial
t

assistance program, authorized by. Title I of the Elementary
pnd Secondary Education Act of 1965; may be more accurately
and currently developed.'

That financial' assistance program is administered by the Commis-
sioner of Education, through the ice of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare- An?iMbortant feature is the use of a
formula prescribed by Section 103 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act fen- the annual distribution of Federal funds to schooll dis-
tricts. stt significant factor in the fopmuIa is the number of school-aged
children

)5
to 17 in poor witah each 'school district: The mea-

sure of poverty which is dded, and which is the, subject of the study
Mandated by Section 823, is the Federal government's:official statistical
definition of poverty (also known as the Orshansky, pMg, Census Bureau,

. or Social Security/poverty lines). 4

Other work related to poverty. measurement has been called for in
recent legislatiVe acts. In the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act, the Secretary of Labor is directed to develop and maintain compre-
hensive household budget data at different levels of living, including
a "Ievel,_of adequacy." / Any such review of the level of adequacy must .-

necessarily be closely related to measures of poverty. Thib.Housing And
Community Development. Actc,of 1974 gives the Set etary.of HUD authority

(

to adjust the poverty Measure to reflect local ariations in the lost
of living. The Conference Report accompanying it directs the Secretary
to develop orilObtain data with respect to the "extent of poverty!' by
metropolitapiareas and to submit such data to the Congress as part of
a March 3141947, report. - . x 4

BecaOpe of the broad scope of -the subject matter, coverage the
'study oft the measure of poverty mandated by'Section, 823 of th ucation

. Amendmentia of 1974 was extended_to include implications of e study
findings for the poverty-related programs of all affected eaeral
departMents-and agencies:. The Titlel program of the E ntary and
Secondary Education Act was given the most detailed t atmenttto meet
the legislatively-mandated specifications for the s y a'S well as to
serve,as a primary example of application of the ncepts of poverty
measurement to-Federal programs. The findings the study are published
In a report entitled, "The Measure of Poverty An important objective '

of 'the study wasyfull discussion and docume ation of the major elements
of/currently applied and potentially usab .poverty measures. Material,
cOntaining essential supporting documen .tipn for the study was assembled
as technical papers. These have been- ritten to stand alone as complete
technical treatments of'specific sub' ts;

4
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The study was performed under the direct guidance of a Poverty
Stqaies Task Force of the Subcommittee on the Education of the Die-
adyantaged and Minorities, Federal Interagency Committee on Education-.
Technical parrs were prepared at' the,request'of, under the dire/ion
of, and subject to review by the'TaWForce members. Some .papers .

are primarily the work of one or twollpersons; these are attributed to
their authors. ,Others result from the collective inpqt of TaskMce
members or advisors and no specific attribution-is given except to
the Task Force, as a whole.

The ,following listings show members of the Poverty.Studies
Force ,by appropriate Federal departments and agencies, and the titles
and authors of the technical papers.-

This report contains Technical Paper XVI, Implications of Alternative
°`_ Measures of Poverty on Title I of the 'Elementary and Secondary Education

Act. It was-prepked by Abdul Khan, of the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Education, Department bf Health, Education, and Welfare,
and Herman Miller, under contractto,the Office.*

To obtain copies of the report, "The Measure of Poverty," or any of
the technical papere,please write to:

Office of Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
Department of Health, Education, andWelfare .
200: Independence Avenue, S.W.
Room.443D - South Portal "Building
Washington, D.C. 20201

* The'authors gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Martin Frankel and
. FOrrest Harrison, National Center for Education Statistics, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, in the preparation of this report:
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AUTHORIZATION AND ALLOCATION OF FUNDS UNDYR TITLE I . .

'Title I of Elementary an6 Secondary Education Act of'1965 estab-
lished

.

the major program ofyederal'aid for. elementary and secondary Schools,
It provides funds to local School authorities for' the establistiment of
special programs to help educationally deprived Children, The law requires
that 19cal school authorities assess the special needs of their education-1g
ally deprived children and that they design programs to meet,those needs
with Title I funds. The local authorities submit applications for fundb
wbi

kelg
are reviewed by state educational agencieS. Tiograms which are

appr ved are then tonitored and evaluated.py the state agen4es.. Because ."
of the enkiasis on local response to imirvidual needs, a great vaeiety
of progralgrare funded With-Title I aid. Most of the assistance is
concentrated on improving. basic skills such as reading, writing, and''

tparithmitid. School districts, howevet, also'fund science and social
science programs, cultural activities) and other programs designed
to meet the health, psycholdgiCal, and nutritional needs of educa-
tionally deprived children. -. .

Annual appropriations under Title I increased froM abott $1.0 billion
in 1966 to about $1.8 biAlionin 1974. About 6 million - children were,
served by Title I programs in 1974,, amounting to about $300eper child.
This amount is small relative td the average expenditures per pupil,
buts it is significant in the poor schoolidistricts where expenditures
Per pdpil tend to be quite low.

, ..''

.under the present. formula for the authorization of funds theeligible
population is defined to include the following three groups: (1) chil -
dren 5-17 ins poor families as deTined.in the 1970 census; 1/,(2) two-
thirds of,the children in families receiving AFDC payments which
exceeded the poverty Line;, and 3) children residing in institutions
for neglected and "delinquent- ogildren Rnd children in foster
homes supported with public fuhds.

.

Actual payment, however, is not proportional to the eligible
population. The payrunt rate is based on the minimum of-40 percent
of,80 per about one - third) of the national average expendi-
ture per pupil and the maximum 0040 percent of 120 percent'(i.e.,
about one-half) of the national average. In addition, each county is
guaranteed,an allotment of It least 85 percent of,the allotment re-
ceived the preceding year, a provision referred to4as the "hold harmreic
provision." ,

..

The following formulas describe the current authoillation and-al-
, ,

locatip_procedures:

Define as follows: .

4
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i : Subscript, denoting statemithin, U.S.
,.--

.

Subscript-denbting county within state

: Subscript denoting number Of ratable reduction

A. : Eligible AFDC,Opulation

'1E1 : Minipm4administration allowance for a state
16-

.

C: 1 State agency contribution
. i .

Di : Pe
.

r pupil. expenditure for state i used 3n authorization
t " formula
.

.

E
ij

: Total nUmEer of-eligible children
.

F
c

:1Couniy "floor" percentage
/

I '

G.
i

:'Authorization for graA.

ij
: Previous year's allotment

: Per pupil expenditure for nation

.

j
03. .-., : Other eligitie population
i

. 1.

.

P.
1

P
5 r.t

o
.

: overty population

_Qi :,Per pupil vspenditure for state
, -. , .

il R
A

: Ratio for eligible AFDC population

RB

s.
: Ratio for administrative costs

0
: Ratio for eligible other population

Rp : Ratio for poverty population

T : ;rotal ftinding available

., : Allocation for administrationUit administration

/ .

Vi : AuthorizatioArfor adffilkistration
,- 4i.

W
Z

:Reduction ratiofor the nation
.

: Share of fundingKiit
.

. u

.: Allocation for grantS
Yij.e.. .

2 t
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by' definition:

(i) E13 .. = R
p '
P.
1
+ LAI! 0...

A 13 ,410

*(2,),.
1 1
= MED(.4(.8)N: ..4Q., .4(1-.2

(3) Gij = flax [F L . ,E: D.]
c 1 1j

(9 Wi = Max [B,RB(C1 +Eik)]

Howevei, Title I has never

... E.E. Gi +E.V:
1 3 j.

,

P
:-.-

771'fully'furmoted and therefore:

Th-following ratable redVion . p ocedure is then followed:
...

First ratable reduction

Wi'ft 7/(yiGii+Ei Vi)

Widij

Y. = cM,a;c. [ F L.
1

X..
e.

]

c j 13.

Uit = Max [0,PB(Ci Yiit)]

. If E.E.Y.
i

+E.
11'

- T > 0 ,1 3 le 1

The ratable reduction continues as follows: second'and 'subsequent

t

71 ratable redutti

for 4 = 2, 3, k

W = T/(E.E Y. +E.
Vi e-1)j t-1

X. = Wt Y.
t ljt-1

Yi
= Max tF 1..1 X.

jt c 13
Xi

Uil:= MaxtB,RB (Ci +

This is repeated until on the kth iteration:

E.E.Yi +E. U,, - T =.0
3 jA 1 ArS, .1

3
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1,

EXAMINATION OF THE IMPAO pF ALTERNATIVE .

AUTHORIZATION PROCEDURES
1,

In 1974 Congress once again became concerned that Title I funds were
knot being,"fairW distributed. 'This concern'is manifest its the mandate
under PL. 93-380 that an examination be mad of the itdpact on the alloca-

tion of,Title I fundS\9f (1) a change in t1e poverty definition and
(2i an updating of the 1970 Census estimate of the number o? children

.in poverty.
.

An analysis of the'imp4ct of changing the poverty definitiOn
was carried out bycalculating the allocatiorc'of $1.5 pillion in
Title I funds in1975 under ths13-definitiOns of poverty defined in
ChapterNJ of the report, the Measure of Poverty. (Data were froM the

one percent sample of the 1970 Census.) A concomitant-change was
tade in the AFDC popuTat ion above the poverty-line to reflect the
change in the level of the poverty definition. A11,13 poverty Concepts
were tested, and fiveof them are discussed here in detail: the current

measure, 125 and 150 percent of the current measure, a single poverty
threshold based'on half of the national median family income, afidI a
single poverty threshold based-on the poverty threshold for a ribrliarm\
family of four.- The results for.most of the other poverty definitions
fall °somewhere wi in the range of the five presented here.

There-is goo son to be concerned about distributing Title I
funds in 1975 on thebasis of the 1970 Census estimates of the number-
of poor children in each state. During the past few years the nation,
has suffered recession which has undoubtedly affected'some parts of
tife country more than others. The current allocation formula assumes
that the distribution of poor children by state is-the same today as
it was*in 1970, which is uNikely. Tootest this assumption, alloca-
tions basedon the 1970 Cepbus estiWates were compared with the al-
locations based on estimates of the number of poor children by state
,for 1913, the most recent year for which suoh estimates could be made',
-Two estimates for 1973 were used:- one, by the Bureau of the Census and
the other by 'the Regional Economic Analysis Division (READ) of the
Department of Commerce. The methods used to prepare these estimates
are described in the next section of this paper.

7,
.

With the exception of 197.1 READ estimate l, alternative poverty
populations are not available at the county lgvel. Therefore, author-
ization and allocation proc4ures were performed at the State level.
Although the results obtained from state allocations differ'frcm4the
results obtaihed'from county allocations, the state analysis gives
good insight, into the effects of using alternative,poverty definitions.

'

Irr analyzing theimgabt of revised poverty definitions and?of up=
dating the count, the basic tabulations were performed assuming that
the current allocation formula was unchanged; In order to identify

'separately the effects of'various components of the formula, additional,,
tabulations were made to explore-the impact of:. the hold harmless °-

provision (the 85 percent floor) ; omitting the AFDC children; and

1 .3



'omitting the AFDC children and tle current expenditures per pupil
(CEPP) factor. The use of CEPP as a basis for allocating Title I
fundsmis a very - important element in the current formula. As noted
abov ,the eligiblelpopulation in each state is multiplied by 40 per=

Art of CEPP in the state (with a minimum of about ohe-third of the
Allitional average and a maximum of about one-half of the national,
average) to arrive at the dollar entitlement for each state. A'mea-,
sure of the effedt of CEPP can be Obained.by comparing the amount
each state would receive if funds were Illocated only on the basis of
'the number of poor children, with the affiount the state receives using
both ,CEPP and the number.of poor children. As wi/1 be noted subse-
quently, CEPP has a much greater influence on the allocation of,Title
I funds than any oftthe other factors in the present formula.

V

The resultS'of the analysis of the impact on the Title I program -

of changing the %definition of, poverty, and taking into account the
other factors just mimed, are 'presented fn several stages:

A sketch of the results based On five states representing
differences in various regions and in size of population.

A detailei analysis for all states of the impact of changing
the definition of poverty.

, A detailed analysis for all states of the impact of updating
,.the 1970 Census estimate of the number of poor children.

-An analysis of the impact of revising the allocation formula.

An analysis of the joint impact of changing the poverty
'definition and simultaneousl,y updating the 1970 Census
Count.

Impact on Selected States
(

Before turning to the detailed tables, it is useful to consider hots. .

changes in the definition of-poverty or in the various components oS the
'Title I formula might affect the allocation of funds in 1975. One large
state, in terms of populationjwas selected for each region of the country
(California, Illinois New York, and North Carolina), and Mississippi was
selected as a low income southern state. An examination of the detailed
figures for these five states provides a better understanding' of the more
comprehensive analysis, presented later in this section, of the results for
all states. Table 1 shows the impact on the, allocation of funds for these
five states of changes in the formula; of updating the count of poor. children,
and retaining or eliminating the hold harmless provision. Similar data
are,. shown in Table 2 'for the same states, measuring the impact of a
changgbin the poverty, definition.

; 4.



Table 1. Impact of Changes in the Allocation Formula. on the Distribution
ofTitle I Funds,1975 (Millions of Dollars)

State and Allocation
Formula

kllocations-without-Floor Allocations with Floor

1970 CIP a/ .1973 CIP a/ 1970 CIP a/ 1973 CIP a/

irk:
,

Current formula b/
CEPP and poverty only
-Poverty only

.

$4169.9
131,5
102.5

$ 194.4
155.9
122.4.

$ 191.0 c/
188.7
185.9 .

$ 197.7
193.0
187.6

IllinOis:,
.

C rept formula b/
and poverty only

83.6
7Z.9

77.0
63.9

, 81.5 c/
72.8

74.5
69.2rT

Poverty only 58.9 52.0 67.8 66.8

California:

127,4 139.3 124.1.c/ 133.9

. ,

Current formula b/
CEPP and poverty only 122.2. 135.3 117.1 / 126.3 ,

Poverty only .
tto

116.0 129.4 110.7 r 118.8

North Carolina:

Current formula b/ 4611 39.7 47.1 c/ 45.1
CEPP and poverty only -52.0 45.3 49.4 46.2
Poverty only 60.9 53.4 , 53.5 48:8-''

Mississippi:
4

Current formula 38.2 31.0 .* 37.4 2/ 31.4
CEPP and poverty only 43.6 35.7 '40.5 35.0
Poverty only . 51.0 42:0 44.5 4 37.7

SOURCE: Special tabulations prepared bytthe National Center for Education-
Statistics.

a/ CIP represents the number of children in poverty.
Ey The current formula includes CEPP, thenumberof children in AFDC

'families-with incomes above the poverty line, -and the number of
children in poverty.

0,/ Estimated actual allocation in 1975.

6
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Table 2. Impact of Alternatiye Definitions of Poverty"on Allocation of
Title I funds without Floor, 1975 (Millions of Dollars)

N 125% of 150%`of Single Poverty,..
, .

. Current °Current 'Current Line
State and Allocatito Poverty ' Poverty Poverty , .

Formula ConceEt a/' Line Line $4,795 b/ $3,748 o/

New York:'

$ 133.3

1063

$ 1534
138.1.

-.. 108.3

.

$ 143.1
137.6
108.5

$ 156.9
137.0
107:1

,

$ 188.6
136.9

Current formula d/
. CEP? and poyerty7only
Poverty only

Illinois:

Current formula d/ 82.4' 76.4 75.1. 76.5 93.1
CEPP and poverty only 701.1 , 72.7. 74.3 71.4 75.2
Poverty only 55.0 59.0 6U.,7 57.1. 60.8

-California:

Current formula d/ .128.0 124.1 122.1 129.0 135.7
CEPP and poverty only 123.Q .121.8 121.1 126.3 124.2
Poverty Only 116.8 116.3 116.2 120.1 118.2

North' Carolina: ..,,

Current fohaula d/ 44.3 46.1 45.2 46.8 38.8
CEPP and poverty only 49.9' 48.3 46.0' 49.9 47.3
Poverty only 58.4 "4 56;8 54.4 58. 55.4

Mississippi: ' .

.

Current -formula d/ 37.3. 36.L. 32.8 38.1 35.9
CEPPamd poverty only 42.3 38.1 33.5 41.0 44.3
Poverty only 49.5 44.8 39.6 48.1 52.0

P

SOURCE: Special tabulations prepared by the National Center for Education
Statistics.

a/ These figures differ from the corresponding figures in Table 1 because
they are based on tabulations for states, whereas the data in Table 1
are based on county tabulations summarized to state levels.

b/ 50 percent of the U.S. medianfamily income in 1969, as 14dicated by
the, 1970 Censusr

c/ Weighted average poverty threshold for nonfarm four-persbn family in
1969.

-d/ The current formula includes CEPP, the number of children in AFDC
families with incomes above the poverty' line,.. and the number"of children
in poverty. e,
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Iti Miles 2 -7 the hold = rmless provision was not taken into account

allbca'ing funds because is provision tends to minimize differpnces
in all Lions based on al -Enative poverty population and alternative
Title I/authorization formulas. ,

.

lupp,3-of Table 1 indicates that, under the Current formula,
New Y rk received $191.0 million in Title I funds in 1975. Using the
salformUla without the floor, New York would have received only
$16 .9- million (Column 1). -Indeed, in 1975 the floor served to take a4:
little away from most other states and give it to New York. Note that

thout the floor'tha
tee of the other five states would have received slightly more:funds

n. with it.

/
A comparison of Columpwl and 2 of Table 1 shows the impact of

tlotreli;ottint poto(r)fchildcchildrenIf ,the current formula had
would have

updating

received $194.4 million rather'han $169.9 million. This same change
would increase the funds going to California, but it would have decreased
thefunds going to Illinois, NOrth Carolina,,and Mississippi. 'A more

detailed examination of the data for all states will show thatsuCh a
(change would, in fact, increase the allocation to nearly all of the

'7*
largest states, largely reflecting a redistribution of poor children
along states during recent Oars. .

An examination of.COlumn 1, lines 1 through 3 of Table 1,.for
each state shows the.impact of other changes in the formula on the

, Title I allotments: /

Under the-current formula, New York would haVe received $169.9
million, assuming no floor. If the AFDC population with incomes above .

the poverty line were excluded from the formula, the allocation of funds
to New York would have dropped sharply to,$131.5 million; If the funds
were allotted only on the basis of the number of poor children, New York's
allotment would again have been cut sharply to $102.5 million. Changes

of a simil4r nature may be noted for 'Illinois an California. The picture
is quite different, howeva, in North Carolina and'Mississippi':- These

111 sduthern state would recdrie.substantial increases in:funds if the al-

location based entirely,on the count of poor children. These

differences largely reflect the higher expehditures per pupil in the
larger states and their more generous AFDC payments.

Table 2 shows the impact of a change in the poverty measure on the
allocation of Title I funds among The five states. Five different pov-

,erty concepts are considered. The current poverty concept; 125 percent
and 150 percent of the,current poverty line, a.single poverty threshold
based on one-half of the U.S. median family.income in. the 1970 Cendus

', ($4,795), and a single poverty threshold based on the poverty threshold
,dot a nonfarm, f2ur-person family in 1969 ($3,748). The two single 'Pot-

erty thresholds Tvere selected to show the differential impact of vastly
simplified poverty concepts selected at different points on the income
distribution.

8



If the current formula, is used, but the poVerty line is increased
by,125 percent or 150 percent, New York would have an appreciable
reduction in funds. This is primarily because the influence of the AFDC
add-on would disappear. The other four states, however, would not be
as significantly affected. An examination of the figures for all states
will show that most of them would not be appreciably affected by such
a change in the poverty concept. More sipificant is the fact that a
simplified poverty concept based on hal4lbe U.S. median family income
without adjustment for family size and composition or far-ill-nonfarm
residence, would also not appreciably change the allocation of Title
funds among any of the states shown in Table 2 (except New York), no
as we shall see later, would it appreciably change the amount of f
received,by most states. In other words, we could achieVe largely he
same distribution of Title I'funds we now have b using other pove y
concepts.

'A single poverty threshold seleOted somewhat lower-on the i
diStribution (Column 5) of Table 2 would alter the allocation of
funds appreciably, primarily because of its impact on the-AFDC pula-
tiOn. If the poverty threshold for a nonfarm family of four per ons
were used as the single poverty threshold for all families, New ork
would receive $1$8.6 million rather than $L73.3 million. Illi ip
and California would also have substantial gains if such a oh e were
made, whereas North Carolina and Mississippi would have slight reduc-
tions. reason for these changes is that as the poverty li e is
lowered, more AFDC families are included in the eligible popu =tion.
Such families are disproportionately located in the high--
northern states. It is especially significant that exclud pg the
AFDC population from the formula (i.e., allotting funds on th- basis
of CEPP and poverty only) would not cause the amount of fund received
by each sate (except Mississippi) to vary appreciably under, y of the
poverty definitions.

Impact of Changing the Poverty Definition

Table 3 shows, for each-of the 50 states and the District of,Columbia,
a comparison ofthe Title T funds received under thexurrent poverty
concept with the funds that would be received if the povertS, line were
increased by 25 percent OR 50 percent, and commensurate changes were
made in the number of AFDC children above, this new poverty,1ine.

1

For purposes bf analysis, four differentgroupings of Istat#s*have
been established, based on size of population: (a) the 1211argest states
-- these states have 'over 5 million inhabitants and receive about 55 percent,
of the Title I funds; (b) 12 moderately largeptates -- these states have
3-50Million'inhabitants and receive about 25'percent of the Title I-
funds; (c) .14 modetately small states these states have 1-3 million-
inhabitants and receive about 15 percent of the Title ",funds; and
(d) the 13 smallest states these states each have lesg than 1 million
inhabitants and receive about 5 percent of the Title I funds.

1
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. Table 3. Comparison Of Title I Funds that Would'Be Received Using 125
Percent and 150 Percent of the Present Poverty Line with the Amount

'that Would Be Currently Received

(Millions of dollars; assumes a total allocation
of $1.5 billion, without floor)

State

Current
Definition

(1l

Increase Poverty
Line Absolute Change Relative Change

1251

(2)

150%
(3) (2-1t (3-1)

2

T. ..

3-

12 Largest States

..d

i

California $ 128.0 S 124.1 $ 122.1 S -3.9 S -5.9 97% 95

New York
aNIe.

173.3 153.0 143.1 -20.3 -30.2 88 83

Pennsylyadia 78.7 82.2 87.2 3.5 8.5 104 111

Texas 93.3 97.7 96.7 4.4 3.4 -105 104

Illinois 82.4 76.4 75.1' -6.0 , -7.3( 93 91

Chip 48.5 53.4 58.1 4.9 9.6 11'0 120

Michigan '61.8 56.2 55.2' -5.6 -6.6 91 89

New Jersey 44.2 42.7 41.5 -1.5 -2.7 96 94
Florida 48.7 50.2 50.6 1.5 1.9 103 104

Massachusetts ' 30.3 ' '29.4 29.9 -0.9 '-0.4 97 i 99

Indiana 19.5 23.4 26.5 , 13.9 7.0 120 135

North Carolina 44.3 46.1 45.2 11.8. 0.9 104 102

12 Moderately Large States

Missouri 28.2 29.9 32.0 1.7 3.8 106 114

Virginia 34.4 37.1 36.6 2.7 2.2 108 107

Georgia 44.4 . 44.7 43.4 0.3 -1.0 100' 98

Wisconsin 24.6 26.4 28.5 1.8 3.9 107 ' 114

Tennessee 36.1 36.6 36.5 0.1.0 0.4 101 101

Maryland. 25.2 26.8 27.8 2.6 107 111

Minnesota 24.0 24.9

,I.At

27.8 0.Y 3.8 104

Louisiana 48.5 . 47.1 44.7 -1.4 -3.8 97

T.

Alabama 40.8 39.7 37.6 -1.1 -3.2 97 92

WaShington 17.7 17.3 17.9 -0.4 0.2 99 101

Kentucky 30.0 31.3 30.4 1.3 0.4 103 100

Connecticut 12.9 13.1 1310 0.2 0.5 102 104

14 Moderately Small States

Iowa 13.8 15.4 18.0 1.6 4.2 112 131

South.Carolina 31.0 30.9 28.7 0:1 -2.3 100 92

Oklahoma 17.7 18.7 18.7 1.0 .- 1.0 106 107

Kansas 12.6 13.4 14.3 0.8 1.7, 106' 113

Mississippi 37.3 36.1 32.8 -1.2 -4.5 97' 88

Colorado 14.3 14.3 14.9 - 0.6 100 105

Oregon 13.6 13.3 14.4 -0.3 0.8 98 106

Arkansas 23.1 23.1 21.9 - -1.2 100 95

Arizona 13.1 43.7 13.9 0.6' t 0.8 104 106

West Virginia 16.4 16.8 16.9 0.4 0.5
\

103 103

Nebraska 8.9 10.0 10.7 1.1 1.8 112 120

Utah 5.0 . 5.6 6.3 0,6 1.3 112 126

New Mbxico 12.7 12.8 1 _2.2 0.1 -0.5) 101 97

Maine 6.6 7.3 1.1 1.8 12 0'

,

133

13 Smallest States
A

Rhode Island 6.4 6.4 6.1,/r - -gar 100 95

Hawaii 5.0 5.1 4.9'2.-- .0.1 4.1 102 98

New Hampshire 2.8 3.5 3.5 0.7 ,k, 0.7 124 124

Idaho. 3.5 ,4.0 4.4 OA 0.9t-

'''''

113 124

Montana 4.5 5.6 1).0 1.1 1.5 124 134

South Dakota 5.0 5.7 6.0 0.7 1.0 -112 -119

North Dakota 4.5 4:7 ' 5.0 0.2 0.5 102 110

Delaware 4.2 4.9 4.9 0.7 0.7 117 117

Nevada 1.9 2.3 2.5 0.4 0.6 118 133

Vermont 2.9 3.1 3.5 0.2 0.6, 1061 120
Wreling 1.8 2.3 2.6 0.5 0.8 126 143

Alaska 2.3, 2.5 2.5 0.2 0.2 108 106

Washington, D.C. 9.8 9.4 8.9", -0.4 -0.9 96 90

SOURCE: Special tabulations prepared by the National Center for Education Statistics.



A 25 percent increase in the poverty line would produce a sharp
reduction in the funds going to several, of the largest states and, with
a few exceptioni, would redistribute these funds to the rest of the
country. The big losers would nearly all be the 12 largest states
which include Nem,York, with a cut of $20 million_br 12 percept;
Illinois (-$6 million or 7 percent); Michigan (-$6 million or 9 per-
cent); California (-$4 million ox 3 percent); and NewJersey (-$2

1 million or 4 percent); Three other states-(Louisiana, Alabama, and
Mississippi) would have losses-of $1 million'while most of the other
states would receive slight to moderate gains.

With few exceptions, the pattern described above would prevail if .

the poVerty line were raised by 50 percent. In most cases the changes
resulting from a 50 percent increase are in the same'direction, but
larger than thosesulting from a 25 percent increase.

Table 4 shows for each state'the change in the allocation of
funds if the poverty concept were,based on two different single thresh-
°A: one-half the U.S. median family income in 1969 ($4,7,95).and
the poverty threshold for a nonfarm family of four persons in 1969,
($3,748). If.the higher threshold were used, the results would be Very
similar,to,those obtained using the current concept. The allocatiOns'
to onlyseven states would differ by more than 10 percent of the pre-
sent alfocation,sand most of these differences would be in the smaller
states, representing relatiely small-amounts of money. If the lower
threshold\were used, most of the2argest states would_have gains in
funds, largely at the expense Orsouthern states. Included among the
heavy losertwould be Texas, Florida, North Carolina, Missouri,
Virginia, Georgia, Tennessee, Louisiana, Alabama, Kentucky, South'
Carolina, 'and Mississippi. The reason for this change, as previously,
explained, is that the lower poverty line would include more of the

,AFDC children among the eligible ation under the Title I alloca-
tion formula. MoSt of these chien ive in the large northern states.

- Impact of Updating the Poverty Count

TabW5 shows the amount of Title I fynds each state would receive
in 1975 with no change in the authOtization formula, with a replacement
of the 1970 Census estimate of the number of scliol-aged children in pov-
erty With the census estimate for,1973, and witra replacement of the
1970'Census estimate with the estimate for 1973 prepared by tne Regional
Economic Analyses Division (READ). The first three columns of this table
show the fundt, in millions .of dollars each state-would receive, assuming
a total allocation of $1.5 billion. Column 4 showd the ratio between the
amount received using the READ estimate ofpoor children in 1973' and that
received under the current formula; column 5 replaces the READ estimate
with the census estimate for 1973.

These data show that the substitution of current-egtimates of children
in poverty fore 1970 Census estimates, with few exceptions, transfers
funds from the smaller rural states to,the larger industrial states.
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Table 4. Comparison of Title r Funds that Would Be Received Using a Single
Poverty Line with the Amount that Wbuld Be Currently Received, 19/5 6

(Millie of dollars; assumes a total allocation
of $1.5 billion without floor)

State.

12 Largest States

California
New York
Pennsylvahia
Texas
Illinois
Ohio
Michigan
New Jersey
Florida
Massachusetts
Indiana
North Carolina

Is

12 Moderately.Large States

Missouri
Virginia,
Georgia
wisconsin
Tendessee
Maryland
Minnesota
Louisiana
Alabama
Washington
Kentuckl,

Connecticut

14 Moderately Small States

Iowa
South Carolina
Oklahoma.
Kansas
Mississippi
Colorado
Oregon
Arkansas
Ari
est V ginia
Nebraska
Utah
New Mexico
Maine

13 drollest States

Rhole,Island
Hawaii

-New Hampshire
Idaho
Montana
South Dakota
North Dakota
Delaware.

Albska
Washipgton,,D.C.

.

Current
Definityan

(1)

Single Poverty
Line Difference Ratio

a

(2)

, -

(3) (2-1) , (3-1) I

. _

.$ 128.0 $ 129.0 $ 135.7 $ 1.0 8'7.7 101% 106%

173.3 156.9 188.6 -46.4 15.3 91 109

78.7 77.5 80.0 1.2 ' 1.3 99 ' 102

93.3 93.5 80.3 .2 -13.0 100 86

82.4 76.5 93.1 -5.9 10.7 93 112

48.5 52.0 49.7 3.5 1.2 :12 103

61.8 55.2
/IC

68.5 .-6.6 6.7 f 111

44.2 42.9 49.1- -1.3- 4.9 97 113

48.7 51.9 45.6 3.2 -3.1 106 93 .

30.3 28.5 33.5 -1.8 3.2 94 110

19.5 21.9 18.9 2.4 - .6 112 97
44.3 46.8 3818 2.5 -5.5 106 88

_28.2 29.8 25.7 1.6 -2.5 106 91

34.4 96.2 31.3-- 1.8 -3.1 105 91

44.4 '44.7 38.5 .3 -5.9 100 86

24.g 24.11 25.2 -.2 .6 99 102

36.1 37.8 32.3 , 1.7 -3.8 105 90

25.2 2figa 25.7 .9 .5 104 102

24.0 25:4 24.0 . 1.4 -- I06 100

48.5 48.6, 45.2 .1 -3.3 100 93

40.8 40.5 35.7 -5.1 99 88

17.7 18.9 19.9 14.2 7:2 107 112

360 32.7 29.0 2.7 -1.0 108 96

12.9 13.3 13.7 .4 .8 103 106

13.8 15.6 14.0 1.8 113 192

31.0 30.4 28.0. - .6 -30 98 .90

17.7 18.6 17.4 . .4 - .3 105 99

12:6 .13.1 12.2 .5 - .4 104 96

37.3 38.1, 35.9 .8 -1,4 102 96

14.3 14.tY 11.0 - .3 -1.3 98- 91

13.6 14.6 14.5 1.0 .9 107 , 406

23.1 25.0. 22.6 1.9 , - .5. 108 98

13.1 13.3 .11.5 .2 -1.6 102 88

16.4 17.3 16.4 .9 -- 105 100

8.9 10.1 8.8 1.2 - .1 113 99

5.0 4.9 4.9 - .1 - 1 98 97

12.7 12.9 11.7 .2 -1.0 101 92

5.5 6.0 5.0 .5 - .5 109 91

6.4 6.1 'eMK,7.2 - .3 .8 96 113

5.0 4.4 5.1 - .6 .1' 88 102

2.8 3.0 3.1 .2 .3 107 108

3.5 3.7 3.3 .2 - .2 105 92

4.5 '4.6 4.2 .1 - .3 104 95

5.0 5.4, 5.5 .4 .5. 107 109

4.5 . 5.2 4AA .7 - .4 114 90

4.2 3.5 3.0 - .7 -1.2 83 73

1.9 1.9 1.8 -- - .1 101 94

2.9 . 2.7 2.7 - .2 - .2 93 94

1.8 1.9 1.7 .1 - .1 103 96

2.3 2.2 2.6 - .1 .3 92 112

9.8 10.3 11.1 .5 1.3 105 112

SOURCE: Special tabulations ptepared by the National Center for Education Statistics.

a/ 50 percent of 1969 U.S. Median family income as indicated by the 1970 Census.
E/ Weighted average poverty threshold for nonfarm fout-pirson fAmily in 1969.
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Table 5. Title I Funds To Be Received by Each State in 1975 Using Current
Allocation Formula and Alternative Ebtimates of Children iw Poverty

4

(Millions of dollars; assumes a total allocation of $1.5
without floor)

Current Allocation
Formula using 1969

kEstimatas of Chil-
dren in Poverty

Current Alloca-tion

FOrmula Using 1973
Estimates of

Children in Poverty
READ Esti- Census Bureau 2
mates Estimates

- State (1) \ (2)

12 Largest States

California S 128.0 $ 139.3
New York - 173.3 194.4
Pennsylvania 78.7: 76.3
Texas 93.3 101.1
Illinois 82.4 77.0
Ohio 48.5 50.2
Michigan 61.8 62.6
New Jersey 44,2 54.1
Florida 48.7 47.8
Massachusetts 30.3 34.3
Lodiamf
North Carolina

19.5

39.7

12 Modera Large States.1y

Missouri:, 28.2 25.8
Virgiofallo 34.4 29.3
Georgia 44.4 37.3
Wiscohsin 24.6._. 24.4
Tennessee 36.1 31.3
Maryland 25.2 21.4
Minnesota 24.0 20.9
Louisiana 48.5 48.6
'Alabama 40.8, 41.6
Wdshington 17.7 17.5

' Kentucky 30.0 29.4
Connecticut 12.9 17.2

14 Moderately &tall States 1

Iowa 13.8 9.7
South Caro1ina 31.0 22.8
Oklahoma 17.7 16.6
Kansas 12.6 10.1
Mississippi 37.3 31.0
Colorado! 14.3 13.2
Oregon 13.6 13.4
Arkansas 23.1 16.3
Arizona 13.1 14.9
West Virginia 16.4 14.4
Nebraska 8.9 7.5
Utah 5.0 4.0
New Mexico 12.7 11.4
Maine 5.5 8.3

13 Smallest States

Rhode Island 6.4 4.7.
Hawaii 5.0 4.2
New Hampshire 2.8 4.5
Idaho 3.5 5.2
Montana 4.5 4.1
South Dakota 5:0 4.8
North Dakota 4.5 2.4
Delaware 4.2 4.,7
Nevada 1.9 1.0
Vermont 2.9 3.0
Wyoming 1.8' 3.9
Alaska 2.3 3.6
Washington, D.C. 9.8 8.6

Ratio
3

I
(5t(3) (4)

181:

78.4

88:9,

90.0
49.5

- 68.3

54.0

51.0

34.6

20.9

40.2

27.5
33.2

40.2
25.2

31.0

28.8

24,1
41.1
32.7

'20.5
26.2
17.2

16.7
10.2

30.7,

13.8
134,
19.1
14.1

12.7

7.2

4.0

10.4

5.1

6.3
5.1

3.0

3.2

',q 3.9

4.1

2.9

4.4

2.6

2.8 '

2.0,.

'

9.

3.7

9.6

109%
412
497

108

93

104

401

1 3

90
124

114%
105
100
95

109
102

111
122

105
114

107
91

91.
85
89

'98'

97
90

9% 103
87 86

117 114
87 100
99 85

102 80
99 116
97 87

133- 134

71 87
78 83 - f

94 94

86c8"
83 82

92 97
98 96

71 83,

114 10/
88 78

84 80
79 80

90 82
1512 92

74. 99

84 102 J

158 107

146 90

93 86
95 81

52 64

114 105
54 137,,
10 95
218 4P109
152' 158
87 97

SOURCE: Special tabulationsprepared by the National Center for Education Statistics.,
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Although there are some differences between the Census Bureau and'the

READ estimates, both sets of data supportthisconclusion.' This change

undoubtedly refleCtthe fact that the slow economic growth experienced

in the United Stated between 1969 and 1973 had a much greater negative

As a result, relatively more of the nation's poor children in 197
impact on the large industrial'states than it had on the smaller one

were located in the-large states than was the-case in 1969.

There.is no logical basis for retaining the 1970 CensuS count of

children in poverty in the allocatigp,formula. This procedure was

used because it was not considered likely pat up-to-date cdtity

estimates of children in poverty would be available. The da in

Table 5 sugg6st that if more recent data wee available, the title F

funds received by mo't of the.larger states would increase 'onsiderably.

Focusing attenti on the census estimates for the 12

states in Table 5, we ....no' that two states would "receive reductions in

t* funds if the current estimates of children in poverty were used (Texas

and North Caroliha4, one state ould have no chane(PennSy)vania), one

state would havea small increase (Ohio), and eight states wqu1d have

increases 'ranging from 5 to 22 percent (Florida, New York, Indiana,.

Illinois, Michigan, Massachusetts, California, and New Jersey).

The picture is somewhat different among the 12 moderately large

states, those with 3-5 million inhabitants. Among these states, we

find only three with substantial gains in Title I funds if current

estimates of children in poverty were'uged (Connecticut, Washington,

and Maryland), and seven states with Loses (Missouri, Virginia,

Georgia, Kentucky, Tennessee, Louisiana, and Alabama)._

One of the 14 moderately small states with 1-3 million inhabit-

ants (Arizona) would gain in Title I funds if the current estimates of

children in poverty. were used. Each of. the other states in this groUp

Would lose funds. The losses would be less than 10 perCent in Oklahoma,

Colorado, Oregon, and Maine; between 10 and 20 percent in Iowa, South

Carolina, Kansas, Mississippi, Arkansas, Nebtaska, Utah, and New Mexico;

and greater than 20 percent in WeSt Virginia.

The estimates shown in Table 5.for the 13 smallest states are con-

sidered too weak to be analyzed meaningfully because of the very small '

size of the CPS samplein those states. Reasonably reliable estimates

for these states will not be-available until after the Survey of Income

Education is completed in 1976.

finpaci of Changing the Authorization Formula

In contr t to the relatively Minor changes that can be noted

most states if the poverty line is increased even by as much'as 50

cent, very sharp changes can be noted in most states if the basic

authorizafion.formula itself is Changed: Table 6 shows the change that -

would take place if the current authoriza on formula were replaced with

14
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Viable 6. Comparison of Title I Funds, that Would Be Received under
Alternative Allocation Procedures with the Amount that Would Be

Currently Received .

1

Statel

No Change in Poverty No Change in Allocation
Definition; Change Formdla; Increase
in Allocation Formula in Poverty Line bV:
to Poverty Only a/ 35 percent $0 percept

12 Largest States(

California
New York
Pennsylvania
Texas
Illinois,
Chao`

Michigan
New Jersey
Florida

Massachusetts
Indiana
North Carolina

12 Moderately Large States

Missouri
Virginia
Georgia
Wisconsin
Tennessee
Maryland
Minnesota

.Louisiana
Alabama
Washington-
Kentucky
Connecticut

14 Moderately Small States

Iowa
South Carolina
Oklahoma
Kansas
Mississippi
Colorado
Oregon
Arkansas
'Arizona

West Virginia
Nebraska
Utah

New Mexico
Maine

. 13 Smallest States

Mode Island
Hawaii
New _Hampshire

Idaho
Montana
South Dakota
North Dakota
,Delaware
Nevada
Vermont

wing
Alaska
Washington, D.C.

t

91%
61

97%

08

95%
83

76 104 111
132 105 104
70 93 91
111, 110 120
67 t 91 89r
64 96 , 94

122 103 04
76 r 97 99
115 120 135
132 104 102

119 106 114
'.119 108 107

132 'UM . 98
83 107 116

138 101 101
85 107 111
77 104 116
128 97 92
132 97 92
83 98 101

131 103 100
77 102 1011

101 112 131
133 100 92
129 106 107
108 106 113
133 97 88
104 100 '105
82 98 106
132
122

100

104
95

106-
130 103 103
111 112
119 112

,120

426
130 101 97
125 120 133

83 100 95
83 102 98'

103 '124 124
125 113 124
-109 124 134
121 112 119
126 102 110
85 117 117

110 118 133
93 206 120
95 126 143,
73 108 106'
76 96 96

SOURCE: Special tabulations prepare0 by the National Center for Education
Statistics.

.

NOTE: Each caumn represents a ratio of the amount that would be received
using the specified definition to the amount that would be received
under the current definition.

a/ The numerator Of the ratio shown in the column represents the amount
each state vivid receive if the current poverty definition were used;
but the allocation was based only on the number of poor children and not
on the current foiMula. The denominator represents the amount each
state could receive using the current definition of poverty and the
current allocation formula.

2 2
15



. , / ,,i

..

L.

,

4
a

4'

a formula .that autArized Title I funds solely, on the basis of, the number A

61, children in poverty as. reported in the 1970 Census.. If such a chime
were made, most large industrial.states would receive a sharp reduction'
in Title I funds and most smaller rural would receive a shar? -

increase in Such funds. This change is duelargely to the elimination
of current expendituresper pupil from the allocation formula. Using

CEPP to determine funding tends to transfer funds friom those states with
laigg proportions of poor children to those"that make relatively large /

.

-

N expenditures per capita on education. a

Among-the 12 largest states, three would hav e reductions 0_20 to 30
pertent.(Massachusetts, Pennsylvaniar and Ilrinois); and three would have

4s reductions of 30 to 40 percent (New York, Michigan, and New Jersey). The
tMtee states in this group that-would gain the most are in the SoUt :
1.orWa, with a gain of 2; percent, and North darolina and Texas, ch

' with'gains of 32 percent.

Changes of a similar magnitude would be founds among the 12 moderately

'large states. The 7 southern states in this group would all have gains
ranging from 20 to 40 percent, whereas 5 states (only one of which is in .

the south) would have substantial losses. Among the 12 moderately sma-
states, all but Oregon would have an increase in funds. Among the 13

smallest states, about half,wouldgain, and half would lose funds.

Of all-the factors considered, it appelrs that the allocation
formula itself, and particularly Current expenditures per pupil, exerts
.the greatest impact on the allocation of Title I funds. The greatest
change in the'allocation of funds among states would take place if the
funds were allotted on the basis of the number of children in poverty
rather than according to the present formula. If the present formula
is retained,, an increase in the poverty line would, have a relatively
minor impact on the allocation of Title I funds; however, an updating
of the number of children i poverty would appreciably increase the -

funds going to the larger states.and would decrease those funds to the

smaller states.

Joint Impact of Changing thi Poverty. Definition and Updating the Poverty
Count

In the preceding sections, attention was focused on the impact of
a change in the definition of poverty, or an update in the count of poor

children. Weshall now examine the impact of a joint, change in these

variables. Table 7, Column 3, shows the Title I allotments to each
state ip 1975, assuming a 25 percent increase in the poverty line and
using the 1973 estimated number of poor children. "these figures are 7

compared with the amounts each state would receive if the current forMula

were used with the 1969 estimate of poor children, and ierthe current

formula were led with the 19/3 estimate of poor children.

The.change in both variables would,' with some important exceptions,

haveIthe same impact as that previously described for updating of the

16.
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Table 7. Title I Funds to be Received by Each State in 1975'
Using the 1973 Count of Children in Poverty and a 25 Perdent

.Increase in the Poverty Line

(Millions of dollai,s; assumes,a total allocation

of $1,5 billion, without floor

State '

Current Formula
Using

1969 Esti-
mate of CIP a/

(1)

1973 EstvnatPof CIP Difference

Current
Formula

(2)

Current,Formula
Using 125
Percent of :

Poverty Line
(3)

(2-1) (3-1)
(4) (5)

12 Largest States

California $ 128.0 5 149.3 $ 135.5 5 11.3 $ 7.5New York 173.3 194.4 169.3 21'.1 -4.0Pennsylvania 78.7 76.3 83.3 -2.4 4.6Texas 93.3 101.1 100.0 7.8' 6.7Illinois 82.4 77.0 70.8 -5.4 -11.6Ohio
C8..5 50.2 62.6 1.7 14.1Michigan 61.8 62.6 61.6 .8New Jersey 44.2 54.1 55.8 9.9 11.6Florida 44.7 47.8 49.6 - .9 .9Massachusetts 30.3 34.3 39.1 4.0 8.0Indiana ' 19.5 22.3 27.8 .2.8 8.-North Carolina 44.3 39.7 38.8 -4.6 -5.1

12 Moderately Large States

M1SSOUrl 28.2 25.8 28.4 -2.4Virginia 34.4 29. .,.. '29.9 -5.1 -4.5c.eorgia 44.4 37.3 36.2 -7.1 -8.2Wisconsin 24.6 24.4 30:2 -'.2 5.5.Tennessee 36.1 31.3 30.2 -4.8 -5.9Maryland 25.2 24.4 35.0 4.2_ 9.8-Minnesota 24.0 21.9 -3.1- -2.1Louisiana 48.5 48.6 44.2 .1 , -4.3Alabama 40.8 41.6 38.4 .8 -2.4Washington 17.7 17.5 17.7 - .2Kentucky 30.0 29.4 27.8 - .6 -2.2Connecticut 12.9 17.2 18.9 4.3 '6.0

1424oderately Small States

Iowa . .0 13.8 9.7 11.5 -4.1 -2.3Sokh Carolina 31.0 22.8 21.9 -8.2 -9.1Oklahoma 17.7
. 16.6 16.2 -1,1 -1.5Kansas 12.6 10.1 11.6 -2.5 -1.07. Mississippi 37.3 31.0 26.4 -6.3 -10.9Colorado -14.3 13.2 13.0 -1.1 -1.3Oregon 13:6 13.4. 8.6, - .2 -5.0Arkansas 23,1 16.3 15.0,, -6.8 -8.1Arizona 13.1 14.9 15.3 1.8 3.2West Virginia 16.4 14.4 11.8 -2.0 -2.6'Nebraska 8.9 /.5 9.3 A -1.4 .4Utah 5.0 4.0 4.7 -1.0 - .3New Mexico 12.7 11.4 10.2 -1.3 -2.5Maine 5.5 8.3 9.8 2.8 4.3

'-13 Smallest States
. ,

Rhode Island 6.4 4.7 4.5 -1.7 -1.9Hawaii 5.0 4.2 4.2 .8 - .8New Hampshire 2.8 4.5 5.3 1.7 2.5Idaho 3.5 5.2 6.0 1.7 2.5Montana 4.5 4.1 4.8 - .4 .3South Dakota 5.0 4.8 5.2 .2Norlh Dakota
Delaware_

4.5
4.2

2.4
4.7

3.1,

5.5
-2.1 -1.4

.5 .1.3Nevada 1.9 1.0 .9 r .9 -1.0yarmon 2,9 3.0 3.3 .1 .4Waning 1.8 3.0 4.4 1.2 2.6Alaska 2.3 3.6 3.4 1.3 1.1Washington, D.C. 9.8 8.6 17.6 -1.2 7.8

SOURCE: Special tabulations prepared by the National Center for Education Statistics.

a/ CIP represents children in poverty.
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'poverty count alone. That is, there would -be a transfer-of funds from

the small states to the large ones. Among the 12 largest states, eight

would receive an increase in funds, the same number as that previods15-

noted for a change in. thf poverty count alone., New York, an important

exception, would have gained considerably from an update of the poVerty

count alonei but would lose slightly if. both variables were changed at

the same time. Illinois and North Carolina would'also lose consii&r-

ably if *both variables were changed4at the same time., The gains for

the other large states-were largely offset by declineS in most of the

12 moderately large states and 4n nearly all of,the moderately small

'states. On the other hand, most of the 13 states with less than one

million inhabitants would gain as a'result of this change; however;

these changes are subject to large errors_ot4estimation.

415
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METRODOLOGY,FOR PREPARING CURRENT ESTIMATES OF CHILDREN
IN POVERTY FOR STATES AND COUNTIES

Two basically diffetent.procedures were used to prepare estimatesof the nainber of children in poverty by state for 1973. One procedure,developed by the Bureau of the Census, is a- regression technique usingpoverty statistics from the 1970 Census, the March 1974 Current Popula-tion Survey, and estimates of _per capita income prepared by the Bureauof Economic Analysis (BEA) of the Department of Carvnerce for 1969 and1973.' The second procedure, developed by the Regional Economic AnalysisDivision (RENO) of the Depacnment of Commerce, is based on a matrix offamilies clastified by sizelof family and income level for each statebased on the 1970 Census, updated by current estimates of income distri-bution for each state prepared by BEA. Estimates of the proportion ofchildren in poverty in 1973 based on both procedures are shown in Table 8and estimates of the number. of children in poverty are -shown in Table 9.
There is very close agreement between the census and the READ esti-mates in the 12 largest states (those with 5 million or more people).The average difference for all of tip states in this group is one per-centage point. In seven of these states the estimates differ by less4 than one percentage point; and in three additional stated,the differenceis one to two percentage pdints.

There is very close agreement between the two estimates .in the 12moderately large states (those with 3-5 million people); however, the,differences are considerably greater than those noted above. The aver-.
age difference within this group is about two percentage points. Infolguof, these states the estimates differ by less than one percentagepoM and in five additional states, the difference is one to twopeicentage points? This group, however, does contain two states(Alabama and Louisiana) with relatively great differences (four andsix percentage points, respectively).

11

Differences of the same Order of magnitude can be observed in the14 moderately small states with 1-3 million inhabitants. .1-ferc. again,the average difference is about.two percentage points. in, Oeven ofthese states, the difference is less than one percentage point and inthree additional states the difference is one to two "percentage `points.P
4

As might be txpected., 76orest agreement it found for the 13 smalleststates with less than one milliet inhabitants. The average differencefor these states is three and one-half peraentac4e points.. In this groupthere is only one state with less than one percentage point differenceand only two states with a difference of one to two percettagg points.Seven of' the 13 states in this group have differences of three percent-or more. Hopefully, the margin o or 'will be reduced for this groupof states as work 'continues on th pro ect. There is .good reason toexpect that this will be the'cas , particularly aftet the. results ofthe Spring ,1976 expanded CPS sur ey are available.,
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Table 8. Comparison df Census and READ Estimates of
Percentage of Children 5-17 Yeats Old in Poverty,

by State, 1973

State ;7?%' Census

Difference
(Census -READ)

12 Largest States

California
New York

12.2
13.5

13.3
12.6

1.1

-0.9

Pennsylvania 9'.7 -10.3 0.6

Texas
.

Illinois
Ohio

...___

21.1

.879-.,,,,,_

9.9

19.0
11.3

1.0.0

-2.1
2.4

0.1

Michigan 8.1 9.5 1.4

Ne0 jersey 9.6 9.9 0.3

Florida 15.6 174 1.5

Massachusetts 8.9 9. 0.4

Indiana . 9.2
r. -0.4

North Carolina

12 Moderately Large States

19.1 41.1.1 w 0.7

.

Missouri 12.7 14.0 1.3

Virgihia 13.8: 16.1 2.3

Georgia 19.0 20.9 1.9

Wisconsin 7.9 8.5, 0.6

Tennessee 19.9 20.2 ° 0;3

Maryland 11.5 11.5 0.0

Minnesota 7.1 8.7 1.6

8110

Louisiana
Alabama

28.8

29.0

25.1

23.3

- --30
-5.7

Washington 7.9 9.9 . 2.0

KentkIcy 22.2 20.3 -1.9

Connecticut 84 8.9 0.3

14 Moderately Small States

Iowa 6.3 8.1 r.li-'-'

South Carolina 19.9 .1 3.2

Oklahoma 16411 6.0 - .01

Kansas 9.5 0.6 1.1

Mississippi 11,5 32.1 0.6

Colorado 10.3 ,11.1- 0.8

Oregon 9.5 9.4 -0.1

Arkansas 20.5 24.6 4.1

Arizona 15.9 .' 15.3 -0.6

West Viiginia' 21.2 19.1 -2.1

*Nebraska 10.4 10.2 -0.2

Utah 6.7 , 7.0 .03

New Mexico . 22.7 21.2 -1.5

Maine '9.4 11.8 2.4

13Smallest States
1

Rhode Island 7.8. 11.7 3.9

Hawaii 7.2 9.7 2.5

New Hampshire 11.6 7.4 . -4.2

Idaho 15.2, , 9.3 -5.9

Montana 11.1 10.6 -0.5

$oyth Dakota 15.7 13.2 -2.5

North Dakota- .8.0 10.5 _2.5

Delaware 13.3 12.4 -0.9

Nevada 3.5 9.8 6.3

Vermont 11.1 10.1 -1.0

. .
Waning 20.2 9%9 -10.3

Alaska 13.5 14.6 1.1

Washington, D.C. 19.2 22.6 3.4

20
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Table' 9. Compaiisea of Censui and READ Estimates of the
Number of Children 5'17 Years Old in Poverty,

'by State,' 1973 '(Numbers in thousand%)

State RflAb Census
DifferencejCensus-R;AD
Number -Percentage

.

1.2 largest. States

. California 594 647 53 8.2
New York 561 . 525 -36 -6,.8Pennsylvania '265 282, 17 6.0Texas 627'. 564 -63 -11.2
Illinois 239 305 66 21.6r
Ohio , -261 264 3 1.1
Michigan 189 222 33 14.9New Jersey 169 174 5 2.9Florida 274 300 26 8.7
Massachusetts 123 128 5 3.9Indiana 121 116 -5 -4.3
North Carolina 105 254 9 3.5(W,
12 Moderately Large States

Missouri 143 157 14 8.9
Virginia , 163 190 27 -- 14.2,
Georgia' 231 255 24 9.4Wisconsin '92 99 7 7.1'Tennessee 194 197 3 1.5Maryland ' 118 118 0 -
Minnesota 71 87 16 18.4
Louisiana, 289 252 -37 -14.7Alabama 258 207 -51 -24.6

.liashington 66 83' 17 20.5
Kentucky 181 165 -16 -9.7
Connecticut 64 66 2 .3.11.

14 Moderately Small%Stakei

Iowa 44 57 13 22.8
South Carolina

, 141 163 22 13.5
Oklahoma 00 103 a 2.9
Kansas t 50 56 6 10.7
Mississippi , 193 196 3 1.5
Colorado 4.'63 68

, 5 7.4P Oregon 50 50 0 -t
Arkansas 101 121 20\ 16.5
Arizona 86 83 -3 -3.6
West Virginia 88 77, -11 -14.2
Nebraska . 39 38 -1 -2.6Utah ,

21 '22 1 4.5
New Mexico 70 65 -5 ' -1.7
'Maine 50 30 -20 -66.7

13 Smallest States

Rhode Island
Hawaii V

17

15
. 25

20'
8

5
32.0
25.0'

New Hampshire 23 15 -8 .'-53.3
Idah8 31 19 -12 -63.2
Montana. 21 20 -1 -5.0

- South Dakota 27 23 -4 -17.4
North Dakota 13 17 4 23.5
Delaware -19 18. '--1 -5.64,Nevada 5 14 . -9 -64.3
Vermont
'Wyoming l

12

9

-1
t9

-4.3
-100.6

Alaska 13 14 1 7.1
Washington, 29 34 5 14.7



Cetisus Bureau Estimates of Children in Poverty

The Census Bureau estimates-are based on the weighted multiple re-
gression of the CPS estimates of children in poverty (CIP) on five in-

dependent variables representing only three quantities: the 1970 Census

figures on CIP for 1969, the BEA values for current per capita income
(PCI) for each year and the BEA values of PCI for 1969. The use of the

1970 Census values for /969 CIP allows current sample information to deter-

mine Iow the basic distribution of poverty has changed between states since
ythe 1970 Census. The use of PCI for'1969 and the current allir provides

a measure of the change in average income for.each state.

These three variables are converted into five independent variables

to calculate the regression estimates: the 1970 Census figures are
used as one independent variable and the two sets of BEA PCI data are
each converted into two independent variables, onewfor states with
below average incomes and the other for states with above average in-

comes. This refinement was introduced because it was found that in

1969 CIP decreased as per capita income increased for all states with
incomes under $3700 (roughly the poverty threshold). For the higher

income states, CIP did not change as peg capita income.increased. It

was, therefore, felt that a more accurate relationship could be obtained

by fitting a separate variable to each group of states.

Below is a regression equation for the raationships described above..
In this equation, X1 represents the 1970 Census data for CIP, X2 represents

the difference between the logarithms of the PCI's in 1969 for the median

'tate and each state with an income above the median; X3 repeesents,the
same variable for.1969 as X2, but for states with incomes belo4 the

median income; X4 and X have the same meaning as X2 and X3 but are

for 1973.

. CIP = bo

The regression est-
component'of the current es

/6) of the Census. The current
average of the regression'
procedure used to combinik

+ bX + b X
2 3 4 4 5 5

6n the above forMyladon drm the main
s of CIP by state, prepared the Buieau

imate for adgiven state is a wel ted

mate and the original CPS estimate. The .

regression and sample estimates weights the

regressicin estimate beavliy if the anticipated bias of the regression
estimate is small relativkto the amount of variance in the original
CPS sample estimate explained by the regression estimate. The weights,

therefore, vary.from state to state. The CPS estimate forms an import-

ant component of the current estimate only for New York and California;

it makes minor contribution to the estimates for other large states -
and a negligible contribution-to the small states.

The model assumes that"changes in the incidence of poverty are

closely related to the changes in average income. If this assumption

is not valid,- the current estimates could be seriously biased. A very

.interesting and importanttesf of this assumption was devised by the

22
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Census Bureau staff. This test involves the preparation of:regression
estimates based on 1960 and 1970.Census figures on poverty and the BEA'
data for 1959 and 1969. UnfOrtunately,.the 1960 Census'figures for CIP
were never tabulated by states. Data are available, however, showing the
proportionof low-income families (LIF) by state in both 1959 and,1969;
and'data are also available for both LIF and CIP for 1959 and 19 for
the 100 largest SMSA's'in 1960, classified according to the 1960
boundaries, along with BEA data corresponding -to these boundaries as'well

'Regression estimates were prepared using a poverty measure in 1969,
a poverty measure in 1959, and four additional independent variables
formed from the BEA data for these years: For SMSA's, the median value
of the 100 SCA BEA figures was used in place of the state median. The1641rithm of income was used in all cases.

.1969 LIF for states was estimated using only the 1959 esti-,
the proportion of variance explained was measured by an R2
figure was raised to .96 when the/logarithms of the 1959 and
added. The split of the PCI figures to refledt states above
median state income for each year furtheroimproved the fit,
.98.

When the
mates of LIF,
of .90. This
196 PCI were
and below the
raising R2 to

When the 1969 LIF was estimated froM the 1959 LIF for the 100 largest
SMSA's, the proportion of variance explained was measured by an R2 of .83.The ame prodedure u ed to estimate CIP for the.100 largest SMSA's yielded
an 124 of .78.

The rience with the 1959 and 1969 LIF figures for states indi-
cates that inear,transformation*of the 1959values is the most appro-
priate funct.pnal form to fit to the current data.

READ Estimates of children in Poverty by State

The procedure used by READ to estimate the number of poor children
L__)by State for 1973 entails the following operations: (1) estimating the

'distribution of families according to income in 1973, (2) extending.
this information to a'classification of families by-both incoMe'and
fandly size, (3) applying established poverty levels to the resulting
matrix in order to estimate families in poverty, and (4) applying
'estimates of the average number of childrenper family in order to con-
vert the estimates otimpoveristledyfamilies

to estimates of impoverished
children.

The first step in this process is to prepare for each state the
necessary estimates to complete the sample table shown below. The
methodology for performing this and subsequent operationS is describedbelow.

'44
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Desired Statistical Display: Each State, 1973

-Income

interval in

1973

.
Famil Size in 1974

2 - 3 S 6 Total

0 -1000 -0
1000-2000
2000-3000
3000-4000
4000-5000
5000-6000

__

6000-7000
7000-8000 *

,
8000-10000

11

over 10000 6

Total
- -

Step 1. Distribution of Families According to ;Total Money Income Received,

in 19/3 (the row totals for the state matrix]

A techniqUe hap been developed by BEAmbich permits the extrapola-

. tion of a regionis 1970 Census data on family incomes to post-censal years,

based on the region's current perSonal income estimated by BEA and an

analysis of the region's historical disparities in the allocation of

(
income growth. Census data for 1960 and 1970 are used to case a

region's cumulative ppake distributions and to profide estimates of

average family incom for the census years. With the growth in income,

the cumulative distributions move to the right on the income scale. _,...-----

The amount by which this curve shifts is, in general, closely. related

to the amount of growth in average family income. In fact, if there are

no:disparities in e growth, the 1970 cumulative distribution Could

N be derived directl by s 'rly moving each point on the 1960 distribution

to the right at the te of growth in average family income d5ring the

decade.

Indexes of disparity in the allocation of incase growth were computed

for each of the percentile points on the cumulative income distribution.

For example, suppose that the 30th percentile for a given,state's cumulative

income distributions was $4,000 according to 1960 census data and $6,500 -

'in 1970 (i.e., 30 percent of the families had incomes less than $4,000 in

income year 1959, while in 1969, 30 percent had incomes less than $6,500)

and that average' family income had increased 50 Wrcent from $8,000 to -

$12,000. If the income level associated with the 30th percentile had in-

creased at the same rate as average income,it would have increased by 50

percent, from $4,000-to $6,000. Since t actually increased to $6;500, the

additional growth is considered in this work as being due to the disparity

in the allocation of income giowh. The index of disparity for the 30th

3 ,
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peregilti/e, therefore, would be computed as 1.083 (the actual 1970 level
divided by the "expected" 1970 level).

For purpoges of estimating the 1973 distributions, the indexes for
196U-70 were assumed to represent a trend for the period 1970 to 1973.
Since post-censal data on average family income by state were not, avail7able when the estimates were prepared, the rate of growth in'per capitarincome was taken as a proxy measure of the rate of growth in average.
family immx?during 1970-73.. Some bias is introduced through the useof'
this proxy since, nationally, it can be seen that per capita income
grew more rapidly than average family income, and, hence, the extrapola-
tion of the family income distributions, using the rate of growth in per,
capita income, generally yields an underestimate of the number of fami-
lies in the lower income intervals:

Based on the procedures described above, estimated digtributionslof
families by income-levels were prepared for each state for'1973.

Step 2. Distribution of Families According to the Number of Family
Members for 1974 (the column totals for the state matrix)

Estimates of the distribution of families by size of familylor each
-state were prepared based on a tabulation of the March 1974 Current Popu-
lation Survey. It is important to note that the CPS waulot designed to
provide such detailed estimates. The estimates for,smal?er states may be
seriously deficient.

Step 3. Distribution'of Families by'Size of Family and. Amount of Income
Received in 1973 (the cells in the state matrixi

The data described in Steps 1 and 2 represent the row and column
totals of a table presenting the cross classification of families, by
income and size of family, or 1973. The next step requires the defini--tion of the cells in this table. Again, the mok recent iriformatiomon
the cell values is the 1970 Census. The cell values for 1973 were esti-mated by use of a dual allocation procedure.

Dual allocation is a numerical .technique for "matrix balancing."Given a set of gredeferminpd row and column totals, the cells areLfirst
adjusted in order to yield appropriate row totals. These results are
then adjusted to'yield appropriate colutin total's, whidh, in turn, are
adjusted to yield appropriate row totals, and so on, iteratively. The
'adjustment factor declines on each successive iteration, and cell values
converge to,numbers yielding the predetermined column and row totals
simultaneously.

Unfortunately, there is no theoretical basii on which this numeria]:
technique is founded, and although it "works,." it is difficult to place
much credibility in the results, unless: (1) the cell totals yield sums
which are initially fairly Close to the predetermined column and row

5 3 I.
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totals, or (2) a change in a given column (row) total can be safely
assumed, to be uniformly distributed across all rows (odium:is).

Obviously, condition,(1) is not met in thig problem since the number
of eamilies in a givenstate(and income class) may have changed con-
siderably between 1970 and 1973. Further, Jan analysis of the results of
the initial dual allocation indicateq that condition (2) also failed to
prevail, primarily because a changeln number of families in a given
Income interval is not uniformly distributed to all family Sizes. _
Because this is particularly true for the lower income intervalssome
refinement was dictated.

.

To this end,-national CPS data were used in,an effort to make a
realistic adjustment to the states' 1970 cells prior to beginning'the

dual allocation. The procedure developed .involves estimating each cell
P of the 1973 national table on the assumption-that the 1970-73 percentage

change in the cell total was a function of the percentage changes in
(1) the associated column total, (2) the associated row total, and (3)
the total number of families.

These first approximations, (estimated using only 1973.row and
column totals and 1970 cells) were then compared to the natibhal CPS-
derived cell totals for 1973 tO develop a measure of the bias'associated
with applying this technique to a given cell. The ratios of the actual

1973 cells in the national table to the approx tions were then computed

using the above formula. These ratios were useas adjustment-factors in

the final dual allocation procedure.

stgp,4.' Families 'In Poverty

Data on standard poverty -thresholds applicable to the arious family

sizes were obtained from the Census Bureau. Straight-line interpolation
was used to estimate the number of families in a given cell with incomes
below the poverty line. The estimates were summed to the national level
and' a pro-rata adjustment to tlyorCPS total faMilies in poverty for the

Wilted States was made.

Step 5. Children AgeQL5-17 In Impoverished Families

In order to estimate children in poverty, it is necessary to esti-
mate the number of children per impeierished family for each family
size group. The, precise information needed isInWavailable directly
for either states or the nation and requires manipulation of a .variety '

of related data 'and a number of assumptions.

Data in the CPS report, "Characteristics of the Low Income Popula-1
tion: 1973," allow for the computation of tke average number of related
children under 18 per family by size of family, for all families a for

'impoverished families, as shown in Table 10. The ratio of these t

numbers was taken as a measure of the general incidence of childr__ in
impoverished families relative to total families. Data in the related

26 3.)



Table 10. Computation o the Number of Related Children Aged 5-17 pet
Impoverished Fami yf United States, 1974, by Size of Family

Relat i/
Related 1/ Children
Children- Aged 0-17

Family Aged 0-17 Per Impover- Aged 6-17
Size Per Family fished Family Ratio Per Family

Related Related
Related 2/ Children Children

%Children- Aged 6-17 Aged 5-17
Per Impover- Per impover-
ished family ished family

2

3

4

5

6

7+

.067

.757

1.644
2.525

3.346
4.792

.303

1.337
2.154
3.035
3.913
5.315

4.52

1.77
1.31

1,20
1.17
1.11

.372

.986

1.829
'2.592
3.758

.176

.658

1.292
2.195 ,

3.033
4.171 4.

.189

.705

1.385

2.352.
3.250
4.470

1/

2/

Computed from: U.S. Bureau of e Census, Current Population
No. 98 "Characteristics of the Income Population: 1973,'
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1975.

Computed from: U.S. Bureau of the Censip, Current Population
No. 276 'Household and FaMily Characteristics, March 1974," U.
ing Office, Washington, D.C., 1975.

Reports, Series P-60,
U.S. Government

Reports, Series P-20,
S. Government Print-'

4

CPS report, "Household and Family Ch cteristics, March 1974," allow
for the computation of the average nO5er of related children ages 6-17
per family.by size of family. The relative ratios for children aged
0-17 were then applied to these estimates to provide estimates'of the
average number of related children aged 6-17 per impoverished family,

. as shown in the fifth column of Table 10. Column 6 was derived simply

.by expanding column 5 by the ratio of children aged 5-17 to children
aged 6-17 in the United States in 1974.

TWo problems exist with respect to the datgrin the last column of
Table10: (1) it is specific for related children, whereas we need
estimates of total children; and (2) it refers to data for the United/ States, and there is probably some variation among the states. In order
to compute state-specific adjustments for these problems, CPS data on
the number of related children aged 6-17 per family for 1970 (the WO
equivalent of Table 10, column 4) were compiled and applied to the 1970
Census tabulations of families by size in each state. The resulting

'statistic was then compared to the 1970 Census count of total children
aged 6-17 in the state. It is assumed that the resulting ratio accounts
for variation'among the states in both the general concentrations of
childremand the ratio of total children to related children.

A final adjustment'to account for state-to=state variation in the
ratio of 5-17 year olds to 6-17 year olds was also included, but as
expected, this variation is negligible, and the adjustment could just
as well have been eliminated.

The data in Table 10, column 6 were applied to the state estimates
of families in poverty in 1973 and adjusted by the state correction
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factors. The resulting estimates were allocated to the CPS estimate

of total children aged 5-17 in poverty for the nation, in order to

'provide the estimates given in state tables. The allocation factor

fon impoverished children was 1.05 (i.e., the unallocated estimates -

were about five percent lower at the national level, according to the

CPS summaries).

t READ Estimates by County

County estimates of the number of children in poverty in 1973 were

derived as a rather straightforward allocation of the state totals.

Briefly, the methods used were as follows:

1. County population estimatestor 1973 were extended to 1974 via

the assn* ption that the population growth rate 1973 to 1974 was

the-same as that observed for 1972 to 1973.

2. These population figures were used to allocate the total fami-

lies he state. The straight allocation was then "corrected,"

usi 197Q relationships of the county to the state. (A county

with a relatively high average family size in 1970 was assumed

to have a relatively high average size in 1974.)

3. The 1970 distribution of families, according to income, was

extended to 1973, based on growth Tates in per capita income.

Indexes of disparity were not included in this extension.

4, The number of families with incomes-less than $5,000 in each

county was computed for 1973, and these totals were controlled

to the state number of families in this category.

. The number of families with income less than $5,000 was used

as an allocator for the number of families in poverty in the

state in 1973.

6. The number of famileswith incomes fess than-$5,000 was also

used as an allocator for the number of children in poverty,

but with a correction factor derived from 1970 Census results.

If a county had a relatively high (low) number of impoverished

children in 1970, when compared to the number of families with

incomes less than $3,900 (the approximate 1970 equivalent of

$5,000 in 1973), this differential was also applied in 1973.

This adjustment was substantial in many cages -- particularly

in the smaller counties.
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND FOR TITLE I AUTHORIZATION FORMULA

The Elenentary and Secondary Educ4tion Act was originakly con-
ce ed by Congress as an antipoVerty prOgram deSigned to. help poor

a----li

le and poor school districts. The trjor instrument for achiev-
this objective was Title I of this Ot.,2/

The clear intent of Title I was to distribute substantial Federal
aid to school districts which were too poor to provide adequate

,

educational a rams on their own. 3/ To achieve this objective,
Congress develo. . a formula for authorizing funds to counties.
This formula ef ned the eligible population and the payment rate.
In 1965, two g .ms'were included in the eligible population: (1) .

all children in families with incomes under $2,000 in the 1960
Census; and (2) all children in families with AFDC payments of
'$2,000 or More. The payment rate was set at 50 percent of the state
expenditure per pupil or 50 percent of the national-average expendi-
ture per pupil, whichever was higher. The forowing formula describes'
,these Title I authorizations:

Gij =.5 D.
ij

(P+A..)
13

Where:

A..

i : Suffix denoting state within U.S.

j : Suffix denoting county within state

:'Children in families with AFDC payments of $2,000

D. Per pupil expenditure for state i used in authoriza-
tion

Gij : County authorization

N :fiational per pupil expenditure

P.. : Children qic families with income under $2,000 (1960
Census)

/9

State per pupil expenditure

and Dv= Max [N, Opi]

When the Title I formula was prepared in 1965 (and even at present)
the decennial' census was regarded as the best source for esqllating
the count of poor children in each county. This is the only source which
provides.incone distributions for the-entire population for small geo-
graphic areas throughout the country. The major shortcoming of these
data is that they are available only at the beginning of each decade.
If they are-to be used for this purpose, therefore, a procedure must be
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developed for updating themperiodically. "That update," according to a

congressional report prepared in 1974, "was written into the original

law as the portion of the formula which counts AFDC children." 4/

If the cost of providing edtiational services were the same through-
.

out the country, the count of poor children alone would have prbvided

an adequate basis for allocating Title I funds to counties. These costs,

however, do vary considerIy. In the interest of equity, Congress de-

cided to adjust the payments to reflect differences in the-cost of

providing educational services. The current expegditures per pupil

(CEPP) in each state.were used for this purpose. There is no explicit

%61.

st tement that Congress had this ig mind when it adopted the use of

CEP in the allocation formula. This conclusion, ver, can be in-

ferr frail the congressional report for 1974. Inh;cussing a change

in the-payment rate, this report states that the revised rate (which

was also based onCEPP) "reflects much more accurately the differences

in providing compensatory educatioh throughout the country." 5/ Pre-

sumably, therefore, both the original and the revised-paymenttates

were intended to adjust Title I payments for differdnces in thecost

of providing educational services.
.

,

After several yegs, Congress found that both key elements in the

allocation formula -- the count of poor children and the payment rate

were nonworking accordi.expeotations. the count of children

in AFDC falllits with grants ve $2,000 proved to be.a very poor

substitute for the actual, count of all poor children in each-school

district. As a result of sharp increases in AFDC payments and mush-

rooming caseloads, the number of AFDC children counted under the

formula increased very rapidly,.whereas the count of poor children

based on the 1960 Census remained fixed. 'As a result, the AFDC comr

ponent of the eligible population increased from 10 percent dif %he

total in 1966 to over 60 percent'in 1974. 6/ These changes did not

occur uniformly throughout the country. AFDC payments tend to be higb-

est in the large, high-ihcome, urban states and these states also con-

tain most of the children in families with AFDC payments above $2,000.

As a result, these states made the greatest gains in the numberof

eligible children tobe counted under the formula. This fact shows

up very clearlyin Table 11. In 1965, for example, New York had 5.4

percent oe all the children in the nation eligible yo6.,be counted under

the Title.I formula. By 1972 this proportion had _more than doubled

to 13.4 percent. Similar changes took place in California and New

Jersey. The greatest relative losses in eligible population were in

states with low AFDC payments. Most of these states are in the

south where reductions of 50 percent in the eligible population were

typical. After rbviewing similar data, Congress concluded "Clearly,

the present Title I formula, because of its great reliance on AFDC

statistics, has become skewed heavily in favor of the wealthier states

in the.dougtry. That result is completely contrary to one of the

principal.purposesdof Title I: To provide assistance to school

distrApts and states whos( ability to operate adequate educational

programs is impaired"by concentrations of low-income families." 7/-

1
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Table 11. Number of Low Income Children under Original Grant Eligibility Standard, 1965-19
(Children in thousands)

State:

Under $2,000
(1960 Census)

(1)

AFDC Over
$2,000 (1962)

(2) '

Total.

(3)

Alabama 242.5 0.0 242.5
Alaska 4.8 0.8 '5.6,
Arizona
Arkansas

38.9
148.2

5.6
0.0. t-

44.5
148.2

California 206.6 102.1 308.7

Colo4ado S3.6 7.3 40.9
Connecticut 20.7 7.6 28.3
Delaware 7.4 U.0 7.4
Dist. of Col. 14.9 5.9. 20.8
Florida 142.5 0.0 142.5

Georgja 239.8 0.0 239.8
Hawaii 8.8 2.4 11.2
Idaho 12.3 2.4 14.7
Illinois 147.5 82.5 230.0
Indiana 76.4 3.5 79.9

Iowa a 71.8 9.3 81.1
Kansas 40.3 5.4 45.7
Kentucky 193.6 0.0 193.6
Louisiana 201.1 0.2 201.3Maine 18.4 2.7 21.1

Maryland 53.7 9.4 . 63.1
Massachusetts 47.1 16.8 63.9
Michigan 124.7 21.0 145.7
Minnesota 77.3 11.7 89.0
Mississippi 254.9 0.0 .254.9

Percentage
of National

Total
(4)

0.7
0.5
0.1
0.4

2.6

4.3
0.2
0.3

1.4

1.5'

0.8
3.5
3.6
0.4

.- 1.1

1.2
'2.6

1.6'
6.6.

Under $2,000
(1970 Census)

i(5)

AFDC Over
$2,000 (1971)

(6)
Total

Per
Nat

(8

96.0 1.1 97.X 1.7
4.3 4.4 8.7 '0.2

29.3 17.7 47.0 . 0.8
52.2 0.0 52.2 0.9

214.4 566.4 780.8 14.0

25.4 32.5 57.9 1,0
22.2 42.3 -64.5 1.2
5.6 5.2 10.8 0.2
13.1 30.6 43.7 0.8

100,7 4 19.3 12111 2.2

93.1 8.0 93. 1.7
7.2 11.4 18.6 0.3
7.4 5.6 13.0 O.

103.8 211.31 315.1 5.7
41.10 31.80 ..46, 73.6 1.3

22.5 27.3 49.8 0.9
22.1 27.9 50.0 0.9

. 68.8 29.5 98.3 1.8
114.6 12.0 126.6 2.3
10.1 17.3 27.4 0.5

43.1 53.9 97.0 1.7
41.7 104.8 146.5 2.62.6
83.7 148.8

410.. 232.5 4.2
31.9 39.6 71.5 1.3

198.7 0.0 98.7 1.8
A

4 0

'1



o
,

Sr'

f Low inane Children under OtiginalGrant Eligibility Standard, 1965-1972,
. (Children in thousands).

...4
, .

-a, t
. -

ercentage
AFDC Over of National

?,(100 (1962) Total ,ir Total
(2) (3) .'y

0,0 242.5 -iber
08 5.6 0.1
5.6 - 44.5 0.8

, 0.0 148.2 2.7
102.1 308.7 5.6

7.3 40.940.9 0.7
.28.3 0.57.6

0.0 ,e..7.4 0.1.
5.9 20.8 0.4
0.0 142.5 - 2.6

0.0 239.8 4.3 i.
2.4 11.2 0-.2.
2.4 14.7 0.3

82.5 230.0 4.2
3.5 79.9 1.4

9.3 81.1 61.5
4 45.7. U.8

0.0 193.6 3.5
0.2 201.3 - 3.6
,2.7 21.'1

K 0.4,

-9.1.
'a 63.1 , 1.1

16.8 63.9 .1.2
21.0 145.7 2.6
11.7 89.0 1.6
0.0 54.9 4.6

Under $2,000
(1970 Census)

(5)

'

AFDC Over
$2,000 (1971)

(6)

.

Total

(7)

-Percentage a
National
Total
(8)_

96.0 1.1 . 97.1 et 1.7
it

4.3 4.4 8.7 0.229.3 17.7 ' 47.0 0.852.2 .
0.0 52.2 0.9

214.4 566.4 780.8 14.0

25.4 32.5 57.9 1.0
22.2 , 42.3 '...441.5 1.25.6 5.2 10.8 0.2
13.1 30.6 43.7 0.81400 19.3 120.0 2.2

93.1 460.0 93.1 1.7
.1,11.4 18.6 0.3

7. 5.6 13.0 0.2
103.8
41.8

211.3
31.8

315.1

710
5.7
1.3

v '

72,5 27.3 49.8 .- 0.9
22.1 27.9 50.0 0.9
68.8 29.5 98.3 1.8114.6 12.0 126.6 2.310.1

, 17.3 27.4 0.5

43.1 53.9 97.0 1.7 a.

41.7 o 104.8 146.5 2.6
83.7 148.8 232.5 4.2
31.9 39.6 7 1.398.7 .0 98:7 1.8
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Table 11. (Continued)
lit

44

44,

. y
Under $2,000 AFDC Over '

(1960 Census) $2,000 (1962)

. State (1) . \ (2)

Total
(3)

Percentage. .

of National
Total
(4)

Under $2,000
(1970 Census)

(5)

AFDC Over
$2,000 (1971)

(6)

.

Total
(7)

Percen
Nati
Iota
(8)

Missouri 125.2 11.3
.

bra"e7naca

14.1 1.5Z 34.4 0.7

Nevada 3.2 0.7

New Hampshire 5.9 4 1.1

New Jersey 59.8 25.5

New Mexico 37.6,

New York 200.1
4.30

323.1
I.

99.9

Borth Garolina 3.5

North Dakota 23.3 1.8
1

151.9 ,. 25.5Ohi:ha
Okl 114.8 11.2

Oregon 23.9 6.3 #
Pennsylvania 175.4 '60.3

Rhode Island . 12.1 4.0

%South Carolina 206.6 0., 0

South Dakota 30.7 13'
Tennessee 220.0 0.0

frexas 398.2 0.0

Utah 11.7 2.1

VVermont 7.2 0.6

Virginia . 167.9 3.1

---93.1 9.9Washington
West Virginia 106.4 0.1

Wisconsin 58.4 10.4

Wyoming 5.4 0.7

Total 4,948.1 582.6

136.5
15.6

35.1
3.9
7.12

85.9
41.9
300.0
326.6
25.1

'177.4

95.9

235.7
30.2 ---

16.1
.

206.6
12.2
220.0
398.Z
13.8

7.8
171.0
42.9

106.5

68.9
6.1

5,530.7

',

--

2.5

0.3
0.6
0.1

0.1,

1.5

0.8

5.4
5.9

0.5

3.2
1.7

0.5
4.3
0.3

3.7

0.6
4.0

7.2
0.2

0.1

3.1

0.8
1.9

1.2

0.1

400.0

--I `s

.

59.2
8.2
15.8
4.0

4.5

57.7
27.9

194.6
99.2
8.1

104.1

37.3

19.6

10:::

71.8

10.8
81.8

192.6
9.6

J .5

67.8
29.7

35.5
34.6

3.3

2,645.8

A

.

t

r

.

35.4
5.6

14.5
2.4
5.4

165.4
15.2

553.3
24.4
4.8

1111.8

27.7
2t3.2

17.0

21.9
7.1
0.0

65.3
11.6

..

5.8
43.0
37.1

' 14.7
35.4
1.8

2,921.6

94:6
13.8

930.3
.4
9.9

'2241::

747.9
123.6

12.9

217.5
66.1
41,3
325:2
25.8

93.7
17.9
81.8

257.9
21.2

9.3
110.8
66.8
t.2

5117C..,

.

5,567.4

.

It

1.7
0.2
0.5
0.1
0.2

4.0
0.8

13.4
2.2

D.2

/,.---.3.9

1.2
0.8
5.8
0.5

1.7
0.3
1.5

4.6
0.4

0:2
2.0

1.2
0.9
1.3
0.1

100.0

NODE: Because ofbroundirN, detail may not add to totals.

SOURCE:; Alan L. Ginsburg and Charles Cooke, "Education's Need for Small-Area Income
Data with Reference to Title I, ESEA:" Business Uses 6f Small Area Statistics and
Education's Needs anittethods for Estimating Low-Incdme Population, Small Arear
Statistics Papers, U.S. Bureau of the Census, June 1976.
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Table 11. (Coni.inued)

Percentage Percentage of
AFDC Over of National Under $2,000 AFDC Over National

52,000 (1962) Total Total (1970 Census) $2,000 (1971) Total, Total
(2) (3) (4) (6) 47) (8)

11.3 136.5 2.5 ' '59.2 35.4 94.6 1.7
1.5 :15.6 0.3 8.2

\.,
5.6 13.8 0.2

0.7 35.1 0.6 15.8 14.5 30.3 0.5
0.7 3.9 0.1 4.0 2.4 6.4- , 0.1
1.1 7.0 0.1 4.5 5.1 '9.9 0.2

25.5 85.3 1.5 57.7 165.9 223:6 4.0
4.3 41.9 06 27.9 15.2 43.1 0.8

99.9 300.0 5.4 194.6 553.3 747(9 13.4
3.5 326.6 5.9 99.2 24.4 123.6 2.2
1.8 25.1, 0.5 8.1 4.8 12.9 0.2

25.5 177:4 3.2 t04.1 113.4 217.5 3.9
11.2 95.9 1.7 37.3 28.8 66.1 , 1.2
6.3 30.2 0.5 19.6 27.7 47.3 0.8

60.3 235.7 4.3 102,0 I 223.2 32512' 5.8
4.0

0.

16.1 0.3 8.8 17.0 25.8 0.5

0.0 206.6 \ 3.7 71.6 21.9 93.7 1.7
1.5 32.2 0.6 03 7.1 17.9 0.3
0.0 $ 220.0 4.0 81.8 0.0 81.8 1.5
0.0 398.2 7.2 191.6 65.3 257.9 4.6
2.1 f3.8 90 9.6 11.6 21.2 0.4 .

0.6 7.8 0.1 3.5 5.8 .9.3 0.2"
3.1 171.0 3.1 67.8 43.0 110.8 2.0
9.9 42.9 0.8 29.7 37.1 66.8 1.2
0.1 106.5 1.9 35.5 14.7 50.2. 0.9

10.4 68.9 1.2 34.6 , 35.4 70.0 1.3,
0.7 6.1 0.1 3.3 1.8 5.1 0.1

582.6 5,530.7 100.0 2,645.8 2,921.6 5,567.4 100.0

may not add to totals.

Charles Cooke, "Edpcation's Need for Small-Area Incase
Title I, ESEA:" Sdgriness Uses of Small Area Statistics and

'Methodaffor Estimating Low-Inexae Population, Small Area
S. Bureau of the Census, June 1976.
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As noted above, in the interest of equity, Congress decided to
adjust the payments,to each"state to reflect.differencet-in the cost
of providing education. Under the,formula adopted in 1965, counties
were eligible txxreceive ither one-half of the state of national
average expenditure pei pupil, whichever was higher for each state.
Although the national average was used as the minimum payment rate;
no upper limit was-set on the amount each county could reteive.
After several yeacpiof operation, Congress decided that this aspect
of the fdrmula "aiNo contributed to a distortion in the distribution
of Title'I tundeamong states." 8/ Particularly onerous was the
large amount received by MeO.YorW under this formula. The congres-
sional report for 1974 points out that New York was eligible to re-
ceive $772 per child as comparedto $465 per,child for California
and it concludes that "there are few who would'contend that it
costs'that much less to-live in California than it does in a similar
area in New York." 9/ As a repult,pongress decided to change the
payment rate in such a way as to brigg the payment rate among states
closer to the national average.

In 1972*the present authorization formula was opted after con-
siderable debate. An attempt wag mode to correct e of the more
important defects in the earlier formula; e batic allocation
procedure remained much the same.-

0
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# FOOTNOTES

--1. The measure of poverty used in the authorization formula was

originally developed by Mollie Orshansky of the Social Security Admiri

istration in 1964. The-Measure is built around the Department of

Agriculture's economy food plan of 1961 and the national.average ratio

of family food expenditures to total family after-tax income as measured-

in the 1955 Household Food Consumption Survey. The measure consists of

124 separate poverty cutoffs'differentiating families by size,Npumber

of children, age and sex of head, and farm or nonfarm residence.

2. "Title I can be considered as another very potent instrument

to be used in the eradication of poverty and its effects. Under Title

I of this legislation the schools will become a vital factor in breaking

'the poverty-cycle by providing full educational opportunity to every

child regardless of economic background. The major thrust of this

legislation is contained in Title I where'it is proposed that approxi-

mately $1.06 billion be provided to local school districts for the pur-

pose of broadening and strengthening public school programs in the

schools where there are concentrations of educationally disadvantaged

children." House of Representatives, Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 1965, Report Number 146, 89th Congress, 1st-Session, April 6,

1965, p. 5.

3. House of Representatives, Elementary and Secondary Amendments

of 1974, Report Number 93.-805, 93rd Congress, '2nd Session, p. 5.

4. Ibid., p. 9.

5. Ibid., p. 13.

El,. Ibid., p. 9.

7. Ibid., pt 11.

8. Ibid., p. 13.,

9. Ibid., p.,13.
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