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. mandated by Section 823, is the Federal government's official stat1st1ca1
~def inition of poverty (also known as the Orshansky, OMB Census Bureau, -

'fmdmgs for the poverty-related programs of all affected Federal

-"éREFACE L

- . i

.Section 823 of ‘the Educat fon Amerﬁments of 1974 (PL 93-380)
requires a thorough study of the manner in which the

erelative measure of poverty for use in the financial ' ‘
assistance program, authorized by Title I of the Elementary' ‘
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, may be more accurately
and currently de\zeloped , i

’ »

That f1nanc1a1 assistance program is administered by the Commis-
sioner of Education, through the Office of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. imoortant feadture is the use of a I
formula prescribed by Section 103 of tne Elementary and Secondary! Edu-
cation Act for the amnual distribution of Federal funds to school dis-
tricts. ;A significant factor in the fopmula is thfe number of school-aged
children™5 to 17 in poor - @élies with(r?rgach 'sehool district. The mea-

sure of poverty which is and which is the, subject of the study

or Social Secur 1ty, poverty lines). .

+ Othér work related to poverty measurement has been called for in .
recent 1eglslat1ve acts. In the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act, the Secretary of Labor is directed to develop and maintain compre-
hénsive househqld budget data at d1fferent levels of living, including

a "level. of adequacy."”’ Any such réview of the level of adequacy must
necessar ily be closely related to measures of poverty. ThesHousing and
Community Developmer& Act of 1974 gives the Secretary of HUD authority
to adjust the poverty measure to reflect local Variations in the cost
of living. ’Lﬁe Conference Report accompanying it directs the Secretary
to develop or/ /dbtain data with respect to thes "extent of poverty" by
metropol 1tax;uareas and to submit such data to the Congress as part of
a March 31,;/1907, report. :

7.

/- L
Becayiée of the broad scope of -fhe subject matter, coverage the
‘study of ‘the measure of poverty mandated by ‘Section 823 of th ucation
Amendment/s of 1974 was extended té include implications of the study

depar tiients-and agenc1es.. The Title-I program of the E ntary and
Seccmd/ary E:ducat ion Act was glven the most detailed t atment:to meet

servé as a primary example of application of the néepts of poverty
measurement to Federal programs. The findings the study are published :@ ~
in a report er-rtltled, "The Measure of Poverty An unportant objective * '

of;currently applied and potentially usablé.poverty measpres. Material- '
containing essential suppor ting documentdtion for the study was assembled D
ds technical papers. These have been wr itten to stand alone as complete
technlcal‘treatments of' spec1f1c subjects. -

/ . A N
/. o :
. 5 A T . :
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T rIhe study was performed under the direct guidance of a Poverty
Stiudies Task Force of the Subcommittee on the Education of the Dis~
advantaged and Minorities, Federal Interagency Committee on Education.
Technical parers were prepared at the request of, under the d1rec§10n
; of, and subject to review by thé\'IhQK Force members. Some papers’

are primarily the work of onme or two’pe.rsons, these are attributed to
their authors. . Others result from the collective input of Task Fdrce
members or advisors and no spec1ch attrlbution ‘1s given except tQ
the Task Force, as a whole.

The following listings show members of the Poverty . Studies Task -

™~ Force by approptiate Federal departments and agenc1es, and the t1tles
] and authors of the technical papers. o
e - ) N .o . L,

. - This report contams Technhical Paper XVI, Implications of Alternative

* . Measures of Poverty on Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education

. Act. It was preplired by Abdul Khan, of the Office of the Assistant v
X Secretary for Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, ‘

} : and Herman Miller, under contract. to, the Office.* —

To obtain copies of the report, "The Measure of Poverty," or any of

the technical papers, - please write t0°

: Office of the Assistant Secretary for Plannmg and Evaluation __
Depar tment of Health, Education, and Welfdre . ; _

200- Independence Avenue, S.W. .

Room 443D - South Pértal Building

Washmgton D:C. 20201 . -

/ i , . .

* The'authors gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Martin Frankel and
. Forrest Harrison, National Center for Education Statistics, Depar tment of
Health, Education, and Welfare, in the preparation of this report. ,
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AUTHORIZATION AND ALLOCATION OF FUNDS UNRER TITLET -

‘Title I of the Elementary ani Secondary Bducagtioh Act of 1965 estab- .
lished the major program of Federal'aid for.elementary and secondary schools..
It provides funds to local School authorities for*the estgblishment of
special programs to help educationally deprived children, The law requires
that lgeal school authorities assess the special needs of their educat ion-#
ally deprived children and that they des}gn programs to meet, thase needs
~with Title I funds. The local ‘authorities submit applications for funds
wh§tg are reviewed by state educational agericies. ‘Programs which are

approved are then tonitored and evaluated-by the state agencjes.. Because .
of the egg@'Fis on local response to individual needs, a great variety

of progr are funded with-Title T aid. Most of thé assistance is
comcentrated an improving. basic skjills such as reading, writing, and-’
arithmétic. School districts, however, alzo fund science and social
§clence progranms, cultural activities; and other programs designed. ’
‘to meet the health, psycholcgital; and nutritjonal needs of educa-
tionally deprived children. - : . . : *

Annuat appropriations under Title I increased from aboft $1.0 billion
in 1966 to about $1.8 blilion in 1974. Abou¥ 6 million-chiddren were.
served by Title I programs in 1974, amounting to about $300rper child..
This amount is small relative to the average expenditures per pupil,

- butiit is significant in the poor school:districts where expenditutes
per pupil tend to be quite low. . 2

Under the present formula for the authorization of funds thereligible
population is defined to include thée following three groups: (1) chil-
" dren 5-17 in-poor familie¢ as defined in the 1970 Census; 1/ (2) two-
thirds of,the children in families receiving AFDC payments which
exceeded the poverty line;, and f3) children residing in institutions
for neglected and delinquent cMildren #nd childrén in foster _
homes supported with public fuhds. . SR

Actual ﬁayment, however, is not prgportional to the eligible

population. The paygent rate is based on the minimum of 40 percent

of 80 percent -(i.e., about one-third) of the hational averade expendi-

ture per pupil and the maximum of 0 percent of 120 percent ‘(i.e.,
" about one-half) of the national average. . In addition, each county is
guaranteed-an allotment of ¥t least 85 percent of the allotment re-

ceived the precéding year, a provision referred to.as the "hold harmréggf’#,
provision." S - LT o '

°

1Y

) Locatigg,pfocédures: ) %

=

The following formulas describe the current authorifzation and al-

Define as follows: . . X }




' Subscript denotmg state w1th1q U, S
: Subscrlpt denbtmg county within state

Subscript denotmg number of ratable redqctlon

-

Eligible AFDC population ',

Mimmnnﬂadmmlstratlon allowance for a state

»

State agency contribution . :

Per pupil- expendxture for state i used in authorlzatlon
formula T

-
-

‘I‘otal number of-eligible children

(County "floor" percentage

Authorlzatlon for gran\é
Prev1ous year's allotment

: Per pup11 expenditure for natien
s Other ehglb;e populathp

: Pover ty populatlon

: Per pupil gpéhdlture for state

-
.

:” Ratio for el'J.glble AFDC populatlon
: Ratlo for 'admmlstratlve costs
.+ Ratio for eligible other population
‘Ratio for poverty population
fotal funding available
Allocation for administration
Authorizatio® for adm¥Wistration
:" Reductfon ratio ‘for the nation
Share of funding

. +1 Allocation fer grants
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by defmltlon- oo T 1,
. . \ - %
. = » -”- , .
(i) 1-:1 , RpPlJ+ RAAlJ Raoq LR ,
(2). D = MED[. 4(. 8)N, .49, . 4(Y. ”2)N] ‘ o
(3) G_ij = Max - [FcLlJ 13 D‘ﬂ : |
(4) R ‘ ‘ )

= Maxl [B,RB(Ci +ziéij)]
’ Héwevef,' Title I has'neve'r ﬁn
* " EE. G,

. +E.V. >.T

17 7ij,

11-

-

e

. .

‘fully funded &nd therefore: -

[

'Izngfollowmg ratable redl‘tlon P ocedure is then followed:

»

Flrst ratable reductlon

. EEEEEN

- T/(ZJ.EJGJ.J

wl dl]

=
i'£ Max. [F Ly

+Z.; V)

. * lj'e o E
: i3 .Xijzl
U;p = Max [B PB(C +z z)]

. ‘ IfZEYl =T>0

]£ 'l
The ratable reduct;lon contmues as follows-

4 ratable reduct1 A ’ .. '

v o

,for ‘6 —. 2, 3,°-——-+, k

l

- > T/( V ) \ : +
3 ; Ej ije-1 Z if-1" . y :
. Xije = Wz Yije1 -
[} X Y ‘= F ‘ ' ) - ’ -
.o l]‘e Max | L, J 13,@1 o e
+
U.LE Max[B RB (C z Y, ]-C] ‘ )
' . Thls is repeated untll on the kth 1terat10n- ) -
~ ¢
Zl JYle J.k -T=0 , .
,“ - ’ » \ ¢ '
- ' .
A { oy ; e A

secoﬁd -and 'subsequent )
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EXAMINATION OF THE IMPA(?E F ALTERNATIVE
* AUTHORIZATION PROCEDURES v «

f
Y h

In 1974 Congrass once agaln became concerned that Title I funds were
»not belng "fa1riy“ distributéd. This concern’is manifest in the mandate
under BL 93-380 that an examlnatlon be made of the 1ﬁpact on the alloca-
tion of Title I funds™of (1) a change in ts e poverty definition “and
‘(2] an updatlng of the 1970 Census estimate of the number of children
1npoverty. . . . ?‘ .
An analys;s of the’ 1mpact of changing the poverty deflnlthn
was carried out by.calculating the allocation<of $1.5 billtion in
‘Pifle I funds in-1975 under the 13 defimitions of poverty defined in
Chapter V of the report, the Measure of Poverty. (Data were from the
‘one percent’sample of the 1970 Census.) A concomitant-change was
fade 1in the ARDC population above the poverty line to reflect the
change in the level of the poverty definition. All, 13 poverty concepts
were tested and five.of them are discussed here in detail: the current
measure, 125 and 150 percent of the currept measure, a simgle poverty
threshold based on half of the natiomal median family income, gggsg
single poverty threshold based-on the poverty threshold for a nd \
, fam1ly of four. - The results for. most of the other poverty definitions
fall Bomewhere wishin the range of the five presented here.

There is good - 50N to be concerned about dlstrlbutlng Title I
funds in 1973 on the basis of the 1970 Census estimates of the number’
-of poor children in each state. During the past few years the nation.
'has suffered. e recession which has undoubtedly affected some parts of
tHe country mere 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 un ikely. To test this assumption, alloca-
tions based .on the 1970 us estimates were compared with the al=-
‘locations based on estimates of the number of poor children by state
Wfor 1973, the most recent year for=wh1ch such estimates could be madey - °
*Two estimates for 1973 were used:* one by the Bureau of the Census and
the other by ‘the Regtfonal Econgmic Analysis Division (READ) of the
Depar tment of Commerce. The methods used to prepare these estimates
are descrlbed in the next sectlon of thls paper ..

»

‘ PR id
With the except lon of 1975 READ estlmate alternatlve poverty ¢
populations are not availdble at the county 1 vel Therefore, author- . -
‘: ization and allocation procedures were performed at the state level.
Although the results obtalned from state allocations differ "fromvthe .
results obtaihed from county allocations, the state analysis gives
good insight, inte the effects of using alternative poverty definitions.
Lo N t : N
Inr analyzing the impa& of revised poverty definitions and,of up~
dating the céunt, the basic tabulations were performed assuming that
the currgnt allocation formula was unchanged, In order to identify i
“separately the effects of' various components of the formula, additional..
tabulations were made to explore the impact of-- the hold harmless -
prov1s1on (the 85 percent floor); omitting the AFDC children; and - -

-
¢

(R -
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| omitting the AFDC children and the current experditures per pupil
(CEPP) factor. The use of CEPP as a baS1s for ailocatlng Title I
fund:.rs a very {important element in the current formula. As noted
‘ the elyg1bleipopulat1on in each state is multiplied by 40 per-
t of CEPP in the state (with a minimum of about ohe-third of the
tional 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 effect of CEPP can be obtained by comparing the amount
each state would receive if funds were gllocated only on the basis of
‘the number of poor children, with the unt the state regéives ysing
both CEPP and the number, of poor children. As wi2?l be noted subse- <
quently, CEPP has a much greater influence on the allocation of Title
- I funds than any of the other factors in the present formula.

The results’of the andlysis of the impact on the Title I progran-
of changing the‘deflnltlon of poverty, and taking into accouynt the
other factors just named, are presented in several stages:

e A sketch of the results based On five states representing
dlfferences in various reg1ons and 1n size of population.

o A detalled analysis for all states of the lmpact of changrng
the def1n1t1on of poverty.
v

e, A detailed analys1s for all states of the 1mpact of upcatrng .
y - .the 1970 Census est1mafe of the number of poor children.

e -An analys1s of the impact of revising the allocation formula.

6 An analysls of the joint impact of changing the poverty [
* “definition and simultaneously updating the 1970 Census
count.

LY
v

Impact on Selected States ' \
. . Before turning to the detailed tables, it is useful to cons1der de

. changes in the definition of poverty or in the various components of the
‘Title I formula might affect the allocation of funds in 1975. One large
state, in terms of populationgwas selected for each region of the country
(California, Illinois;, New York, and North Carollna), and Mississippi was

. selected as a low-imcome southern state. An examination of the detailed
figures for these five statés 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 of reta1n1ng or eliminating the hold harmless prov1s1on. Similar data
are, shown in Table 2 for the same states, measurlng the impact of a
change, in the poverty definition.

LY
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- " Table 1. Impact of Changes in the Allocation Formula.on the Dlstrlbutlon
i of ‘Title I Funds, -1975 (Mllllons of Dollars)

i . 1 4
)

Allocations without Floor  Allocations with Floor

“State and Allocation

.- " Formula 1970 €IP &/ 1973 €IP a/ 1970 CIP a/ 1973 CIP &/
- ". - N \ ’ ~
New- York ‘ . ‘
Curtent fornulab/ = $4169,9 § 194.4 $191.0 ¢/ § 197.7
CEPP and poverty only 131,5 155.9 188.7 - 193.0

-Pové;ty only 102.5 122.4-. + 185.9 ., ,187.6
1113‘22 T - . > ' . v, .' »

K rent formula b/ 836 T - 77.0 t 815 ¢/ 74.5

and poverty only 72,9 " 63.9 72.8 - 69 2077,
Eoverty only : 58.9 .52.0 . 67.8 ! 66.8

, California:' I . ' o )
Current formula b/ 127 4 139.3 . 124.1 ¢/ 1339
CEPP and poverty only 122.2 . 135.3 117.1 /] 126.3 .
Poverty only -« 116.0. 129.4 110.7 118.8

Ce » ..
North Carolina: ’ 3 _ ' . !

. Current formula b/ 461 39.7 47.1¢/ ° 45.1
CEPP and poverty only " 52.0 . 45.3 49.4 = 46.2
Poverty only 60.9 53.4 , 53.5 48.8 °

- . !
, Missssippi: P g

" Current formula 8.2 3.0 37.4¢/ 334
CEPP and poverty only - 43.6 35.7 40,5 35.0
Poverty only-——\ \ 51.0 - 42.0 44.5 37.7

SOURCE: Special tabulations prepared by the National Center for Education- ,
Statlstics.
S .

a/ CIP represents the number of chlldren in poverty. .
B/ .The current formula includes CEPP, the-number of children in AFDC s

‘families-with incomes above the poverty line, and the number of l

- children in poverty.

[~ - Estimated actual allocation in 1975. i }
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Table 2. Impact of Alternative Defmltlons of Poverty on Allocation of
Title I funds w1thout Floor, 1975 (M1ll1ons of Dollars)
. %
N - 125% of 150% of . Single Poverty
: . Current -Current ‘Current Line
State and Allocation Povérty. * Poverty Poverty - .
Fermula g Concept a/ Line Line $4,795 b/ $3,748

.

New York:

Current formula d/ $173.3 $ 153.0 " $ 143.1 $ 156.9 '$ 188.6
CEPP and poverty only 136. 4. 138.1. 137.6 137.0 136.9
Poverty only .. 106{3° . +108.3 108.5 - 107.1 "106.9
" Illinois: “ ‘ . )
Current formula d/ . 75.
CEPP and poverty " only .9 4 74.
Poverty only T 60,

' 'Gallfornla:
Current formula g/ . . ' . . 129.0
CEPP and poverty only . “.121. . ©126.3
. Poverty only 8- 16. . 120.1

North' Carelina:

Current foAmla 4/
CEPP and poverty only:
Poverty only

Mississipp 1 ¢

Current -formula d/
- CEPP. and poverty only
. Poverty only

SOURCE: Special tabulations- prepared by the Nat1onal Center for Educatlon
’ Statlstlcs »

These flgures differ from the correspondmg figures in Table 1 because
they are based on tabutations for statés, whereas the data in Table 1
are based on county tabulations summarized to state levels.
50 percent of the U.S. medlan .family income in 1969, as igdicated by
the 1970 Census,
Welghted average poverty threshold for nonfarm four-berson fam1ly in .
1969.
Tie current formula mcludes CEPP, the number of children in AFDC
families with incomes above the poverty llne, and the number of children
in poverty. \




o It Tahles 2-7 the hold hArmless provision was not taken into account
'+ ' in alldcafing funds because £his provision tends to minimize differgnces
in allocdtions based on altéernative poverty population and alternatlve “
o Title I /authorization formulas. - . .

gé;umn 3 of Table 1 indicates that, under the ¢urrent formula,
New ¥0rk received $191.0 million in Title I funds in 1975. Using the
same/formila without the fleor, New York would have received only
$169.9 million (Column 1). - Indeed, in 1975 the floor served to take a
llttle away from most other states and give it to New York. Note that
ee of the other five states would have received 5lightly more.funds
thout the floor- than.w1th it.
" A comparison of Columns' 1l and 2 of Table 1 shows the impact of
. updating the. count of poor children. If ‘the current formula had been
{. used, but only the cdint of poog children updated, New York would have
’ ~rece1ved $194.4 million rathér ‘than $169. 9 million. ‘- This same change
would increase the funds going to California, byt it would have decreased
the funds going to Illinois, North Carolina, and Mississippi. A more
‘/+  detailed examination of the data for all states will show that such a
C;x:hange would, in fact, increase.the allocation to nearly all of the
largest ,states, largely ;eflectlng a redlstrlbutlon ‘of poor children
ng states during recént years. .. -
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
g 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 similar nature may be noted for I1linois and Califotnia. The picture
is quite different, howevqg, in North Carolina and Mississippi. These
W sduthern state would reca®ve’ substantial increases in funds if the al-

location based entirely. on the count of poor children. These .
differencés largely reflect the higher expefiditures per puprl in the .
_larger states and their more generous AFDC payments. , .

‘y 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 currgnt poverty line, a.single poverty threshold .
' based on one-half of the U.S. median family.income in.the 1970 Census
i, ($4,795), and a single poverty threshold based on the poverty threshold
'~ fot a nonfarm, fgur-person family in 1969 ($3,748). The two single ‘pot-
erty thresholds were selected to show the differential impact of vastly
simplified poverty concepts selected at d1fferent 901nts on the income
.dlstrlbutlon. ’ . oo




" a compar ison of -the Title 1 funds received under the.current poverty

lnhabitants and receive about 5 percent of the Title I funds. \

. ‘
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 significant is the fact that a
simplified poverty concept based on half %he U.S. median family income
without adjustment for family size and composition or farmnonfarm
residence, would also not appreciably change the allocation of Title
funds among any of the states shown in Table 2 (except New York), noy,
as we shall see later, would it appreciably change the amount of funds
received by most states. 1In other words, we could achieve largely fhe
same distribution of Title I funds we now have b using other poverty -
concepts. : . -

~ -

*

" "A single poverty threshold sele¢ted somewhat lower-on the i
distributjon (Column 5) of Table 2 would alter the allocation of
funds appreciably, primarily because of its impact on the AFDC pula-
‘ti‘on. If the poverty threshold for a nonfarm family of four perfons
were used as the single poverty threshold for all families, NewyYork
would receive $188.6 million rather than $173.3 million. - Illingis
and California would also have substantial gains if sdch\a change were
made, whereas North Carolina and Mississippi would have sl ight [reduc~
tions. .'The reason for these changes is that as the poverty lipe is
lowered, more AFDC families are included in the eligible population.
Such families are disproportionately located in the high—'iqg v
northern states. It is egpecially significant that exclud ngtthe
AFDC population from the formula (i.e., allotl}ing furdds on the basis
of CEPP and poverty only) would not cause theamount of fund recejved
by each sate (except Mississippi) to vary appreciably under,
poverty definitions. ' e

%‘"‘.t

]

Impact of Changing the Poverty Definition

Table 3 shows, for each' of -the‘ 50 states and the District of Columbia,

concept with the funds that would be regeived if the poverty line were ‘
increased by 25 percent ows 50 percent, and commensurate chapges were ) ”'{
made in the number of AFDC children above_ this new poverty,‘i ine. i

For purposes of analysis, four different groupings of ;’statgs'have-

_been established, based on size of population: (a) the 12 (largest states

— these states have tover 5 million inhabitants and receive about 55 percent. 5

of the Title I funds; (b) 12 moderately large states —- these states have '

3-5¢knillion ‘inhabitants and receive about 25 percent of the Title I- *

funds; (c) 14 modefately small states —- these states have 1-3 million-

inhabitants and receive abeut 15 percent of the Title I* funds; and

(d) the 13 smallest states —- thése states each have less than 1 million
R

Y . . - s“ - ‘
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) . Table 3. Camparison of Title I Funds that Would Be Received Using 125
- Percent and 150 Percent of the Present Poverty Line with the Amount
o ‘that Would Be Currently Received o
i (Millions of dollars; assumes a total allocation
of $1.5 billion, without floor) - , ‘
) Increage Poverty ' -
Current Line Absolute Change Relative Change
N N - Definition 1258 150% ) % ’§~ "
/ ; State (- (2) (3) (2-1 (3-1) .
N —
12 Largest States '
*
- cCalifornia $128.0 S$124.1 $122.1 $ -3.9 $ -5.9 978 95
New York . 173.3 153.0 143.1  -20.3 ~30.2 88 83
Perthsylyariia 78.7 82,2 87.2 3.5 8.5 104 111
& Texas 93.3 97.7 96.7 i .47 -105 104
I}linors . 82.4 ., 76.4 75.1°  -6.0 , <-7.3¢ FH] 91
. ohio 48.5 53.4 58,1 4.9 9.6 110 120
Michigan - 61.8 56.2 55.2 -5.6 -6.6 91 89
New Jecsey 44.2 42.7 4l.5 -1.5 -2,7 9 9
Florida 48.7 50.2 50.6 1.5 1.9 103 104
’ \_ . Massachusetts ‘303 07 "29.4 29.9 0.9 ~0.4 97 4 99
, Irdhana 19.5 23.4 6.5, 7 %9 7.0 120 135
North Carolina T44.3 46.1 - 45.2  +1.87 0.9 104 102
12 Modecately Latge States ) L
| . missouri 28.2 29.9 32.0 1.7 3.8 106 114
| virginia 34.4 37.1 | 36.6 2.7 2.2 108 197
} ] Georgia 44.4 © 447 43.4 0.3 ~1.0 100° 98
| Wisconsin 24.6 26.4 28.5 1.8 3.9 107 ‘118
| * Tennessee 36.1 36.6 36.5 0.8¢4 0.4 101 104
Maryland, 25.2 2.3 21.8 ,1.85 2.6 107 111
Yinnesqta 24.0 4.9 ~ 121.8 0. 3.8 104 1%
Louigirana 48.5 e 47.1 4.7 -1.4 -3.8 97 2!,
Alabama 40.8 39.7 37.6 -1.1 -3.2 97 92
Washington 17.7 17.3 * 11.9 -0.4 0.2 98 101
©,  Rentucky » 30.0 31.3 30.4 1.3 0.4 103 160
Connecticut 12.9 13.1 133 0.2 0.5 102 o4
14 Moderately Small States : - ,
P . . L
Towa' ° 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 10§ 113
Miss1ssipp1 - ° 37.3 36.1 32.8 =-1.2 -4.5 97 « 88
/ Colorado . 14.3 14.3 14.9 -« 0.6 100 105
’ Oregon 13.6 133 14.4 -0.3 0.8 98 106
Arkansas i . 23.1 23.1 21.9 - -1.2 100 85
Arizona 13.1 /{3.7 13.9 b.6" « 0.8 104 106
West Virginia 16.4 6.8 16.9 (0.4 0.5 103 103 f
Nebraska 8.9 10.0 10.7 1.1 1.8 112 120
Utah 50 ., 5.6 6.3 0,6 1.3 112 126
New ¥bxico 12.7 MR 128 2.2 0.1 . =0.5 101 97
Maine 5.5*,@‘;} 6.6 7.3 1.1 1.8 120 133
) 13 Smallest States - o "1‘3 ’ 3 T -
Fhode Island 6.4 6.4 .17 - | e 100 95
. Hawail * 5.0, 5.1 * 4,901 3.1 - 102 98
New Hampshire ¢ 2.8 3.5 3.5 o.nf . 0.7 124 124
. 1daho , 3.5 4.0 4.4 858 o9 113 124
’ - Moritana 4.5 5.6 9.0 "1.17 1.5 124 134
South Dakota 5.0 5.7 6.0 0.7 .0 Al12 - =119
' North Dakota 4.5 4:7 ‘5.0 0.2 0.5 102 116
Delaware . 4.2 4.9 4.9 0.7 0.7 117 17
. Nevada 1.9 2.3 2.5 0.4 . 0.6 118 133
Vermont - 2.9 3.1 3.5 . 0.2 0.6 106, #1220
wyoming 1.8 .23 2.6 0.5 0.8 126 143
© Alaska 2.3 2.5 2.5 0.2 0.2 108 105
7/ - wWashington, 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.
\) , ) 4 P
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A 23 percent increasé in the poverty line would produce a sharp
reduction in the funds going to several of the largest states and, with
;@ few exceptiong, would redistribute these funds to the rest of the )
: country. The big losers would nearly all be the 12 largest states

"\ which include New York, with a cut of $20 million é6r 12 percent:
| Illinois (-$6 million or 7 percent); Michigan (~$6 million or 9 per-
| cent); California (=S4 million or 3 percent); and New-Jersey (-$2
1 million or 4 percent): Three other states-(Loujsiana, Alabama, and
! Mississippi) would have losseg-of $1 million while most of the other
| states would receive slight to mederate gains. '

. With few exceptions, the pattern descr ibed.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
targer than those gesulting from a 25 percent increase. :

Table 4 shows for each state the change in the allocation of o
funds if the poverty concept were based on two different single thresh~
olds: oné-half the U.S. median family income in 1969 ($4,795) and
the g,overty threshold fot a nonfarm family of four petsons in 1969,

($3,748). If-the higher threshold were used, the results would be yery
similar to,those obtained using the current concept. The allocations - ®
to only,seven states would differ by more than 10 percent of the pre-
sent allocation, ‘and most of these differences would be in the smaller
states, representing relatively small amounts of money. If the lower
threshold'were used, most of the rargest states would have gains in
funds, largely at the expense of ‘southern states. Included among the
heavy losers would 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 el ig‘iblezpu ation under the Title I alloca-
tion formula. MoSt of these chilfiren live in the large northern states.

é

~

-

- Impact of Updating the Poverty Count . ‘ | .

Table’5 shows the amount of Title I funds 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 schyol-aged children in pov-
erty with the census estimate for 1973, and withl a 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 fundg, 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 of poor children in 1973 amd 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-estimates of children
in poverty for~the 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 I Funds that Would Be Received Using a Single
: Poverty Line with ‘the Amount that Would Be Currently Received, 1975

. (Milljon of dollars; assumes a total allocation -
| : . ) of $1.5 billion without floor) -
. ” Single Poverty ¢ &
' . Current Line ' Diffsience _Ratio
‘o ’ Definition 3%,795 a/ 93,745 B/ . 7 3 .
State. . (1) L (2) (3) (2-1) . (3-1) T T .
;" i 12 Largest States oo ‘4 ’ L
. .
California $128.0 $129.0 , $135.7 1.0 §7.7 lols 106% -
. New York < 173.3 _156.9 188.6 -J6.4 °  15.3 91 109
: Pennsylvahia . 187 77.5 80.0 1.2 - 1.3 99 - 102
. Texas . 93.3 93.5 * 80.3 ~ ' .z -13.0 100 86 -
! ‘ Illinois ' 82.4 76.5 93.1 -5.9 10.7 93 112
§ ohio .o . 48.5 52.0 1o 49.7 3.8 1.2 ;123 103
: Michigan ’ * 6l.8 55.2 68.5 .-6.6 6.7 ! 11
New dersey - 44.2 42.9 49.1- -1.3- 4.9 97 13
: florida 48.7 51.9 45.6 3.2 -3.1 106 93 ,
. Massachusetts . 30.3 28.5 33.5 -1.8 3.2 94 110
sIndiana ‘ 19.5 21,9 . 189 2.4 -6 112 97
1 North Carolina 4.3 46.8 3818 2.5 -5.5 106 88
. 12 Moderately .Large States *© > T, , .
’ . *
Missourl ) ,28.2 29.8 25.7_ 1.6 -2.5 106 91 N
virginia, . 34.4 9.2 . 31.3 1.8° =-3.1 105 91 .
" Georgia . - 484 44.7  ° 38.5 .3 -5.9 ‘100 86
. A1sconsin - 4.8 . 2y . 252 -2 .6 99 102
Tenrfessee ' 3.1 37.8 32,3, - 1.7 -3.8 105 90 ~
Maryland 25.2 26l . 25.7 .9 .5 . 104 102 .
M1innesota . 24,0 M 24.0 . 1.4 - W6 w00 L,
. Louisiana . 48.5 48.6, 45.2 .1 -3.3 100 93 '
Alabama 40.8 40.5 357 =3 , -5.1 99 88
. washington 17.7 18.9 19.9 1:2 72 107 112
. Kentucky . ‘ e 3040 32.7 . 29.0 2.7 -1.0 108 96
Connecticut 12.9 13.3 13.7 4 .8 103 106
. 14 Moderately Small States ) *
.. Iowa 13.8 15.6 14.0 1.8 .20 113 192
South Carolina 31.0 30.4 28.0. - .6 -3.0 98 .90
Ok1ahoma -17.7 18.6 17.4 . S - .3 105 99
Kansas 1216 L13.1 122 .5 - .4 104 96
© ¥ Mississipor 37.3 38.1, 35.9 .8 -14, 102 36 -
Colorado 14.3 14.¢ 13.0 - .3 -1.3 98. .. 91 ;
Oregon 13.6 14.6 14.5 1.0 .9 107+ 406 '
Arkansas | 23.1 25.0. 22.6 1.9 . - .5 108 98 .
- . Ar1 { 13.1 13.3 d1.5 .2 -1.6 102 ° 88 ’
% west vitginia 16.4 17.3 16.4 .9 - 105 100
. Nebraska 8.9 10.1 8.8 1.2 -1 113 99 N
’ , . Utah . 5.0 4.9 49 - .l% - 1% 98 97
New Mex1co . 12.7 12.9 11.7 .2 -1.0 1ol 92
Maine 5.5 6.0 5.0 5 --.5 109 91
. 13 Shallest States . . ,
L] -
_Rhode .Island 6.4 6.1 T2 - .3 .8 96 113
Hawaii 5.9 4.4 5.1 - .6 1+ 88 102
. . New Hampshire 2.8 3.0 s.1 .2 30107 08
Tdaho 3.5 . 3.7 3.3 2 -.2 105 92 -
Montana 4.5 4.6 4.2 A -.3 104 95
South Dakota 5.0 - 5.4, 5.5 4 .5. 107 109
: North Dakota « 4.5 . 5.2 4 g -4 114 90
. Delaware . 4.2 3.5 % -7 -l.2 83 73
) 1.9 - 1.9 1.8 -  ~-.1 101 94
t 2.9 2.7 2.7 -2 -2 93 94
. . 1.8 1.9 1.7 A0 -1 103 9
Alnska 23 2.2 2.6 -.1 .3 92 - 112
Washipgtan, *D.C. 9.8 10.3 111 .. 1.3 105 112
~ [] M . .
.. SOURCE: Special tabulations ptepared by the National Center for Education Statistics. _
N a/ 50 percent of 1969 U.S. median family income as indicated by the 1970 Census. .
. P/ Weighted average poverty threshold for nonfarm fout-phrson family in 1969. '
. : . 12 , .
\‘1 . . . . ——e
ERIC... - . 21 ' | .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 5,
Allocation Formila and Alternative Est
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Title I Funds To Be Received by

w.

A

Each State in 1975 Using Current
imates of Children im Poverty .

(Millions of dollars; asSumes a total allocation of $1.5 billion,

'

without floor) ‘

Current Allocation
Formula Using 1973

Current Allocation

Estimates of

1
v

Formula Using 1969 Children in Poverty Ratio
. /estimates of Chil- Esti- Census Bureau 2 3
. dren in Poverty matog Estimates T
State - - (1) N (2) (3) (&) {5y
12 Largest States
} »
Califorma - §12.0 $ 139.3 iom . 1llas
New York - 173.3 194.4 1817 2 105
Pennsylvania 78.7¢ 76.3 78.4 N 7, , 100
Texas 93.3 101.1 88.9, 108 95
Illinois - 82.1 77.0 90.0 93 109 '
Ohio 48.5 B 50.2 49.5 104 102
Michigan . fL 61.8 T 62,6 - 68.3 §l m -
New Jersey 44.2 54.1 54.0 12 . 122
Florida 48.7 47.8 51.0 ? 105
Massachugetts 30.3 +34.3 34.6 1X3 114
Indiana . 19.5 1283 20.9 114 107 .
North Carolina {4.3 39.7 40.2 % 91 .
12 Modera Large States : .
M1 ssour, 28.2 ! 25.8 27.5 91 . " 98
virgi 34.4 28.3 33.2 85 97
Georgia ' 44.4 37.3 40.2 89 90
Wiscobsin . 24.6._.f 24.4 5.2 99 103 .
Tennessee . 36.1 31.3 31.0 87 86
Maryland 25.2 29,4 28.8 117 114 ; -
Minnesota 24.0 20.9 24.1 8T 100
‘Louisiana R 48.5 48.6 41.1 99 85 .
sAlabama 40.8, 41.6 L3297 102 80
Washington 17.7 17.5 20.5 99 116
Rentucky 30.0 29.4 26.2 97 37
Connecticut 12.9 17.2 17.2 133~ 134
¥ . ¥ . . - -
14 Moderately Small States . 7
Lowa 13.8 . 9.7 -1!.9 71 87
South Carolina 31.0 22.8 25.7 78 83. /
Oklahoma 17.7 16.6 16.7 94, 94
Kansas 12.6 1o 10.2 80 86
M1ss18S1pp1 . 37.3 31.0 30.7 . 83 82
Colorado/ 14.3 13.2 13.8 92 97
Oregon - 13,6 13.4 13.4, 98 96
Arkansas 23.1 16.3 19.1 71 83,
Arizona 13.1 « 1449 4.1 - L4 197
West Virginia . 16.4 14.4 12,7 7 T 88 7 .
Nebraska . 8.9 7.5 7.2 84 . 80
Utah - 5.0 4.0 4.0 *79 80
New Mexico 12.7 11.4 10.4 90 82
Maine : 5.5 - 8.3 5.1 152 92 }
13 Smallest States R : . '
Rhode Island 6.4 4.7, 6.3 74 99 .
Hawaii 5.0 4.2 . 5.1 84 102 !
New Hanpahlre 2.8 4.5 3.0 158 107
Idaho 3.5 5.2 3.2 146 90 .
Montana . 4.5 4.1 ‘e 3.9 93 86 .
Soyth Dakota . 5.0 4.8 4.1 95 8l
North Dakota . * 45 2.4 2.9 52 64
Delaware 4.2 47 4.4 J 114 v 105
Nevada _ © 1.9 1.0 2.6 sS4 |+ 1327
Vermont 2.9 3.0 2.8 10 95
Wyomig . 1.8 3.9 L 2.0 218 L™*109 '
Alaska g 2.3 3.6 o377 152 158
washington, 0.C. 9.8 8.6 9.6 87 97
- / .
SOURCE: Special tabulations prepared by the National Center for Education Statistics. .
13 )
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_would lose funds. The losses would be less than 10 percent in Oklahoma,

.and Maryland), and seven states with loskes (Missouri, Virginia,

{
./ < -

-

Although there are some differences between the Census Bureau and‘the
READ estimates, both sets of data support this conclusion.” This change
undoubtedly reflects- the fact that the slow economic growth exper ienced
in the United States between 1969 and 1973 had a much greater negative
impact oni the large industrial‘states than it had on the smaller one )
As a result, relatively more of the nation's poor children in 197‘3/(\\
were located in the-large states than was the case in 1969. ;

There.is no logical basis for retaining the 970 Census count of . -
children in poverty in the allocation formula. This procedure was
used because it was not considered likely fhat up-to—date cdggty
est imates of¢children in poverty would be available. The data, in
Table 5 sugglst that if more recent data wepe available, the title ¥

funds received by mo~t of the ladrger states would increase jonsiderably.
Focusing attent. , on the census estimates for the 12 L(
states in Table 5, we ..nd that two states would receive reductions in
funds if the current estimates of children in poverty were used (Texas
and North Carolina), one state would have no charge- (Pennsylvaniz), one
state would have-a small increase (Ohio), and eight states wquld have
increases ranging from 5 td 22 percent (Elorida, 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 ‘used (Connecticut, Washington,

Georgia, Kentucky, Tenhessee, 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

Colorado, Oregon, and Maine; between 10 and 20 percent in Iowa, South
Carolina, Kansas, Mississippi, Arkansas, Nebr)aska, Utah, and New Mexico;
and greater than 20 percent in West virginia.

The estimates shown in Table 5 for th® 13 smallest states are con-
sidered too weak to be analyzed meaningfully because of the very small !
size of the CPS sample in those states. Reasonably reliable estimates
for these states will not be available until after the Survey of Income

Education is completed in 1976. { '

Impact of )Changing. the Authorization Formula

. In contraé/t\ to the relatively minor changes that can be noted i
most states if the poverty line is increased even by as much'as 50 per-
cent, very sharp changes can be noted in most states if the basic '
authorization formula itself is ¢changed: A Table 6 shows the change that -~
would take place if the current author iza\t\'@n formula were replaced with -
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) « ™Table 6. Comparison of Title I Funds that Would Be Received under
Alternative Allocation Procedures with &he Amount that Would Be -
: Currently Recei\(ed

e

» e in rty € in ocation
. * Definition; Change Formila; Increass
- ‘ in Allocation Pormula 4n Poverty Line bw: . ‘
I v States to Poverty Only a/ 75 percent 50 percent . .
: 12 Larfest States A
: calitoenia : 91% 97% 95y
. New York . 61 88 83 N
. . Pennsylvania 76 104 111
\ Texas . 132 105 104 .
. Illinois’ . 70 93 91 )
Ghio” 111 | 110 120 .
. Michigan 67 p 91 89~ . !
PN New Jersey Y T 64 - 96 ~ 94
. . Florida s 122 » 103 104
* Massachusetts 76 ;97 99 H
. * Indiana - ' 115 120 +l135 .
. North Carolina * - 132 04 |, 102,
]
~ . 12 Moderately Large States » )
-» s e s ) ,‘ . ,
) Missoury - . 119 106 114 a
virginia . 119 , 108 107 f
. Georqia 132 100 - 98 -
- Wisconsin 83 , 107 116 . :
.- . Tennessee . 138 10f . 101 )
Maryland 85 107 111 . L
Minnesota m 104 116 -
« Loursiana . 128 g 97 92 ) ,
Alabama ! 132 97 92
Washangton 83 . < 98 101
- Kentueky . P £ 11 103 100 .
. . Cornecticut : 77 102 104 '
‘ 14 Hoderately Small States .
A ]
: Towa . 101 112 T .13l )
South Carolina C 133 100 . 92
: . Oklahoma i 129 ° 106 107
Ransas Y108 106 13
Mississippi - 133 97 88 7~ 4
Colorado = 104 100 =105
Oregdn ., B2 s 98 106
Arkansas 132 100 95
‘Arizena 122 104 ¢ 106 .
West virginia . 130 . 103 103 .
' . Nebraska -o- 111 112 ¢ 120 M .
g Utah ’ 119 112 1126
New Mexico 130 101 - 97 ’ .
Maine 125 120 133
. . 13 Smallest States ’ ‘ . -
L 4 .
Rhode Island . i 83 100 95 . -
Hawaii ! 83 102 98- 4
New Hampshire : . 103 ~ 124 124 . .
. - . fdaho | . 125 113 S 124 .
’ Montana . -109 124 134
c } South Dakota 121 . 112 119 . .
s o North Dakota R 126 102 110
. . Delaware 85 , 17 [ - 17 ) ’ .
- Nevada 410 118 ¢ 133
4 ’ Vermont . v, 93 206 : 120
Wyoming { ‘. 95 126 u3,
Alaska 73 108 106" ’ ~
: Washington, D.C. . 76 96 98 -
SOURCE: Special tabulations prepared by the National Center for Education
., Statistics, . T { .
. NOTE: Each célumn 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. . ¢
2/ The numerator of the ratio shown in the column repcesents the amount
each state wpuld receive if the current poverty definition were usad; : - 0
. but the allocation was based only oft the number of poor children and not &

on the current formula. The denominator represents the amount ssich

Q . state could receive using the curcent definition of poverty and the
: current allocation formula. ) 7
ERIC Allocatior 2. |
. . 15




-~ - - o B o {

’ - M .
- ’ s, . 4

. a formula.that autHGrlzed Title I funds solely on the bas1s of the number
of children in poverty as reported in the 1970 Census., If such a ch
:were made, most large 1ndustr1al states would receive a sharp reductron
in Title I funds and most smaller rural’ states would receive a shar -
increase in such funds. Thid change is due ‘largely to the ‘elimination
of current expenditures’ per pupil from the allocation formula. Using
- CEPP tq determine funding tends to transfer funds friom those states with
largs proportions of poor children to those that make relat1vely large K
S, expendrtures per capita on education. ‘2 .

Ameng’the 12 largest states, three wotlld have reductions Qf 20 to 30
percent (Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and Il¥inois); and three would have
reductlons of 30 to 40 percent (New York, Michigan, and New Jersey). The
titee states in this group that would gain the most are in the Sout
Flor ipa, with a gain of 22 percent, and North Carol ina and Texas, e@:b
‘with gains of 32 percent. °

‘Changes of a similar magnitude would be found’among the 12 moderately
‘large states. The 7 southern states in this group would all have ga1ns
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 smatd~ -.
| states, all but Oregon would have an increase in funds. Among the 13

| smallest states, about half would gain, and half would lose funds.

Of all the factors considered, it appears that the éllocation

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, anm increase in thé poverty line would have a relatively
minor lmpact on the allocation of Title I funds; however, an updating

P of the number of children in poverty would appreciably increase the

' funds going to the larger states and would decrease those fupds to the
smaller states. a

»

Joint Impact of Changmg the Poverty Deﬁmtuo,n and Updating the Poverty
Count

~

In the preceding sections, attention was focused on the impagt of
a change in the defindtion of poverty or an update in the count of poor
children. We-shall now examine the impact of a joint change in these
varigbles. Table 7, Coluhn 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 mumber of poor children. “These figures are ?
compared with the amounts each state would receive if the current formula
were used with the 1969 estimate of poor children, and if* the current
-formula were “ied with the 1973 estlmate of poor ch11dren.

The change in both variables would with some important exceptions,
have the same 1mpact}as that prevrously descr1bed for updat1ng of the

16
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Table 7.

1

T1tle I Funds to be Received by Each State in 1975~
051ng the 1973 Count of Children in Poverty 'and a 25,Percent
Increase in the Poverty Line - .
. PR . M 4
(Millions of dollars; assumes a total allocation
. -of $1,5 billien, without floggz _ .
. . 1373 Estimate” of LIP Oitfference
. Current Formula Current formula -~ ~
. Using N . Using 125
. « 1969 Esti~ Current Percent of '
. . mate of CIP a/ Formula . Poverty Line (2-1) (3-1)
State ’ (l) (2) {3) (4) (5)
e
. 12 Largest States . (‘ .
Califorfua - . $ 128.0 -, 8 139.3 $ 135.5 $11.3 $71.5
New York 173.3 194.4 169.3 2.1 - -4.0
Penndylvania 78.7 76.3 83.3 2.4 4.6 -
. Texas 93.3 101.1 100.0 7.8° 6.7
Illinois 82.4 . - 77.0 70.8 -5.4 ~-ll1.6
thio . 48.5 50.2 62.6 1.7 14.1
Michigan 61.8 ~  62.5 61.6 .. 8 -2
New Jezsey . 44.2 ’ 54.1 55.8 9.9 11.¢
Florida 4.7 47.8 49.6 -.9 .9
Massachusetts 30.3 34,3 39.1 4.0 8.5
- Indiana * 19.5 . 22.3 “° 27.8 .2.8 8.3
North Carolina 44.3 [ 39.7 38.8 -4,6 _ -5.:
v :
12 Moderately Large States '
» -
Missour: ‘ 28.2- 25.8 28.4 =2.4 .
virginia . 34.4 ) 29.3 . *29.9 =5.1  -4.5
Georgta 4.4 T 373 - 36.2 7.1 -8.2
. Wisconsin 24.6 4.4 3.2 =2 5.5
Tennessee . 36.1 31.3 30.2 -4.8 -5.9
Maryland ©25.2 23,4 35.0 4.2 9.3«
Minnesota 24.0 & 4200 21.9 Co=LIT a2
Louisiana 48.5 N 48.6 44.2 T Y |
Alabama 40.8 41.6 38.4 8 =24
Washington 17.7 17.5 17.7 - .2 -
Kentucky 30.0 29.4 27.8, 6 =22
Connecticut 12.9 17.2 18.9 7 4.3 6.9
L4 ’ -
14 Moderately Small States .
Iowa . et 13.8 9.7 .° 11.5 -4.1] -2
South Carolina '3l , v 22.8 21.8 -8.2  -9.2
Oklahoma . ' 17.7 . 16.6 16.2 -L1  -l.5
Kansas “ 12.6 : 10.1 11.6 -2.5 -1.0
Mississippy 1 37.3 - 31.0° 26.4 -6.3  -10.9
Colorado - 14,3 13.2 13.0 -1.1  -l1.3
Oregon 13:6 13.4. 8.6, - .2 -5.0
Arkansas . 23,1 16.3 15.0 , -6.8  -8.1
Arizona 13.1 14.9 T16.3 1.8 3.2
West Virgima 16.4 14.4 13.8 ~2.0  -2.§"
‘ Nebraska .. 8.9 1.5 9.3 A-1.3 4
Utah 5.0 4.0 4.7 ~1.8  -.3
New Mexico 12.7 . 11.4 10.2 1.3 -2,5
Maine . 5.5 % 8.3 9.8 2.8 4.3
,'-13 Smallest States 4 *
L 2 \ - ‘
Rhode Island 6.4 N 4.7 4.5 -1.7 -1.9
Hawaii ' 5.0 4.2 4.2 ~.8 -.3
. New Hampehire - 2.8 , 4.5 5.3 1.7 2.5
Idaho . " 3.5 5.2 6.0 1.7 2.3
Montana 4.5 13 4.8 - .4 .3
South Dakota 5.0 4.8 . 5.2 a2 2
Nof¥h Dakota 4.5 2.4 - 3.1 -1 -1.4
Delaware - 4.2 4.7 5.5 .5 Jl.3
Nevada 1.9 1.0 .9 .9 -1.0
Yarmont 2,9 3.0 3.3 .1 .4
Wyoming 1.8 3.0 4.4 i L2, 2.6
" Alagka 2.3 ., 3.6 3.4 1.3% 1.1
Waghington, D.C, 9.8 | 8.6 . 17.6 ’-1.2 7.8
2 1
SOURCE: Special tabulations prepared by the National Center for Education Statisticg‘. '
&/ CIP represents children in poverty.
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‘poverty count aloné. 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 previously
- $ noted for a chang€ in thg poverty count alone., New York, an important
exception, would have galned considerably from an update of the poverty
count alone, but would lose slightly if.both var iables were changed at )
the same time. Illinois and North Carolina would also lose considér- v
ably if both variables were changed; at the. same ‘time.. The gains for .
the other largé states were largely offset by declines in most of the
. 12 moderately lgrge states and dn nearly all of, the moderately small
. 'states. On the other hand, most of the 13 states with less than one
million iphabitants would gain as a'result of this change; however',
these changes are subject to large errors g,,estimation. L
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METHODOLOGY\]; OR PREPARING CURRENT ESTIMATES OF CHILDREN
‘ ( * . IN POVERTY FOR STATES AND COUNTIES .

Two basically different. procedures were used to prepare estimates
of the number of children in poverty by state for 1973. One procedure,
developed by the Bureau of the Census, is a regression technique using
poverty statistics from the 1970 Census, the March 1974 Current Popula-
tion Survey, and estimates of .per capita income‘prepared by the Bureau
of Economic Analysis (BEA) of the Department of Commerce for 1969 and
1973." The second procedure, developed by the Regional Economic Analysis

.Division (READ) of thefDépaftment of Commerce, is based on a matrix of
- families classified by sizelof family and income level for each state
based on the 1970 Census, updated by current estimates of income distri-
bution for each state prepared by BEA. Estimates of the proportion of
children in poverty in 1973 based on both procedures are shown in Table 8
* and 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 the states in this group is one per-
centage point. In seven of these shates the estimates differ by less
* than one percentage point; and in three additional stateg, thé difference

is one to two percentage pdints.

1
-

There is very close agreement between -the two estimates in the 12
moderately 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. In
foyg of these states the estimates differ by less than one percentage
po?ﬁ* and in five additional states, the difference is one to two
percentage pointsy This group, however, does contain two states
(Alabama and Louisiana) with relatively great differences (four and
six percentage points, respectively). R
Y N '1 N
. Differences of ‘the same drder of magnitude can be Sbserved in the
14 moderately small states with 1-3 million inhabitants.s.Hero again,
., the average difference is about.two percentage points. In deven of
these states, the difference is less than one percentage point and in
three additicnal states the d;fference is one to two percentage ‘points.
. ) v o , ,

As might be !xpectedgqsdorest agreement is found for the 13 smallest
states with less than one milliom inhabitants. The average différence
for these states is three and one-half percentage points. In this group
there is only one gtate with 1éss than one percentage point djfference
and only two gtates with a difference of one to two percent points.
Seven of 'the 13 states in this group have differences of three percent-
or more. Hopefully, the margin o tor will be reduced for this group
of states as work continues on th project. There is good reason to
&pect that this will be the cas , particularly after the. results of
the Spring 1976 expanded CPS sur ey are available.

- ‘ . * -

B . At 19 “{8 :
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Table 8. Comparison of Census and READ Estimates of
. Percentage of Children 5-17 Yeats 0ld in Poverty,

by State,

1973

¥

Difference

State m Census (Census-READY

T

.

12 Largest Statés

California -
New York
Pennsylvania
Texas

Illinois

Ghio
Michigan

New Jersey
Florida
Massachusetts
Indiana -
North Carolina

N e
=0 WN
-

“{

=W O WOWH VN

— —
.

12 Moderately Large States
T . T

Missouri
Virgihia
Georgia
Wisconsin
Tennessee

=
. e s s e e

——

Minnesota
Louisiana
Alabama
Washington
Kentfcky

Connecticut -

Q0 ~J WO~ O WN

[ %4

o3
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14 Moderately Small States

Iowa - 6.3
South Carolina . 19.9
, Oklahoma 164l
Kansas ' 9.5
Mississippi 315
Colorado . . 7103
Oregon ! 9.
Arkansas 20
Arizona v . . 15
“  West Virginia' 21
Nebraska : 10
Utah . 6
New Mexico T 22
Maine 9.

13 _Smallest States

.
o

Rhode Island

' Hawaii -
New Hampshire
Idaho
Montana .
South Dakota _ .o
North Dakota- ‘_ ‘
Delaware Lo
Nevada .
Vermont .
Wyoming
Alaska

. Washington, D.C.
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. Table 9. Compansen of Census and READ Estimates of the
’ . Number of Children 5-17 Years 01d in Poverty,
by State, 1973 ‘(Numbers in thousanﬂg)

. Difference (Censis—
. . State READ Census I3 rcentage

- 12 Largest. Stares -

\ + Califorma . 594 647 53 8.2
New York . S61 . 525 -36 -6.8
+ Pennsylvania . ‘265 282, 17 6.0
. Texas 627" 564 -63 -11.2
Illinois . 239 - 308 66 21.6
Mio e . -261 264 3 1.1
Michfgan . . 189 222 33 14.9
New Jersey . 169 174 . 5 2.9
+ Plorida 274 300 2 847~
+ Massachusetts - 123 128 5 3.9
Indiana X ) 121 116 - -5 - -4.3
North Carolina 245 254 - 9 ; 3.54
E 3 P .
12 Moderately Large States ,
Missour1 . T 143 157 14 8.9
«  Virginia , .o 163 190 27 -~ 14.2.
Georgia ' . 231 255 ¢ 24 9.4
. ., Wisconsin 92 99 7 7.1
. Tennessee - 194 197 3 . 1.5
Maryland - 118 118 0 ' -
Minnesota L 71 87 - 16 18.4
Loutsiana: . 289 252 . =37 -14.7
P Alabama . 258 207 -51 -24.6
.Washington Y66 83 17 20.5 .
Kentucky .18l 165 . -5 -9.7
Connecticut . 64 66 2 . bl
, 14 Moderately Small” States .
: . TIowa ] 4 57 13 22.8
South Carolina , * 141 163 22 13.5
Oklahoma 100 103 3 2.9
Kansas ‘ L5 56 6 10.7
M1ssissippi . o~ o, 193 196 3 1.5
, Colorado - ‘s63 68 .S 7.4
Gregon 50 50 S0 N -t
Arkansas . 101 121 - 20" 16.5
- Arizona ‘ 86 83 -3 © o -3.6
West Virginia . 88 ”_ -11 -14.2
. Nebraska . S 39 38 -1 -2.6
' Utah : 21 L2 1° 4.5
New Mexico o 70 65 - -5 ! -1.1
'Maine ‘. 50 30 -20 -66.7
13 Smallest States - . » i ‘
Rhode Island . 17 .25 8 32.0
Lo . Hawaii Voo 15 20 5 25.0
New Hampshire 23 15 -8 . ~53,3
Idahe . . .7 31 19 -12 -63.2
" Montana - * 21 20 -1 -5.0
~"South Dakota .27 23 : -4 " -17.4
~ .+  North Dakota 0 13 17 4 23.5
Delaware CT 19 18 . ~1 -5.6
¢ . > Nevada - "5 - 14 - -9 ~64.3
. Vermont ., 1 12 -1 -§.3
X *Wyoming ) - 1 9 . 29 -100.0
Alaska o 13 .14 1 7.1
Washington, D.C, - ". -, 29 34 5 14.7
t . . . [y
) - - [y .
\(e ‘ 273y
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"'‘Census Bureau Estimates of Children in Poverty : S

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 1969 CIP allows current sample information to deter- .
mine how the basic distribution of poverty has changed between states since
the 1970 Census. The use of PCI for ‘1969 and the current y 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 fiqures are
used as one independent variable and the two sets of BEA PCI data are
each converted into two independent variables, onesfor 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 per capita income increased. It
was, therefore, felt that a more accurate relationship could b2 obtained
by fitting a separate variable to each group of states.

Below is a regression equation for the ralationships described above..
In this équation, Xj represents thé 1970 Census data for CIP, X represents
the difference between the logarithms of the PCI's in 1969 for the median
state and each state with an income above the mediqp} X3 repeesents. the
same variable for -1969 as X5, but for states with incomes belo® the
median income; X, and Xg have the same meaning as X and X but are
for 1973. )%i )

s

.
.

Ty
N K .
+ ng3 + b4x4 + b5x5 . 4

' R X ! . A
. The regression esti:if\ar%s on the above fonm;laéon ﬁ;;: the main
t esti

component of the curren ates of CIP by state, prepared Ly the Bureau
of the Census. The current gskimate for a given state is a weighted
average of the regression eglimate and the original CPS estimate. The .
procedure used to combinivife regression and sample estimates weights the
regressign estimate heavily if the anticipated bias of the regression
estimate is small relative to the amount of variance in the original

CPS sample estimate expldined 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 a minor ¢ontribution to thé estimates for q@ther large states ..

and a negligible contribution to the small states. g N y

The model assumes that changes in the incidence of poverty are
closely related to the changes in average income. If this assumption 4
is not valid, the current estimates could be seriously biased. A very

.interesting and important test of this assumption was devised by the

— ~ " 4 *
/s
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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
proportion-of low~income families (LIF) by state in both 1959 and. 1969;
and 'data are also available for both LIF and CIP for 1959 and 1969 for
the 100 largest SMSA's in 1960, classified according to the 1960 .
boundar ies, along with BEA data corresponding to these boundaries as‘well.
v .

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 SMSA BEA figures was used in place of the state median. The
16gArithm of income was used in all cases, ~ L

> . .
When the.1969 LIF for states was estimated using only the 1959 esti-_

- mates of LIF, the proportion of variance explained was measured by an R2
of .90. This figure was raised to .96 when the, logarithms of thé 1959 and
1963 PCI were added. The split of the PCI figures to refledt states above

» and below_the median state income for each yedr further improved the fit,

raising RZ to .98. o

When the 1969 LIF was estimated from the 1959 LIF for the 100 largest
SMSA's, the proportion of variance explaingd was measured by an RZ of .83.
The game procedure uied to estimate CIP for the.100 largest SMSA's yielded
an R® of .78, . .

The rience with the 1959 and 1969 LIF figures for states indi-
cates that Ainear transformation“of the 1959 values is the most appro-
priate functjonal form to fit to the current data. T e . e

READ Estimates of Ghildren in Poverty by State
' w . .
- ", 'The procedure used by READ to estimate the number of poor children
_-__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
family size, (3) applying established paverty levels to the resulting
matrix in order to estimate families in poverty, and (4) applying
‘estimates of the average number of children per family in order to con-
vert the estimates of impover ished sfamilies to estimates of impover ished
children. ' T '
L .
The first step in this process is to prepare for each state the
necessary estifnates to complete the sample table shown below. The -
methodolody for.performi’ng this and subsequent operations is described
below, . *
%
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Desired Statistical Display§ Each State, 1973

’

JIncome . . :
interval in . Family Size in 1974 L,
1973 - ] 4 5 6 T+ Total

0-1000 —_ - -— - T 2 -
1000-2000 * - - L - - _ - -
2000-3000 - -— —_— - -— —_ -
3000-4000 - - - - - — -— —
4000-5000 - - —_— - _— - ‘ _—

- 5000-6000 - - -— e = - —_—
-+ 6000-7000 - -— —_— - -— _— —
7000-8000 N -- - - - - -
8000-10000 t - - - - -_— -— —
over 10000 * - - = - -— _ -—

Total ! - - - - _— — _—

o

Al

" Step 1. Distribltion of Families According to-Total Money Income Received
e in 1973 (the row totals for the State matr 1X) -

’

A technigue has been developed by BEA which permits the extrapola-

. tion of a region's 1970 €ensus 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 hjstorical dispar ities in the allocation of
income growth. Census data for 1960 and 1970 are used to canpg,!%' a

, region's cumulative 1 e distributions and to provide estimates of
average family incomg’ 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 ingome. In fact; if there are
< no disparities in i e growth, the 1970 cumulative distr ibution could

\ be derived directl{ by simply moving each point on the 1960 djistr ibution

. to the right at the rate 6f growth in average family incosie dliring the
decade. . .
Indexes of disparity in the allocation of income growth were computed
for- each of the percentile points on the cumlative 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 percent from $8,000 to
$12,000. If the income level associated with the 30th percentile had in-
creased at the same rate as average iricome, it would have increased by 50
percent, from $4,000-to $6,000. Since it actually increased to $6,500, the
additional growth is considéred in this work as being due to the disparity
in the allocation of income growh. The index of disparity for the 30th

i
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per€entile, therefore, would be computed as 1.083 (the actual 1970 level
divided by the "expected" 1970 level). . . - '

For purposes of estimating the 1973 distributions, the indexes for
1960-70 were assumed to represent a trend for the period 1970 to 1973.
Since post-censal data on average family income by state were not avail-
able when the estimates were prepared, the rate of growth in’per capita
income was taken as a proxy measure of the rate of growth in average.
family income during 1970-73." Some bias is introduced through the use<of"
this proxy since, nationally, it can be seen that per capita i ne
grew more rapidly than average family i » 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 famji-
lies in the lower income intervals. : .

Based on the procedures described above, estimated distr ibutions ‘of
famg;ies by income’ levels were prepared for each state for 1973,

L]

SteE 2. Distribution of Families Accord igg to_the Number of Family .
M rs for the column totals for the state matrix

+

Estimafes of the distribution of families by size of family “for each
‘State were prepared based on a tabulation of the March 1974 Current Popu-
lation Survey. It is important to note that the CPS wag not designed to
provide such detailed estimates. The estimates for' smal?er states may be
seriously deficient. - oo . . )

Step 3. 'Size of Family and Amount of Income
e cells 1n the state matrix

-

The data described in Steps 1 and 2 represent the row and column
totals of a table presenting the cross classifjcation of families, by
income and size of family, for 1973. The next step requires the defini-"
tion of the cells in this table. Again, the modt recent information: on
the cell values is the 1970 Census. The cell values for 1973 were esti-

T

mated by use of a dual allocation procedure.

, . Dual allocation is a numerical technique for "matrix balancing.”

" Given a set of predetermingd row and column totals, the celils are first’
adjusted in order to yield appropriate row totals. These results are
then adjusted to’'yield appropriate column totals, which, 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 basis on which this numerial
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

)
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totals, or (2) a change in a given column (row) total caﬁ be safely
assumed to be uniformly distributed across all rows (columns).

ObV1ously, condition (1) is not met in thig problem since the number
of f'am1l1es in a given state ‘(and income class) may have changed con-
s1derably between 1970 and 1973. Further, .an analysis of the results of
the initial dual allocation indicated that condition (2) also failed to
prevail, prunanly because a chande™§n 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 1ntervalstome
refmement was d1ctated

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
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 approx1mat10ns (eséunated using only 1973 .row and
column totals and 1970 cells) were then compared to the natﬁnal 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 approximgtions were then computed
using the above formula. These ratios were us;jas adjustment factors in
the final dual allocation procedure. ‘

v
>

Step 4.  Famili 1es ‘In Poverty

" Data on standard poverty/thresholc;'s applicable to the (ar ious fanuly
sizes were obtained from the Census Bureau. Stra1ght-l ine 1nterpolat1on
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
ar)d a pro-rata adjustment to the CPS total fanfilies in poverty for the
Uniited States was made..

Step 5. Children Aged 5-17 In Impover ished Famil ies o
In order to estimate children in ‘poverty, it is necessary te esti-
mate the number of children per impoverished family for each family
size group. The precise information needed isof available d1rectly
for either states or the mation and requires man1pu§.at10n of a variety '
of related data'and a number of asswnptmns e
‘ i,
Data in_the CPS report, "Character istics of the Low Income Popula=
tion: 1973," allow for the computation of the average number of related -
children under 18 per family by size of family, for all families E for

- impover ished families, as shown in Table 10. The ratio of these t

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

a
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Table 10. Computation of-the Number of Related Children Aged 5-17 pef
Impoverished Family: United States, 1974, by Size of Family

. Related - Related
Related 1/ Children Related 2/ Children Children
Children”  aged 0-17 *fhildren Aged 6~17 Aged 5-17
Aged 0-17 Per Impover- . Aged 6~17 Per Impover- Per impover-
Per Family ished Family = Ratio Per Pamily ished family  ished family

.067 .303 4.52 .39 .176 .189
157 1.337 1.77 , .372 .658 .705
1.644 2154 1.31 .986 1.292 1.385
2.525 3.035 1,20 1.829 2.195 2.352,
“__,/’ 3.346 L3913 117 2.592 3.033 3.250
4.792 5.315 1.11  3.758 4.171 . 4.470

1
1/ Computed from: U.S. Bureau of i? Census, Current Population rts, Series P-60,
No. 98 "Characteristics of the Income Population: 1973," U.3. Government

Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1975.

- -

{
Computed from: U.S. Bureau of the Censys, Current Population Reports, Series pP-20,
No. 276 "Household and Family Characteristics, March 5574," 0.3. oﬁerrment Print--
ing_offxce, Washington, D.C., 1975.

-

-
L Y

»
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CPS report, “Household and Family Chgaggteristics, March 1974," allow
for the compqusion of the average n r 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 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 datd in the last column of
Tabl® 10: (1) it is specific for related children, whereas we need
estimates of total children; and (2) it refers tq 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 childrep aged 6-17 per family for 1970 (the 1970
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
children and the ratio of total children to related children.

. A final adjustment’to account for state-to-state variation in the
ratioc 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

IToxt Provided by ERI
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1.

t READ Estimates By County
i »

~ County estimates of the nu%ber of children in poverty in 1973 were
derived as a rather straightforward allocation of the state totals.

Briefly, the methods used were as follows: : ,

]

factors. The résulting 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

: for. impover ished children was 1.05 (i.e., the unallocated estimates -
were about five percent lower at the national level, according to the

- CPS summaries). .

- I3

Countypopulation estimatés -for 1973 were extended to 1974 via
the assuhMption that the population growth rate 1973 to 1974 was
the same as that observed for 1972 to 1973.
These population figures were used to allocate the total fami-
lieg_in/the staté. The straight allocation was then "corrected,”
usifg 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.)

The 1970 distribution of families, according to income, was

extended to 1973, based on growth rates in per capita income.
Indexes of disparity were not included in this extension.

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.
The number of familes with incomes less 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 cases -- particularly - °

in the smaller counties.

i
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND FOR TITLE I AUTHORIZATION FORMULA _

The Elementary and Secondary Educdtion Act was originakly con-
ceiyed by Congress as an antipoverty program designed to. help poor

le and poor scheol districts. The major instrument for achiev-
ing this objective was Title I of this ét.,g/

The clear intent of Title I was to distribute substantial Federal

aid to school districts which were too poor to provide adequate o
educational rams on their own. 3/ To achieve this objective, o8
Congress develo a formula for authorizing funds to counties.
This formula defined the eligible population and the payment rate.
In 1965, two g s 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
pxpenditure per pupil or 50 percent of the national-average expendi-
ture per pupil, whichever was higher. The fe}lowing formula describes*
.these Title I authorizations:
3
Gj4=+5 D; (P;5+; )

Where:
i : Suffix denoting state within U.S.
J : Suffix denoting county within state

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

Yy
D, .~ ¢ Per pupil expenditure for state i used in authoriza-
tion
L o
— 5 I County authorlzétlon .
N ) : National per pupil expenditure
. P : Children (fn families with income uhder $2,000 (1960
J Census)
Qi ¢ State per pupil expenditure

'
’

and Di‘l: Max (N, Ql] 4

When the Title I formula was prepared in 1965 (and even at present)
the decennial’ census was regarded as the best source for esti ting
the count of poor children in each county. This is the only source which
provides .income 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-o be used for this purpose, therefore, a procedure must be
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developed for updating them periodically. “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 edufational 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 consider®ly. In the interest of equity, Congress de—
cided to adjust the payments to reflect differences in the-cost of
providing educational services. The current expepditures per pupil
(CEPP) in each state. were used for this purpose. There is no explicit
statement that Congress had this ip mind when it adopted the use of
CEPR in the allocation formula. This conclusion, ver, can be in- -
ferre&® from the congressional report for 1974. In iscussing a change
in the -payment rate, this report states that the revised rate (which
was also based on‘CEPP) "reflects much more agcurately the differences
in providing compensatory edycation throughout the country." 5/ Pre-

. sumably, therefore, both the original and the revised -payment kates
were intended to adjust Title I payments for differdnces in the cost
of providing educational serviges. »

= ]

. After several years, Congress found that both key €lements in the
allocation formula — the copnt of poor children and the payment rate
—-- were nojgworking accordiﬁéiﬁg.expectations. The count of children

in AFDC faffilies with grants ve $2,000 proved to be a very poor ‘h
subst#tute 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 com-
ponent of the eligible population increased from 10 percent 8f kge '
total in 1966 to over 60 percent 'in 1974. 6/ These changes did not
.occur uniformly throughout the country. AFDC payments tend to be high-
est in the large, high-income, 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 number -of
eligible children to-be counted under the formula. This fact shows
up very clearly in Table 11. 1In 1965, for example, New York had 5.4
percent of all the children in the nation eligible to-be counted under
the Title I formula. By 1972 this proportion had sore 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:country. That result is completely contrary to one of the ,
principal, purposes of Title I: To provide assistance to school
districts and states whos€ ability to operate adequate educational
programs is impaired by concentrations of low-income families."” 7/ -
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’ Table 11. Number of Low Income Children under Original Grant Eligibility Standard, 1965-19]
. (Children in thousands) T =
i . - . L) . -
v we " ,
“ ¥
) Percenbege s ] d
UOnder $2,000 APDC Over of National Under $2,0Q00 AFDC Over ; Nat
. (1960 Census) $2,000 (1962) Total, Tatal {1970 Census) $2,000 (1971) Total
State’ . (1) 2) -~ (3) {4) sy~ {6) o (8
Alabama 242.5 0.0 242.5 4.4 96.0 1.1 97.K 1.7
Alaska 4.8 0.8 5.6 . 0. 4.3 4.4 8.7 - 0.2
Arizona ~ 38.9 5.6 “s \org/ 29.3 17.7 47.0 0.8
Arkansas 148.2 0.0 148.2 > 52.2 0.0 52.2 0.9
California 206.6 102.1 308.7 5.6 214.4 566. 4 780.8 14.0
Colofado 3.6 * 1.3 40.9 0.7 25.4 32.5 57.9 1,0
«  Connecticut 20.7 7.6 28.3 0.5 22.2 42.3 r - 64.5 1.2
Delaware 7.4 0.0 7.4 0.1 5.6 5.2 10.8 0.2
w Dist. of Col. 14.9 5.9 20.8 0.4 13.1- 30.6 Yoa3 0.8
g Florida , 142.5 0.0 142.5 2.6 100,7 ¢ 19.3 1280 2.2
’ Georga 239.8 0.0 .239.8 .3 93.1 6.0 931 1.7
Hawall _ 8.8 2.4 11.2 0.2 7.2 . 11.4 18.6 0.3
Idaho 12.3 2.4 4.7 i 0.3 7.4 5.6 13.0 0.
. * Illinos 147.5 82.5 230.0 y L 4.2 *103.8 211.» + 315.1 © 5.9
Indiana 76.4 3.5 79.9 1.4 a.8° 31.8¢ A& 736 1.3
Towa B 71.8 9.3 81.1 1.5 " 22,5 27.3 49.8 0.9
Kansasa 40.3 5.4 45.7 v.8 22.1 ’ 27.9 50.0 0.9
Kentucky ® 193.6 0.0 193.6 3.5 . 68.8 , 29,5 98.3 1.8
Louisiana 201.1 0.2 »201.3 3.6 114.6 ' 12,0 126.6 2.3
Maine 18.4 2.7 21.1 0.4 ©10.1 17.3 ] 27.4 0.5
- . o
Maryland 53.7 W 61.1 -~ 1.1 3.1 53.9 97.0 1.7
Massachusetts 47.1 16.8 63.9 1.2 . 4.7 104.8 246.5 ° 2.6
Michigan 124.7 21.0 145.7 *2.6 e 83,7 . 148.8 oo  232.5 4.2
i Minnesota - 77.3 11.7 89.0 1.6 3.9 39.6 7.5 1.3
Mississippi . 254.9 4 0.0 +254.9 4.6, 1 98,7 . 0.0 98.7 1.8
- 3 =
- -
. . -* L} B
| ) ”
| . . -
a4 - . .
2 - . ’;". g ‘ 2 * N
N %t * R
\)‘ B ' - Fl < ’ - )
\ - i P
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f Low Income Children under Original-Gr
. (Children in thousands)

o

-
Y

ant Eligibility Standard, I1965-1972 ' -

L] '\ ~ .
. .
M 4 - .
B [] « Percentage - Percentage of
AFDC Over of National  Under $2,000 AFDC Over d National
$2,000 (1962) Total Total (1970 Census) $2,000 (1971) Total Total
(2} (3) - “{4) (5) (6) - (7) (8)
0,0 - 242.5 #.4 96.0 11 s 97.. &b i3
0.8 5.6 0.1 4.3 ) 4.4 8.7 0.2 .
- 5.6, 44,5 0.8 29.3 17.7 ' 47.0 0.8
L AP 148.2 2.7 $52.2 - 0.0 52.2 0.9
v 102.1 308.7 5.6 214.4 566.4 780.8 14.0
7.3 40.9 0.7 25.4 32.5 57.9 | 1.0
7.6 - 28.3 0.5 22.2 > 423 Neg.5 © 4.2
+ 0.0 L 7.4 . 0.1. ® 5.6 « 5.2 10.8 0.2
5.9 20.8 0.4 13.1 . 30.6 43.7 0.8
L 0.0 . la2,s .. 2.6 1687 19.3 1200 ' 2.2
0.0 239.8 4.3, "93.1 ’10'0 . 93,1 1.7
2.4 11.2 02" 7.5 N < VOV . 18.6 0.3
2.4 T 147 0.3 7. ' 5.6 13.0 0.2
. 82.5 * T 236.0 4.2 - 103.8 211.3 315.1 5.7
- 3.5 79.9 1.4 41.8 31.8 3.6 1.3
. X .
9.3 81.1 81.5 2.5 7 t27.3 49.8 -~ 0.9 :
_5:4 ' 45.7 0.8 22.1 , © 21,9 50.0 0.9
- 0.0 193.6 3.5 68.8 29.5 98.3 1.8
0.2 ©201.3 (e 3.6 . 1146 12.0 126.6 2.3
2.7 211 0.4 10.1 ,o 17,3 27.4 0.5 -
Y L4
9.4, (631 , 1.1 ‘431 53.9 + - 97,0 1.7
16.8" 63.9 1.2 41.7 ° 104.8 - 146.5 2.6 .
21.0 145.7 2.6 83.7 148.8 :3{\3 4.2 :
1.7 89.0 1.6 3.9 39.6 7 1.3
) 0.0 54.9 4.6 98.7 . _?.o 98.7 1.8
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’ Table 11. (Continued) s |
: > s s - .
: . T
- N = Percentage . . - Percen
. R Under $2,000 - APDC Over - of National Under $2,000 AFDC Over . Nat i
” . (1960 Census) $2,000 (1962) Total Total (1970 Census) §2,000 (197) Total Totals
. State (1) . (2) (3) 14) (5) (6) [4))] . (8)
Missour i 125.2 11.3 | 136.5 2.5 59.2 . .35.4 M6 - - 1.7
na . 14.1, 1.5 15.6 ~ 0.3 8.2 5.6 13.8 0.2
lebr aska - 344 0.7 35.1 0.6 15.8 14.5 %30.3 0.5
» Nevada 3.2 0.7 3.9 0.1 4.0 2.4 4 6.4 0.1
New Hangshire 5.9 ¥y oo 7.9 0.1 4.5 5.4 9.9 0.2
New Jersey 59.8 . 25.5 8.9 1.5 57.7 * 165.9 ', 223.6 4.0
Néw Mexico ' 37.6, 4.3, . 41.9 0.8 21.9 15.2 ' 43,1 - 0.8
. T New York 200.1 \ 99.9 300.0 5.4 194.6 553.3 - 747.9 13.4
North Garolina 323.1 ' 3.5 . 326.6 5.9 99.2 24.4 ° 123.6 2.2
- o North Dakota 23,3 - 1.8 25.1 0.5 . 8.1 . 4.8 12.9 0.2
- " ‘ . L} -
Ohio 151.9 . 25.5 *177.4 3.2 { 104.1 113.4 2117.5 ———3,9
okl . B4.8 11.2 95.9 “ T 1.7 37.3 28.8 66.1 1.2
3 Oregon 23.9 6.3 ¢ 30.2 o 0.5 19.6 21,17 4l . 0.8
o Pennsylvania .- 175.4 * *60.3 235.7 4.3 102.0 223.2 325. 5.8
4 Rhode 1sland - : 12.1 ., 4.0 P 16.1 0.3 8.8 17.0 25.8 0.5
LI «South Carolina 206.6 010 206.6 3.7 71.8 - 21,9 ~© 93.7 = ’ 1.7
N South Dakota 30.7 . 1.5 2.2 0.6 10.8 7.1 17.9 0.3
Tennessee 220.0 0.0 220.0 4.0 81.8 0.0 81.8 1.5
{Texas 398.2 0.0 398.7 7.2 192.6 65.3 . 257.9 4.6
Utah 11.7 2,1 13.8 0.2 —=> 9.6 11.6 21.2 0.4
vermont 7.2 0.6 7.8 - 0.1 3.5 " s 5.3 0:2
. & Virginia 167.9 3.1 171.0 3 67.8 43.0 110.8 2,0
Washington 13.1 9.9 42.9 . 0.8 29.7 - 37.1 . 66.8 1.2
. West Virginia 106.4 0.1 106.5 ° 1.9 < ' 35.5 » ' 14,7 50.2 0.9
Wisconsin - N 58.4 10.4 68.9 1.2 34.6 35.4 . 70.0% 1.3
. , Wyoming S.4 -, 0.7 6.1 0.1 3.3 1.8 -~ 5.1 0.1
.. - Total 4,948.1 582.6 5,530.7 0.0 2,645.8° 2,921.6 5,567.4 100.0
o ‘ N - = v
. NOIE: Because of' rourr.\mg, detail may not add to totals. . ' - R . X
SOURCE:;, Alan L. Gmsburq and Charles Oooke "Education's Need for Small-Avek Incate VN
Data with Reference to Title I, ESEA:" Business Uses &f Small Area Statistics and » L .
. , Education's Needs and Methods for Estimating Low-Incame Population, ”Small Area,
Staus:ws Papers, U.S. Bureau of the Census, June 1976. v '
- . » * . s . ! -9, v
N ) . .
i
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Table 11. (Continued) ’ :
R Percentage . ‘Percentage of
. APDC Over of National  Under $2,000 APDC Over National .
) $2,000 (1962) Total Total , (1970 Census) $2,000 (1971) Total Total
(2) - - (3) (4) (5) , . (6) A7) (8)
11.3 136.5 2,5 59,2 35.4 9.6 1.7
1.5 5.6 0.3 \ 82 . 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 v
1.1 7.0 0.1 4.5 . 5.3 ‘9.9 0.2 .
5.5 85.3 1.5 57.7 165.9 2236 4.0 .-
4.3 41.9 0.8 27.9 15.2 - 43,1 0.8 ,
99.9 300.0 5.4 194.6 553.3 o 7479 13.4 .o
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 1774 3.2 B (YR 113.4 217.5 3.9
. L11.2 95.9 1.7 37.3 28.8 66.1 1.2
6.3 30.2 0.5 19.6 21.7 4.3 0.8
60.3 235.7 4.3 102.0 223.2 3252 5.8 ..
4.0 16.1 0.3 8.8 17.0 25.8 0.5 |
0.0 206.6 Vo3 7.8 ; 21.9 93,7 1.7
. 1.5 32.2 0.6 10.8 7.1 17.9 0.3 - -
0.0 220.0 4.0 81.8 0.0 81.8 1.5
. 0.0 398.2 7.2 192.6 65.3 257.9 4.6
.21 1.8 0: 3 9.6 11.6 2.2 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 2.9 0.8 29.7 37.1 66.8 1.2
. 0.1 106.5 1.9 35.5 Y1407 50,2, 0.9
g 10.4 68.9 1.2 34.6 L 35.4 0.0 o L3,
.0 6.1 0.1 - 3.3 1.8 5.1 0.1 ‘
582.6 5,530.7 00.0 2,645.8 2,921.6 5,567.4 100.0
o \ I

may not add to totals.

Charles Cooke, "Educatfon's Need for Small-Area Income

Title I, ESEA:" Bifriness Uses of Small Area Statistics and

‘Methody for Estimating Low-Income Population, Swall Area

S. Bureau of the Census, June 15976.
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. As noted above, in the interest of equity, Congress decided to |

i adjust the payments to each state to reflect differences in the cost
. .of providing education. Under the.formula adopted in 1965, counties
were -eligible to receive -eithér one-half of the state ot national
average expenditure per 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 receive.

- After several yearg, of operation, Congress decided that this aspect
of the formula "al contributed to a distortian in the distribution

- of Title'I funds’among states." 8/ Particularly onerous was the
large amount received by New YorK under this formula. The congres-
sional report for 1974 points-out that New York was eligible to re-
ceive $772 per child as compared: to S$465 pér 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 result, Congress decided to change the
payment rate in such a way as to bring the payment rate among states
closer to the national average, )

opted after coh-.
e of the more
e basic allocation

In 1972 -the present authorization fofmu}g was
siderable debate. an attempt was made to correct
important defects in the earlier formula;

procedure remained much the same.- T .
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¢ FOOTNOTES

.’1. The measure of poverty used in the author ization formula was
originally developed by Mollie Orshansky of the Social Security Admir-
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, ynumber
of children, age and sex of head, and farm or nonfarm residence.

*
t

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 oppor tunity 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 distriets 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, lst Session, April o,

1385, p- 5.

3. House of Representatives, Elélnent':ary and Secondary Amendments
of 1974, Report Number 93-805, 93rd CTongress, 2nd Session, p. 2. -

4. 1Ibid., p. 9.

»

5. 1Ibid., p. 13.
‘- 6 Ibid., p. 4.
N 7. 1bid., p. 11.
8. Ibid., p. 13. - , :

9- Ibido, po /13- - < M
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